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Rising Unemployment in the South Shore Region

. The South Shore (SS) region Conyes on the South Shore was posted by Rofk-
sists of the eleven communities of Abingtqn.y '\ hich increased by 3.9% from 5.3% in A
Braintree, Cohasset, Hanover, Hingham, Mjlist 2008 to 9.2% in August 2009. In Augubt

ton, Norwell, Quincy, Randolph, Rocklangngg  three out of théContinued on page 4)
and Weymouth. Every month, the

MetroWest Economic Research Cel
(MERC) at Framingham State College (
lects and records unemployment rates
labor force data for this particular region.
August 2009, among all communities on
South Shore, Randolph displayed the hig
unemployment rate of 9.8% while Hingh
displayed the lowest unemployment rate
6.5%. As shown in the graph to the right,
communities posted higher unemploym
rates in August 2009 than in August 200 |/
Showing the largest increase was Abing] g
with an increase of 4.0% from 5.4% in A §&FEES
gust 2008 to 9.4% in August 2009. The 1 3
ond largest increase in the unemployn

SS MONTHLY UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
August 2008 vs. August 2009
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Jobs and Payroll at Record Levels in MetroWest

In 2008, total employment in thestincrease in employment occurred in Southb
MetroWest Cohesive Commercial Statistiaalgh, up 1,600 jobs, or 27%. The majority of
Area (CCSA) reached a record 110,100 thpse jobs are in the Manufacturing and Public
2.3% from 2007. Payroll totaled a recosdpersectors. Sudbury experienced the secpnd
setting $7.0 billion, up 3.3% from 200highest employment growth, adding 1,000 n
Average wage for MetroWest experiencegbas, or 14%. The addition of these jobs w@s
negligible gain, climbing from $63,000 iapread uniformly across all supersectors. Natjck
2007 to $63,600 in 2008. However, toko added 950 jobs, or 4%, largely in the Infdr-
establishments dropped in 2008, declinimgtion, Education and Health Services, and Lgi-
by 20 establishments from 2007. sure and Hospitality supersectors. However,

The previous cyclical peak iall towns experienced such growth. Framingh
MetroWest employment, 106,000 jobs, dor example, lost 120 jobs, or less than 1% si
curred in 2001. Examination of the chang@01. Wayland lost almost 900 jobs, or 22
in employment and payroll by town beince 2001. The majority of the Wayland job logs
tween 2001 and 2008 reveals majmcurred in the Manufacturing and Information

changes. supersectors (See graph on page 6).
The MetroWest Economic Research However, the change in payroll tells g
Center at Framingham State Collegempletely different story. Between 2001 ard

(MERC) calculated the net change in e2808, the payroll in MetroWest increased frofn
ployment from 2001 to 2008 for each of t§&.4 billion to $7.0 billion, an increase of $1.b
nine communities in MetroWest. The greéillion or 29%. (Continued on page 7)

©2009 Framingham State Collég&etroWest Economic Research Center




MERC Economic Update

Above Average Cost of Living in MetroWest ent

data from various urban areas around the coumfrgater than the national average. Because of this, the
C2ER was formerly known as ACCRA and the indet@erall Index was also above the national averagel.at
created by C2ER are still called the ACCRA Index#32.5. This means it was roughly 32.5% more expensjve
For each survey, 57 specified goods and servicedoaleve in MetroWest than the national average. The
priced in each participating area. The 57 goods ldndsing Index had the highest value of 164.9, whigh
services that make up this market basket have beenmbans that MetroWest housingContinued on page 5)
sen by C2ER as goods and services that are repr
tive of the items typically purchased by professic ACCRA Cost of Living Indexes
and executive households. These items are then { MetroWest April 2008
into six categories: grocery items, housing, utilif
transportation, health care, and miscellaneous d
and services. The prices that are collected are ug
calculate sutindexes for each of the six categoried
goods and services, which are then weighted, relati
their importance in the budget of the typical pro
sional household, in order to create an overall co
living index. C2ER also calculates the average co
the market basket for all participating communit
This national average has an index value of 100.0 8
used as the base in determining the indexes for all
communities.

The graph on the right shows the six §

Contribution of the Tax Levy in Greater Marlborough Region

The Greater Marlborough Region, also knowersely, Hudson and Marlborough opted for split ratgs.
as GMR, is comprised of four communities: Huds®sidential rates in GMR ranged from $11.34 per thousand
Marlborough, Northborough, and Westborough. MuniniHudson to $15.50 per thousand in Westborough. Marl-
pal revenue consists of four components: total tax I&®orpugh and Northborough had rates of $12.76 and $13.76
state aid, |l ocal r ecei ptperthousand respactivdiya [THe city tofhManboroughahfde g o
total tax levy is further broken down into five suthe highest C & | tax rate at $23.72 per thousand, followed
categories: personal property, open space, and resiftesely by Hudson at $22.49 per thousand. Westboroligh
tial, commercial, and industrial real estate. State aid ema Northborough C & | rates were significantly lower at
sists of funds allocated to communities for education $i8.50 and $13.76 per thousand respectively.

general government. Local receipts include motor vehi- Relative to the other(Continued on page 3)

cle excise taxes, licenses, and charges for services, such

as water, sewer, and tra FY09 GREATER MARLBOROUGH TAX RATES I o
category includes free cash and other available funds. Residential and C&l Rates per $1000

In FYQ9, total tax levy contributed 62.8% of the
total revenue collected in GMR. The largest contributor
to the total tax levy in GMR were residential, commer
cial and industrial real estate. The greatest amour
62.1%, of the total tax levy was collected from residen 15.00
tial taxes. Commercial and industrial real estate conj
bined to contribute 32.3% of the tax levy for GMR.

The graph to the right compares residential an| ., |
commercial and industrial tax rates, also known as C &
in GMR for FY09. Northborough and Westborough im{ 000 -
plemented a single residential and C & | tax rate. Coi
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Contribution of the Tax Levy in Greater Marlborough Region (Cont.)

FY09 Residential and C & I Tax Levy communities in the region, Marlborough has a significant amaunt
Greater Marlborough Region by Municipality of commercial and industrial property. The graph to the left cdm-
$50,000,000 pares the total value of residential and C & | tax levy for FYQ9 jby

$45,000,000
$40,000,000
$35,000,000

$30,000,000 nearly $33.3 million in FY09. Due to the higher tax rate on C & |

$25,000,000 assessed values, Mar |l boroughlos C

$20,000,000 1 all other communities in this region. Additionally, Marlborougdh

$15.000.000 1 also collected the greatest residential tax levy, just over $45.5 mil-

B lion. Northborough recorded the smallest C & | tax levy, valued at
el ‘ ‘ ‘ approximately $6.2 million, while Hudson had the smallest rgsi-

Hudson Marlborough  Northborough ~ Westborough dent|a| tax |eVy at nearly $255 ml”lon
Residential TaxLevy  BCommersial & Industrial Tax Levy m The graph to the

. . . . .nght shows the Greater Marlborough Region 1998 - 2009
single family average tax bill and single family average ass Single Fam. Avg. Assessed Value & Single Fam. Avg. Tax Bill

value in GMR from FY1998 FY2009. The single family avera| s+co $6,000

tax bill is displayed on the right vertical axis and the single faf , *oo° 2’ E 45,000
average assessed value is displayed on the left vertical axif £ ssoow
data in this graph does not include Marlborough, as that city | § ssoow 34,000
residential exemption on owneccupied properties. The residq < szooe .__//7%'/' | 43000
tial exemption excludes par | 000
principal residence. From FY98 to FY04, the percentage ind § s 52,000
in the single family average assessed value year to year was
than the percentage increase in the average tax bill during thig ~ ssoo
period. When comparing the average assessed value in FYQ s $0
the average assessed value in the base year, FY98, the aver o P P g o o o g e e
nual rate of change in single family assessed value in FY04 R \IFRC |
11.0%. This was greater than the average annual rate of change of
6.8% in the average tax bill during the same period. After nine years of increase, the average assessed valug of single
family parcels in GMR experienced a decline in FY08 and FY02.8B6 and-2.5% respectively over its previou
year. The average single family tax bill has steadily risen from FY98 through FY09 at an average annual rate of
7.2%, experiencing no periods of decline.
The graph below illustrates the average tax bill for single family homes in GMR, excluding Marlborpugh,
over time in nominal dollars, displayed in blue. The single family average tax bill exhibited an upward trenfl from
FY98 to FY08 in GMR. We then adjusted for inflation using 3 diffgr-

g xe L ‘BAy Ajiwed sjbuis

$100,000

Single Family Avg. Assessed Value

r $1,000

o

SINGLE FAMILY AVERAGE TAX BILL ent price indexes that are typically used for this purpose: the MERC

FY98 - FY08 Greater Marlborough Region Cost of Living Index, in red, the Boston Consumer Price Index forjall
$5.500 —_| |wage earners and clerical workers, in green, and the Government Im+:
iiZEE — plicit Price Deflator, in purple. All adjusted figures are in constant
54000 el 1998 dollars. The average single family tax bill for GMR rose evgry
93500 / ——#—s—" | year over the last 10 years, from $2,921 in 1998 to $5,220 in 2008, an
:z:gz w%éy\/ increase of 78.7%. Adjusting for the changes in the price level yig¢lds
52000 the real cost of the tax bill in constant dollars. When corrected] for
$1,500 inflation, the actual percentage increase of the single family tax|bill
$1.000 ranged from 16.7% to 29.2%. In other words, the real tax bill was
o only between $3,408 and $3,692 in 1998 dollars, a more modest in-

& S P P P P ® o e |Crease from 1998.

—+—Current —®—MERC (adjusted) —+—BOSTON CPI (adjusted) —— GIPD (adjusted) @ Cynth I a Ag a M E RC I nte rn I I

Muni ci pal revenue components include the tax | evy, Thet

tax levy consists of assessments on residential, open space, commercial, industrial real estate, and also
personal property.
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Rising Unemployment in the South Shore Region (Cont.)

eleven communities posted unemployment rates higher
the Massachusettsd rate of 5.
hi gher unempl oyment rates
in August 2009. With the exception of Randolph, all com
nities in the South Shore region posted lower unemploynient
rates than the nationds raffe c
in August 2009.
In the South Shore region, the total labor force in August 2009
was 181,638 individuals, an increase of approximately 1,800
individuals from the same month in the previous year. Amdng
the eleven communities in the region, Quincy contributed fhe
largest to the total labor force with 29.6%, or about 53,800
individuals. The second largest contributor to the regionaljla-
bor force was Weymouth, with 16.7%, or 30,300 individuals.
The smallest contribution to the labor force was provided jby
Cohasset, with only 2.0% of the total labor force, or roughly 3,600 individuals. As shown in the above graph, it is in-
teresting to note that the combined labor force of Quincy, Weymouth, Braintree, and Randolph, the top four cpntribu-
tors of the labor force in the region, provided #hids or 66% of the total labor force in the South Shore region.
The first graph on page 6 shows the total number of jobs in the South Shore region in comparison to fhe total
labor force from 1990 to 2008. The number of jobs refers to the jobs located in the local area establishments on the
South Shore, while the labor force is defined as all civilianinstitutionalized persons age {®ontinued on page 6)

A message to our readers: Framingham State College has changedmlhié addresse

ME R C 4nsil address has changed
From: merc@frc.mass.eddo: merc@framingham.edu

MERC Interns- Fall 2009

Intern 111 Intern |
Shaun Daly Britlin Chapman
Intern Il Huyen Nguyen
Cynthia Aga Michael Pittman
Jonathan Murphy Maria Sarcinelli
Meli Zardesk T. J. Shannon
eliSSa cardeskas James Woodmaska
il a] |l eading example of economic development assistanjcel] amo
of Commerce, nonprofit organizations, s ¢ h o o1 Mashaclsusettsi Stat¢ s , Il eg
Senate Task Force Report on Public Higher Education, commending MERC on its program.




