
budget. With the exception of techni-
cal corrections, its report is not subject
to further amendment upon return to
the House and Senate for a final vote.

When the approved budget is placed
on the Governor’s desk, the 10-day
clock begins ticking. Although it rarely
happens, if the Governor fails to act
within 10 days, the budget as passed
becomes law. Within the 10-day period,
the Governor can approve or veto the
entire budget, strike (but not change)
language, or veto individual line items.
In response, the Legislature can rein-
state any line item, i.e., override the
veto, by a two-thirds vote of each cham-
ber. All line items not vetoed become
law with the Governor’s signature.

The FY02 state budget contained 81
outside sections that are articles writ-
ten in narrative form and inserted after
the budget line items. Outside sections
were originally drafted to be limited in
scope, but had for a period been used
to create law in non-fiscal areas. There
have been recent attempts to restrict
their use.

munities of the prospects for a 10 per-
cent reduction in state aid distributions
in FY03 and cautioned them to plan
accordingly.

Once filed, the Governor’s budget is
immediately directed to the House
Ways and Means committee, where it
currently resides. Following delibera-
tion and changes by Ways and Means,
the budget that is presented to the full
House usually looks substantially dif-
ferent from the Governor’s original pro-
posal. On the floor of the House, it is
subject to further amendments, ulti-
mately passed and sent to the state
Senate. This usually occurs around late
April or May.

The Senate also receives a copy of the
Governor’s budget in January. Over
ensuing months, the Senate Ways and
Means Committee prepares its own
budget, which cannot be reported out
until House action is complete and can
also be expected to deviate from both
the House and Governor’s versions.
Once presented to its membership,
usually in May, the Ways and Means
budget is subject to amendments from
the Senate floor. 

At this point, there are technically three
versions of the state budget with vari-
ances in the amount and configuration
of local aid provisions that reflect diver-
gent funding strategies and priorities.
The next step involves the appointment
of a conference committee, which in-
cludes two members of the majority
party and one member of the minority
party from each chamber. It is ap-
pointed to resolve differences between
the House and Senate versions of the

In each of the last 10 years, local aid
statewide has increased an average of
8.3 percent, or $281.5 million, from one
fiscal year to the next. In FY02 alone,
net Cherry Sheet distributions were over
$5.1 billion in total compared to a 14-
year low of $2.3 billion in FY92. How-
ever, early indications suggest that
these levels may not be sustained in
FY03. Facing this prospect, local offi-
cials now have more reason than ever
to follow the state appropriation process
as they prepare municipal budgets.

Each year, cities, towns and regional
schools districts look to the Governor’s
budget as the first indication of local aid
distributions, recognizing that historic-
ally the Legislature has not, as a rule,
acted to decrease this level of financial
support. Even with these numbers in
hand, however, independent analysis is
critical for local officials to attain some
measure of confidence in early projec-
tions from the state.

The Governor’s proposal for local aid
becomes public when, by the fourth
Wednesday in January, the state bud-
get appropriation request is filed with
the House and is designated as House
1 (or House 1A in the second year of a
two-year session). The Governor’s
budget package for FY03 reacted to a
sluggish economy and dramatic de-
clines in state revenues by recommend-
ing a modest 2 percent, or $105 million
increase in local aid.

In a rare action, the House responded
to the Governor’s proposal in a letter to
local officials from the Ways and
Means Chairman, Representative John
H. Rogers. The letter forewarned com-

State Budget Process and Local Aid by Joe Markarian

Alan LeBovidge
Commissioner

Joseph J. Chessey, Jr.
Deputy Commissioner

A Publication of the Department of Revenue’s Division of Local ServicesCityand
Town

Volume 15, No. 4 April 2002

Inside This Issue

From the Deputy Commissioner . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Legal
Disaster Relief . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Focus
MEMA and Your Community . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

DLS Update
Murphy Appointed PTB Chief . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
New Proposition 21⁄2 Guidelines . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
New Officials Finance Forum . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
DLS Reporting Requirements. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
UST Grants Program Reminder . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

DLS Profile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

continued on page seven



2 Division of Local Services City & Town April 2002

Disaster Relief
by James Crowley
Whenever disasters have caused se-
vere damage in the Commonwealth,
the Department of Revenue (DOR) has
played a role in providing options for
relief to cities and towns. This article
discusses actions taken by the Bureau
of Accounts and Property Tax Bureau
(PTB) when crises have occurred.

As a general matter, a municipal de-
partment cannot incur a liability in ex-
cess of an appropriation. Under M.G.L.
Ch. 44 Sec. 31, however, the Director
of Accounts can authorize payment
from available funds in a municipality’s
treasury for liabilities incurred due to a
“major disaster … which poses an im-
mediate threat to the health or safety of
persons or property, and then only by
a vote in a city of two-thirds of the
members of the city council, and in a
town by a majority vote of all the se-
lectmen.” Any payments so authorized
are raised by the city or town in the set-
ting of the next fiscal year’s tax rate,
unless provision is made by appropria-
tion or transfer.

The Director of Accounts is also a statu-
tory member of the Emergency Board
and the Emergency Finance Board.
Under the provisions of M.G.L. Ch. 44
Sec. 8 (9), the Emergency Board by
majority vote can authorize municipali-
ties to borrow, not in excess of two
years, for emergency appropriations.
This statute defines “emergency” as a
“sudden, unavoidable event,” which
specifically does not include the fund-
ing of collective bargaining agreements
or paying for items disapproved that
fiscal year by the town meeting or city
council. The Emergency Board can
allow a municipality to borrow for a pur-
pose not specifically authorized in the
General Laws. For example, the Emer-
gency Board permitted a municipality

to borrow to repair culverts and roads
damaged during a storm. Any approval
by the Emergency Board requires two-
thirds approval by town meeting or city
council to effectuate the borrowing.

The Emergency Finance Board (EFB)
was created under M.G.L. Ch. 10 Sec.
47 to have oversight of the financial
condition of municipalities. In many
statutes, prior EFB approval is needed
before a city or town can issue debt.
Two frequent situations come to mind.
The EFB must give its approval where
a proposed borrowing concerns the
remodeling, reconstructing and mak-
ing extraordinary repairs to public
buildings as set forth in M.G.L. Ch. 44
Sec. 7 (3A), and set the maximum term
of the borrowing. Similarly, the EFB
must approve any borrowing under
M.G.L. Ch. 44 Sec. 8 (23) for the re-
modeling, reconstructing or making
extraordinary repairs to various solid
waste disposal facilities.

Over the years, the PTB has been in-
volved in assisting municipalities af-
fected by disasters. For example,
when tornadoes have struck, the Leg-
islature has enacted special legislation
whereby assessors could provide “an
equitable adjustment of taxes on prop-
erty wholly or partially destroyed” but
not in excess of building value. Under
the terms of this special legislation, the
abatement deadline was extended
and the assessors could grant abate-
ments under M.G.L. Ch. 59 Sec. 59, or
receive authorization to abate a spe-
cific sum from the Commissioner under
M.G.L. Ch. 58 Sec. 8. Communities
were reimbursed by DOR for abate-
ments granted to damaged properties.
Flood damage led to the Commis-
sioner’s reimbursement to communities
for loss of revenue due to the abate-
ment of taxes, up to the amount of the
Legislature’s appropriation.

Legal in Our Opinion

From the Deputy
Commissioner
There are several
reasons why it is a
good idea for cities
and towns to build
up their stabilization
funds. Though free

cash offers flexibility, it may vary from
year-to-year and is only available
upon certification. Stabilization funds,
on the other hand, are special reserve
funds that may accumulate and carry
forward balances from one fiscal year
to another. Interest earned from the
balance in the stabilization fund re-
mains with the fund. One way to build
a stabilization fund is to establish a
policy to appropriate a modest amount
of free cash into the fund annually. In
good economic times, any free cash
over a certain percentage of budget,
say 3 to 5 percent, may be appropri-
ated to the stabilization fund.

The Division of Local Services encour-
ages municipalities to adopt general
policies to build an adequate stabi-
lization fund. Even though stabiliza-
tion funds may be used for any lawful
purpose, local policy might first direct
funds to certain budgetary areas, such
as tax rate reduction, or one-time only
expenditures. Stabilization can also
be an early funding source for capital
programs. For example, a policy
might advocate the use of stabiliza-
tion funds for start-up costs, design
expenses, or other necessary expen-
ditures in advance of bonding major
capital projects.

A healthy stabilization fund balance
can also strengthen the community’s
position when it seeks a review and
upgrade of its credit rating.

Joseph J. Chessey, Jr.
Deputy Commissioner

continued on page eight



works to acquire assistance from fed-
eral, state and private sources in an at-
tempt to make things whole again.
Over the last decade, MEMA has ad-
ministered the disbursement of almost
$202 million in Disaster Relief Funding
(see Table 1).

• “Mitigation” is becoming a more im-
portant piece of the emergency man-
agement puzzle. The concept deals
with the prevention or minimization of
damage caused by reoccurring disas-
ters. It is implemented by providing
local governments with planning as-
sistance, technical assistance and
grant funding. Examples of mitigation
projects include elevating flood prone
homes and enlarging culverts so flood-
waters do not inundate neighborhoods
and businesses. MEMA recently sub-
mitted applications for over $1.4 million
in new mitigation funds through the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
(HMGP) and another $366,000 in funds
through the Flood Mitigation Assistance
Program (FMA). MEMA is still manag-
ing open grants dating back to 1998 to-
taling almost $8 million. The MEMA Dis-
aster Recovery staff is preparing to
send out applications for the 2002 FMA
funding round which will provide an-
other $322,900 in mitigation funding.

During calmer times, MEMA also as-
sists local communities in the coordi-
nation of multi-agency or multi-jurisdic-
tional events, such as the Boston
Marathon, First Night, July 4th Pops
Concert, and Sail Boston, particularly
with the communications, planning and
logistical aspects. MEMA will continue
to work very closely with every local
community to ensure the continued
safety and security of all of the citizens
of the Commonwealth, particularly dur-
ing these uncertain times. ■
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MEMA and Your
Community
by Peter Judge, Public Information Officer, MEMA
Most people tend to think of the Mass-
achusetts Emergency Management
Agency (MEMA) only during snow-
storms and hurricanes, or when flood-
waters begin to rise. But the fact is,
MEMA’s day-to-day charge is to support
and enhance the preparation and re-
sponse capabilities of all 351 cities and
towns throughout the Commonwealth.
Community-based emergency manage-
ment is what MEMA strives to achieve.

Regardless of the size or scope of an
event, the ultimate responsibility for
dealing with it lies with local officials.
Local fire, police, public works, emer-
gency medical and emergency man-
agement personnel are usually the first
to arrive on the scene and deal with the
emergency’s initial problems. No matter
how much state or federal assistance a
community receives, local officials are
primarily responsible for making things
whole again once all the assistance has
moved on. For these reasons, MEMA
strives to prepare local communities
for emergency events.

Unlike most states that deal with emer-
gency management on a county basis,
all 351 communities in Massachusetts
have their own local emergency man-
agement director. It would be unwieldy
and inefficient to try to work with all of
them directly out of the state head-
quarters on a daily basis, let alone dur-
ing an emergency. Therefore, MEMA
has divided the state into quadrants
with regional directors and staff dedi-
cated to working directly with only
about 90 communities. Regional of-
fices are located in Tewksbury, Bridge-
water, Westborough and Belchertown.
These offices develop close relation-

Focus on Municipal Finance

ships with the communities they serve
and become aware of their potential
strengths or weaknesses during cer-
tain types of events.

To appreciate how MEMA works with
local communities, it is helpful to have
an understanding of the “Four Phases
of Emergency Management.” They are:
Preparedness, Response, Recovery
and Mitigation.

• “Preparedness” includes ongoing
planning and training. MEMA works
with each community to develop, main-
tain and exercise its own Comprehen-
sive Emergency Management (CEM)
Plan. This CEM Plan is unique to each
municipality. It is an “all-hazards plan”
that deals with the potential risks a par-
ticular community might face, such as
a blizzard, flood, power outage, dam
break, or hazardous material spill. It lays
out a game plan on how to best deal
with the event, containing all pertinent
information including key telephone
numbers, pre-assigned roles and re-
sponsibilities, location of equipment,
evacuation routes and shelter locations.

• “Response” encompasses all that it
takes to deal directly with an event, as it
approaches and occurs. MEMA under-
stands that, inevitably, events will occur
that will exhaust a community’s assets
and require state or federal assistance
(man-power, equipment, technological
expertise). One of MEMA’s hopes is
that communities will have planned,
trained and prepared sufficiently to
provide a credible initial response to
the event. It will take some time to gear
up all the state’s assets, so a commu-
nity’s response within the first 24–48
hours is critical.

• “Recovery” is spearheaded by
MEMA’s Disaster Recovery Division.
This group works directly with the vic-
tims of disasters. For example, MEMA
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Disaster Relief Funding, Public and Individual Assistance
 Disaster 

number / Type Federal share State share Total disbursed 
Disaster / Date of event of assistance Declared areas disbursed disbursed to date 

Hurricane Bob  FEMA-914 / Counties of Barnstable, Bristol, 

August 1991 public Dukes, Essex, Hampden, Middlesex,

Nantucket, Norfolk, Suffolk and 

  Plymouth  $28,166,029.00 $3,924,237.00 $32,090,266.00

No-Name storm  FEMA-920 / Counties of Barnstable, Bristol, Dukes,

October 1991  public Essex, Middlesex, Nantucket, Norfolk, 

Suffolk and Plymouth 7,737,086.00 983,661.00 8,720,747.00

December blizzard  FEMA-975 / Counties of Barnstable, Dukes, Essex,

December 1992 public Plymouth and Suffolk 11,929,598.00 1,620,619.00 13,550,217.00

March blizzard  FEMA-3103 / 

March 1993 public All 14 counties 1,284,873.00 183,649.00 1,468,522.00

April flood  

April 1993 State / public Town of Hadley 0.00 27,040.98 27,040.98

Microburst storm  

July 1994 State / public Town of Greenfield 0.00 59,701.13 59,701.13

Berkshire tornado  State / public Towns of Egremont, Great Barrington,

May 1995  Monterey and DEM, National Guard 0.00 871,632.89 871,632.89

Russell / Montgomery fire FEMA-2116 /  

September 1995 public DEM, National Guard 79,665.00 0.00 79,665.00

  Towns of Russell, Blandford, Cummington,

State / public Huntington, Montgomery and Southampton 0.00 100,000.00 100,000.00

January blizzard  FEMA-3103 /

January 1996 public All 14 counties 16,177,860.00 0.00 16,177,860.00

May windstorm  Counties of Plymouth, Norfolk and Bristol

May 1996 State / public (27 communities) 0.00 774,387.77 774,387.77

Franklin County rainstorm Towns of Montague, Leverett, Shutesbury, 

June 1996 State / public Conway, Wendell and DEM, National Guard 0.00 2,267,236.14 2,267,236.14

Note: Individual assistance funding includes loans and grants under the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Disaster Housing, State Individual Family Grant Program 
and/or Small Business Administration Home and Business Loan Programs. Highlighted events (in bold type) indicate all reimbursements made; disaster closed out.
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 Disaster 
number / Type Federal share State share Total disbursed 

Disaster / Date of event of assistance Declared areas disbursed disbursed to date 

October flood FEMA-1142 / Counties of Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk,

October 1996 public Plymouth and Suffolk $21,547,025.97 $3,430,009.00 $24,977,034.97

 FEMA-1142 / 

individual  37,065,539.00 0.00 37,065,539.00

June flood FEMA-1224 / Counties of Bristol, Essex, Middlesex,

June 1998  individual Norfolk, Suffolk, Plymouth and Worcester 20,034,025.00 0.00 20,034,025.00

Worcester fire FEMA-3153 / City of Worcester, State Fire Mobilization

December 3, 1999 public communities and state agencies 2,733,434.51 875,703.59 3,609,138.10

Tropical Storm Floyd Counties of Hampden, Hampshire, 

September 16–17, 1999 State / public Franklin and Worcester (23 communities) 0.00 875,443.82 875,443.82

June rainstorm Towns of Adams, Cheshire, New Ashford,

June 25, 2000 State / public North Adams and Williamstown 0.00 26,861.00 26,861.00

July rainstorm 

July 15–16, 2000 State / public Town of Heath 0.00 180,000.00 180,000.00

March flood FEMA-1364 / Counties of Bristol, Essex, Middlesex,

March 2001 individual Norfolk, Suffolk, Plymouth and Worcester 18,000,000.00 0.00 18,000,000.00

March blizzard FEMA-3165 / Counties of Berkshire, Essex, Franklin,

March 2001 public Hampshire, Middlesex, Norfolk 

and Worcester 20,742,629.36 0.00 20,742,629.36

Tropical Storm Allison aftermath  Towns of Hampden, Leominster, 

 June 17, 2001 State / public Monson, Princeton, and Wilbraham 0.00 273,712.00 273,712.00

June / July rainstorm 

June 30–July 1, 2001 State / public Towns of Bellingham, Millis and Walpole 0.00 9,792.00 9,792.00

Total disbursements to date    146,755,135.48 15,701,577.72 201,981,451.16

Note: Individual assistance funding includes loans and grants under the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Disaster Housing, State Individual Family Grant Program 
and/or Small Business Administration Home and Business Loan Programs. Highlighted events (in bold type) indicate all reimbursements made; disaster closed out.

Table 1



Copies of this IGR are available on the
DLS website at www.dls.state.ma.us
under “Publications and Forms” and
also by contacting Joan Grourke at
(617) 626-2353. 

New Officials Finance Forum
The Division of Local Services (DLS) is
presenting a seminar for recently
elected or appointed officials on Friday,
June 7 at the Ramada Inn in Auburn.
Selectmen, mayors, city/town council
members, accountants, auditors, as-
sessors, collectors, treasurers, clerks,
finance directors, city/town managers
and finance committee members and
their staffs are invited to participate.
New officials will gain a basic under-
standing of Proposition 21⁄2, budgeting,
setting the tax rate, free cash and re-
serve and debt policies.

The structure of the seminar is intended
to encourage a team approach to fiscal
management. After a presentation by
DLS staff, participants will have the op-
portunity to work with other local officials
to calculate a levy limit and to complete
a tax recapitulation sheet.

Participants will return to their communi-
ties with knowledge and understanding
that should enable them to be effective
and efficient members of their local fi-
nancial management teams. They will
know whom to contact at DLS for tech-
nical assistance if needed. Attendees
will receive written materials, providing
an excellent resource. DLS will award
certificates to those who complete the
seminar. A registration bulletin contain-
ing further information was issued to
local officials this month. ■
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DLS Update
Murphy Appointed PTB Chief

Deputy Commissioner
Joseph J. Chessey, Jr.
has announced the
appointment of Daniel
J. Murphy to bureau
chief of the Property
Tax Bureau (PTB). Dan
succeeds Bruce Stan-
ford who recently re-

tired after working as an attorney in the
PTB since 1986. Bruce served as bu-
reau chief since March 2000.

Dan is a graduate of Suffolk University
Law School. He has worked as an at-
torney in the PTB for 20 years as a
specialist in municipal law, particularly
in property taxation and finance. Dan
has also been an instructor in state-
wide schools for municipal finance offi-
cers as well as the annual “What’s New
in Municipal Law?” seminar and
Course 101, the basic training pro-
gram for assessors.

According to Deputy Commissioner
Chessey, “Dan has made several im-
portant contributions to the Division of
Local Services, especially with respect
to his work in the area of special pro-
grams pertaining to the Chapter 61,
61A and 61B property tax classifica-
tions. The Division is fortunate to have
the opportunity to draw upon Dan’s
leadership ability and wide range of ex-
perience in municipal finance.” Deputy
Commissioner Chessey has also com-
mended Bruce Stanford for his dedica-
tion and outstanding work as PTB bu-
reau chief and has wished him the best
of luck in his retirement.

New Proposition 21⁄2
Guidelines
The Division of Local Services (DLS)
has recently issued guidelines that ex-
plain our policies regarding an ap-
proved Proposition 21⁄2 debt service
exclusion (Informational Guideline Re-
lease (IGR) No. 02-101).

The first policy relates to determining
the amount of borrowing covered by an
approved debt exclusion. Even though
a dollar amount is not included in the
referendum question, the exclusion is
not unlimited and does not necessarily
cover all cost increases. According to
the IGR, “An exclusion covers the debt
service costs on the borrowing amount
authorized or contemplated for the de-
scribed purpose or purposes at the
time of the referendum vote. Debt serv-
ice on any borrowing above that fixed
amount is not excluded unless (1) it is a
modest amount attributable to inflation,
new regulatory requirements or minor
project changes, or (2) another exclu-
sion is approved by the voters.”

Furthermore, a city or town that in-
creases the amount borrowed for a
purpose described in a debt exclusion
may apply one time only to the Director
of Accounts for a determination regard-
ing the borrowing amount covered by
that particular exclusion. Once a deci-
sion is issued, any additional amount,
even if de minimis, must be financed
within the community’s levy limit unless
the voters approve a supplementary
referendum question.

The second policy relates to determin-
ing the amount excluded annually. Or-
dinarily, the annual debt exclusion is
equal to the debt service payment due
for that year net of any federal or state
reimbursement being received for the
project. Borrowing or reimbursement
timing issues may result in sharp
changes in the tax levies for some of
these years, particularly at the outset.
In these cases, an adjusted debt exclu-
sion schedule may be used in order to
moderate the impact on taxpayers. The
total amount excluded over the life of
the borrowing remains unchanged, but
the annual exclusion amounts are ad-
justed. The Director of Accounts will
approve adjusted exclusion schedules,
using the standards and procedures
set forth in these guidelines.



When passage of the budget is de-
layed, the Governor always exercises
the option to submit a so-called “1/26”
or “1/12” interim budget for legislative
approval. The interim budget continues
prior year appropriations for two weeks
or one month to keep state government
funded.

Other devices for funding state pro-
grams involve supplemental and defi-
ciency budgets, both of which function
as a mid-year adjustment to the already
approved annual appropriation. Histor-
ically intended to fund emergency
needs, supplemental budgets have
evolved into a funding mechanism to
account for oversights or unanticipated
expenses. Deficiency budgets are gen-
erally filed more toward the end of the
fiscal year when a gap between actual
expenditures and the appropriation is
projected and are often necessary to
enable the Commonwealth to close its
books at year-end.

Outside observers can track the state
budget as it moves through the legisla-
tive process by visiting www.state.ma.
us/legis/. The Governor’s Legislative
Office is also a source of information,
as are individual state agencies, in-
cluding the Division of Local Services,
where information can be found on our
website at www.dls.state.ma.us. Leg-
islative hearing schedules are avail-
able in the House and Senate Clerks’
offices, or on the Legislature’s website
at www.state.ma.us/legis/. Among pri-
vate organizations, the Massachusetts
Municipal Association advocates for
cities and towns and also provides
current information on its website at
www.mma.org. ■
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clude wins as well as losses and clearly
show the date, purpose and type of
vote (override, underride, debt exclu-
sion or capital expenditure exclusion).

CPA Votes
City and town clerks should also notify
the Municipal Data Bank as soon as
possible if their community accepts the
Community Preservation Act (CPA) by
referendum. The notification form,
which is self-explanatory, can be ob-
tained by contacting Joan Grourke at
(617) 626-2353.

Engagement of Audit Firm
M.G.L. Ch. 44 Sec. 42 requires clerks to
notify DOR of the name and address of
any person chosen to perform an audit.

Debt authorizations and audit engage-
ments should be sent to the Public Fi-
nance Section, Division of Local Serv-
ices, PO Box 9490, Boston, MA
02205-9490. CPA votes, overrides and
other Proposition 21⁄2 votes should be
mailed to the Municipal Data Bank at
the same address.

UST Grant Program
Reminder
The Underground Storage Tank (UST)
Petroleum Product Cleanup Fund Ad-
ministrative Review Board is now ac-
cepting municipal grant applications
for FY02. The specific eligibility require-
ments can be found at 503 CMR 3.00.

All applicants seeking FY02 reimburse-
ment must have all work completed and
the application filed by May 31, 2002.
The regulations, application and other
program information may be obtained
through the Underground Storage Tank
website at www.mass.gov. If you have
any questions please call Stuart Glass
at (617) 887-5978. ■

DLS Reporting Requirements
Cities and towns are statutorily required
to report certain information to the Divi-
sion of Local Services (DLS). The pur-
pose of these requirements is to ensure
that DLS has current information regard-
ing borrowing, engagements of audit
firms, Proposition 21⁄2 referendum ques-
tions and the Community Preservation
Act (CPA). The following is a list of the
specific information required.

Borrowing Authorizations
Clerks are required to send the Direc-
tor of Accounts, within 48 hours after
the vote becomes effective, certified
copies of all debt authorizations.

The votes must be declared passed by
a unanimous vote or an actual counted
two-thirds majority or by a declared
two-thirds majority. If a vote is contin-
gent upon a Proposition 21⁄2 debt exclu-
sion or override, it is not considered
passed until the exclusion vote passes.
Certified election results for the debt
exclusion must also be submitted with
a contingent vote to authorize debt.

In addition to the statutory reporting re-
quirements, the Bureau of Accounts
also requires a DA-82 Loan Authoriza-
tion Report. The purpose of this form is
to ensure that debt authorizations oc-
curred at a duly called, valid meeting
that complied with the open meeting
law and other legal requirements. The
DA-82 is not required for cities.

The DA-82 is available on our website
(www.dls.state.ma.us). Click on “Publi-
cations and Forms” and then “State
House Note Program Forms.”

Proposition 21⁄2 Questions
Specimen ballots with certified election
results for all Proposition 21⁄2 questions
voted should be sent to the Municipal
Data Bank. This information should in-

Budget Process continued from page one

DLS Update
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DLS Profile: BLA Staff
Donna Demirai and David Wood have
many years of experience working in
the Bureau of Local Assessment (BLA).
Dave began working for the Division of
Local Services (DLS) in 1988. Currently,
Dave reviews and approves statistics for
communities undergoing triennial recer-
tification. He also reviews new growth
submissions and teaches the mass ap-
praisal segment of Course 101, the basic
course for assessors.

Dave holds a bachelor’s degree from Bridgewater State College and a master of di-
vinity from Andover Newton Theological School. He also works part-time as pastor
of the First Church of Squantum in Quincy. Deputy Bureau Chief Brenda Cameron
considers Dave a “dedicated and hard working member of our staff.”

Donna has worked for the BLA for about 14 years. Prior to this, she worked as a
high school math teacher in Lynn and Salem. Donna oversees the biennial equal-
ized valuation study, performs new growth analyses, is in charge of quality control
in BLA, and is assisting with DLS’ conversion to Oracle-based applications. She
also played a key role, along with Arnold Kanter, in developing the automated tax
rate recapitulation program. This program eliminates the laborious and time-con-
suming process of manually completing the recap sheet and also expedites the
tax rate review process.

According to Dave Beck, assessor in Hull, “Donna was a guest instructor at the
annual assessors school held at UMass Amherst, for the spreadsheet applica-
tions course. She taught how to determine a time adjustment factor for sales
prices by utilizing a ratio study technique. She did so well that she was invited
back several times.” ■

The PTB has also provided advisory
opinions to municipal officials over a
wide range of topics. They include
whether a proposed use of the finance
committee reserve fund (e.g., to repair
a school boiler in winter or fund a new
position) meets the “extraordinary or
unforeseen” circumstances test set
forth in M.G.L. Ch. 40 Sec. 6. When a
DPW truck was damaged in a storm, a
town official inquired whether the town
could simply purchase a new truck,
due to the circumstances, without
town meeting approval. At the time a
replacement vehicle had been leased
and the town expected to receive
money from the insurance carrier. We
advised the official that, in our view, a
reserve fund transfer was not appro-
priate. Rather, the town should seek
an appropriation or await the receipt of
the insurance payment and proceed
under the provisions of M.G.L. Ch. 44
Sec. 53, and go out to bid. ■

Disaster Aid continued from page two

David Wood and Donna Demirai
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To obtain information or publications, contact the
Division of Local Services via:
• website: www.dls.state.ma.us
• telephone: (617) 626-2300
• mail: PO Box 9490, Boston, MA 02205-9490

FY03 Preliminary Cherry Sheet Assessments
The Division of Local Services has placed an Excel file containing the FY03 pre-
liminary Cherry Sheet assessments for all cities and towns on its website. The file
is located at www.dls.state.ma.us/allfiles.htm#aid. ■


