TOWN MANAGER


On February 23, 2004 I was sworn in as Arlington’s Town Manager. Arlington has long been known as a progressive well-managed community with a rich history.  I am honored to have the opportunity to serve as its fourth Town Manager since the position’s inception in 1952.


The year 2004 was again a year in which finances was the premier issue.  The challenges facing Arlington and most communities in Massachusetts have increased dramatically over the last several years.  Each year, it has become increasingly difficult to maintain the level of services. The tax revenue reductions at the state and federal levels resulting from the slow economy and tax rollbacks have been passed on to local governments.  Already faced with their own revenue problems from the economy, local governments, particularly in Massachusetts, have been severely impacted by cutbacks in federal and state aid.


At the federal level numerous aid programs have been cut or are proposed to be cut.  Among the proposed cuts is the elimination of the CDBG program for which Arlington receives $1.5 million a year.  This program funds youth, elderly, affordable housing, and park programs, to name but a few.  
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Brian F. Sullivan

Town Manager


The State tax rate rollback has resulted in significant cuts in aid to cities and towns.  Lottery funds, which are supposed to go to cities and towns, have been diverted by the State to fund state obligations. No community has been harder hit by the state aid cuts than Arlington.  Arlington is among a small group of communities that suffered a nearly 20% reduction in state aid (see figure 1) while the state average cut was 6%.  In all, Arlington was cut by more than $3 million in state aid.   Our Chapter 70 School Aid was cut 20%, additional assistance was cut 20% and lottery funds were cut 15%.

.

	Figure 1

	State Aid Comparison

	Arlington

	 
	
	
	
	

	 
	Chapter 70
	Additional Assistance
	Lottery
	Total

	 
	
	
	
	

	FY2002
	 $      6,003,471 
	 $            5,652,310 
	 $     4,509,629 
	 $        16,165,410 

	FY2005
	 $     4,802,777 
	 $            4,491,775 
	 $      3,833,185 
	 $       13,127,737 

	 
	
	
	
	

	Dollar Cut
	 $    (1,200,694)
	 $           (1,160,535)
	 $       (676,444)
	 $     (3,037,673)

	Percent Cut
	-20%
	-21%
	-15%
	-19%

	 
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	All Municipalities
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	Additional 
	
	

	 
	Chapter 70
	Assistance
	Lottery
	Total

	 
	
	
	
	

	Dollar Cut
	 $ (13,745,045)
	 $       (97,797,294)
	 $ (116,713,789)
	 $ (228,256,128)

	Percent Cut
	-1%
	-21%
	15%
	-6%



Some communities have more flexibility to cope with these fiscal challenges than others.  The communities with significant commercial/industrial tax bases and that are growing, are better positioned to do so.  Communities with little commercial/industrial tax base, that are built out with little growth, are experiencing the most difficulties.  Arlington is one of the few communities in this group.  Out of 20 comparable communities, Arlington is in the bottom five for commercial/industrial tax base (see figure 2).  Of those five communities, Arlington is dead last in terms of growth in the tax base (see figure 3).  In fact, Arlington is dead last in terms of new growth among all twenty communities.  Arlington is also one of only a handful of communities that experienced a 20% reduction in state aid.

	Figure 2

	% Of Tax Base Commercial/Industrial

	 
	
	
	 

	1
	
	BURLINGTON          
	32.7%

	2
	
	EVERETT             
	32.0%

	3
	
	WALTHAM             
	29.7%

	4
	
	WOBURN              
	28.7%

	5
	
	NORWOOD             
	27.3%

	6
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	22.6%

	7
	
	WATERTOWN           
	21.5%

	8
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	13.3%

	9
	
	LEXINGTON           
	12.9%

	10
	
	NEEDHAM             
	12.5%

	11
	
	BEVERLY             
	12.4%

	12
	
	STONEHAM            
	11.2%

	13
	
	MEDFORD             
	11.1%

	14
	
	BROOKLINE           
	9.0%

	15
	
	READING             
	6.6%

	16
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	5.9%

	17
	
	BELMONT             
	5.1%

	18
	
	WINCHESTER          
	5.1%

	19
	
	MELROSE             
	5.0%

	20
	
	MILTON              
	3.0%

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	15.9%

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	5.9%


	Figure 3

	Growth As A % of Prior Year's Levy Limit

	 
	
	 
	 

	1
	
	BEVERLY             
	3.54%

	2
	
	WALTHAM             
	3.42%

	3
	
	WATERTOWN           
	3.07%

	4
	
	LEXINGTON           
	2.58%

	5
	
	WOBURN              
	2.38%

	6
	
	BROOKLINE           
	2.11%

	7
	
	MILTON              
	2.05%

	8
	
	WINCHESTER          
	1.92%

	9
	
	NORWOOD             
	1.79%

	10
	
	NEEDHAM             
	1.70%

	11
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	1.63%

	12
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	1.41%

	13
	
	READING             
	1.30%

	14
	
	BURLINGTON          
	1.26%

	15
	
	BELMONT             
	1.16%

	16
	
	MEDFORD             
	1.12%

	17
	
	MELROSE             
	1.05%

	18
	
	STONEHAM            
	1.05%

	19
	
	EVERETT             
	0.99%

	20
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	0.81%

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	1.87%

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	0.81%



To give you some background on the Town’s finances, the Town’s major revenue categories include:

	Property Tax
	      60,616,242 
	70%

	State Aid
	      15,389,872 
	18%

	Local Receipts
	        8,390,766 
	10%

	Other
	        2,314,803 
	3%

	TOTAL:
	      86,711,682 
	100%



The property tax levy, which accounts for 70% of all revenue, is capped under the Proposition 2 ½ law so that it cannot grow by more than 2 ½% plus what little growth there is in the tax base. Growth typically amounts to 0.5% to 1% for a total tax levy increase of 3% - 3.5% or approximately $2 million. State aid amounts to $15.4 million or 18% of the total. While state aid has decreased by nearly 20% over the last three years, over the last ten years it has increased an average of 1.6%. This amounts to approximately $250,000 per year. Local receipts, which are derived from Motor Vehicle Excise taxes and fees from permits, licenses and fines, amounts to approximately $8.4 million, or 10% of total revenue. These typically grow by only 1% - 2% or $150,000. The balance of revenue comes from the use of reserves, funds remaining from the prior year labeled as free cash, or from smaller miscellaneous sources.  This can vary from year to year but generally amounts to approximately $2.3 million, or 3% of total revenue. No growth is expected here as use of these funds has been already maximized. If anything, there will be a decrease. Overall revenue growth thus is approximately $2.4 million or 2.75%.


On the expenditure side, departmental budgets typically increase 4% to 5% a year driven in large part by wages, which increase about 3% for cost of living and another 1% for step increases for those employees who are not at their maximum step in pay grade, and by fixed costs such as pensions, utilities, contract services and special education which can increase much more than the 4-5%.  Departmental budget increases of 4-5% cost approximately $3.2 million.


Another major expense item impacting all employers, both public and private, is employee healthcare.  These costs have increased an average of 10% over the last 5 years.  This amounts to an annual cost increase of $1.2 million. It should be noted that this past year, the employees agreed to increase their contributions for healthcare.  This action helped to balance the budget in FY2005.  Accordingly, total annual increases amount to approximately $4.4 million.


Comparing typical year-to-year revenue growth with expense growth, revenue growth is $2.4 million, or 2.75%, versus expense growth of $4.4 million, or 5%. This leaves us with a structural deficit of $2 million each year. (see figure 4). In the current year, an additional $2 million in reserves was used to balance the budget.  So without those reserves being available next year, a $2 million deficit becomes a $4 million deficit.  This is what the Town is facing for next year.


How the Town has closed the gap over the last several years is best illustrated by looking at Figure 5 which shows personnel reductions.  You can see that in the municipal departments alone, and in just the last three years, 47 positions have been eliminated, or 12% of the work force. From 1990, more than 100 positions have been eliminated, or nearly 25% of the workforce.


While budget strategies during difficult times typically involve evaluating options to enhance revenues, reduce costs, and increase productivity, the first factor the organization has to look at is the organization’s spending.  Is it excessive leaving room for reductions without impacting services?  How does its spending compare to that of comparable communities and those communities regarded as well run?

	Figure 4

	Structural Deficit As Shown By

	Typical Annual Growth

	Revenues
	 

	 
	Property Taxes
	 $  2,000,000 

	 
	Local Receipts
	 $     150,000 

	 
	State Aid
	 $     250,000 

	 
	       TOTAL
	 $  2,400,000 

	Expenditures
	 

	 
	Wage Adjustments
	 $  2,000,000 

	 
	Health Ins./ Medicare
	 $  1,200,000 

	 
	Pensions
	 $     300,000 

	 
	Misc (utilities, capital/debt,
	 $     900,000 

	 
	    special education, other)
	 

	 
	       TOTAL
	 $  4,400,000 

	STRUCTURAL DEFICIT
	 $ (2,000,000)


	
	Figure 5
	
	
	

	Department
	FY90
	FY03
	FY04
	FY05

	 
	FT
	PT
	FT
	PT
	FT
	PT
	FT
	PT

	Finance Committee
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)

	Board of Selectmen
	4
	(0)
	3
	(1)
	3
	(1)
	3
	(1)

	Town Manager (Purchasing)
	5
	(1)
	5
	(0)
	4
	(1)
	4
	(1)

	Personnel
	4
	(1)
	3
	(0)
	3
	(0)
	3
	(0)

	Comptroller
	16
	(2)
	14
	(3)
	11
	(3)
	11
	(2)

	Treasurer/Collector
	11
	(3)
	10
	(3)
	9
	(3)
	9
	(3)

	Postage
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)

	Assessors
	6
	(0)
	5
	(0)
	5
	(0)
	4
	(0)

	Legal (Work Comp)
	5
	(0)
	4
	(1)
	4
	(1)
	4
	(1)

	Town Clerk
	4
	(1)
	4
	(1)
	4
	(1)
	4
	(1)

	Parking
	0
	(2)
	1
	(0)
	1
	(0)
	1
	(0)

	Board of Registrars
	2
	(1)
	2
	(0)
	1
	(0)
	1
	(0)

	Planning & Community Development
	3
	(0)
	3
	(0)
	3
	(0)
	3
	(0)

	Redevelopment Board
	 
	
	1
	(0)
	1
	(0)
	1
	(0)

	Zoning Board
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)
	0
	(1)

	Public Works
	144
	(2)
	88
	(2)
	73
	(1)
	72
	(0)

	Community Safety
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	    Admin
	5
	(0)
	5
	(0)
	5
	(0)
	5
	(0)

	    Police
	75
	(0)
	71
	(0)
	63
	(0)
	63
	(0)

	    Fire
	90
	(0)
	85
	(0)
	76
	(0)
	76
	(0)

	    Support
	16
	(0)
	15
	(0)
	12
	(0)
	12
	(0)

	Inspections
	4
	(0)
	5
	(1)
	5
	(1)
	5
	(1)

	Libraries
	25
	(3)
	22
	(22)
	21
	(14)
	21
	(14)

	Human Services
	9
	(4)
	8
	(7)
	6
	(6)
	6
	(6)

	Enterprise Funds
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	

	    Water & Sewer**
	1
	(0)
	17
	(1)
	16
	(0)
	15
	(0)

	    Arlington Recreation
	4
	(0)
	4
	(0)
	4
	(0)
	5
	(0)

	    Veterans’ Memorial Rink
	1
	(0)
	2
	(0)
	2
	(0)
	2
	(0)

	    Council on Aging Transportation 
	 
	
	1
	(1)
	1
	(1)
	1
	(5)

	    Youth Services
	0
	(9)
	0
	(8)
	0
	(8)
	0
	(8)

	Total
	434
	(32)
	378
	(56)
	333
	(46)
	331
	(49)



By any measure the Town’s spending is well within line. Indeed comparative studies have shown that in most areas the Town’s spending is at or near the bottom of the comparables.  At best, and in only a few areas, the Town’s spending only approaches average (see figures 6 through 10).  The data for the charts in this report comes from the Department of Revenue’s database and is for FY2003, the most recent year for which they have complete data. It should be noted that under Public Works, Arlington’s number includes NESWC solid waste disposal costs, which distorts its number.  Without NESWC costs, which makes for a more accurate comparison, Arlington’s Public Works number is near the bottom.
	Figure 6

	Police Per Capita Expenditures

	 
	
	
	

	1
	
	BURLINGTON
	 $          220 

	2
	
	WALTHAM
	 $           218 

	3
	
	BELMONT
	 $          209 

	4
	
	BROOKLINE
	 $          207 

	5
	
	EVERETT
	 $           197 

	6
	
	MILTON
	 $           189 

	7
	
	WOBURN
	 $           187 

	8
	
	WATERTOWN
	 $           175 

	9
	
	NORWOOD
	 $           166 

	10
	
	MEDFORD
	 $           163 

	11
	
	WINCHESTER
	 $            161 

	12
	
	STONEHAM
	 $           160 

	13
	
	WEYMOUTH
	 $           156 

	14
	
	LEXINGTON
	 $           144 

	15
	
	NEEDHAM
	 $           139 

	16
	
	MELROSE
	 $           132 

	17
	
	FRAMINGHAM
	 $           130 

	18
	
	BEVERLY
	 $           122 

	19
	
	READING
	 $           120 

	20
	 
	ARLINGTON
	 $             111 

	 
	
	
	

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	 $           168 

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $             111 


	Figure 7

	Fire Per Capita Expenditures

	 
	
	
	 

	1
	
	WATERTOWN
	 $           214 

	2
	
	BURLINGTON
	 $           213 

	3
	
	BROOKLINE
	 $           188 

	4
	
	WALTHAM
	 $           180 

	5
	
	NEEDHAM
	 $           173 

	6
	
	EVERETT
	 $           167 

	7
	
	WOBURN
	 $           159 

	8
	
	MEDFORD
	 $           150 

	9
	
	BELMONT
	 $           146 

	10
	
	FRAMINGHAM
	 $           146 

	11
	
	NORWOOD
	 $           139 

	12
	
	WINCHESTER
	 $           133 

	13
	
	MILTON
	 $           133 

	14
	
	WEYMOUTH
	 $           124 

	15
	
	STONEHAM
	 $           124 

	16
	
	BEVERLY
	 $            119 

	17
	
	MELROSE
	 $            116 

	18
	
	READING
	 $             111 

	19
	
	LEXINGTON
	 $             111 

	20
	 
	ARLINGTON
	 $            110 

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	 $           150 

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $            110 





	Figure 8

	Public Works Per Capita Expenditures

	 
	
	
	

	1
	
	NORWOOD
	 $           871 

	2
	
	BELMONT
	 $          398 

	3
	
	BURLINGTON
	 $           391 

	4
	
	LEXINGTON
	 $          226 

	5
	
	WATERTOWN
	 $          208 

	6
	
	WINCHESTER
	 $          205 

	7
	 
	ARLINGTON
	 $           177 

	8
	
	WALTHAM
	 $            171 

	9
	
	EVERETT
	 $           170 

	10
	
	BROOKLINE
	 $           153 

	11
	
	WEYMOUTH
	 $           149 

	12
	
	MILTON
	 $           144 

	13
	
	READING
	 $           144 

	14
	
	WOBURN
	 $           143 

	15
	
	MELROSE
	 $            141 

	16
	
	STONEHAM
	 $           136 

	17
	
	MEDFORD
	 $           132 

	18
	
	FRAMINGHAM
	 $           122 

	19
	
	BEVERLY
	 $           120 

	20
	
	NEEDHAM
	 $            119 

	 
	
	
	

	
	
	Ave w/o Arlington & Norwood
	 $           182 

	 
	
	ARLINGTON           
	 $           177 

	*
	Arlington w/o NESWC
	 $           122 


	Figure 9

	Total Per Capita Expenditures

	 
	
	 
	 

	1
	
	LEXINGTON           
	 $      3,244 

	2
	
	BURLINGTON          
	 $       3,081 

	3
	
	NORWOOD             
	 $      3,049 

	4
	
	BROOKLINE           
	 $       2,716 

	5
	
	WINCHESTER          
	 $      2,654 

	6
	
	EVERETT             
	 $       2,619 

	7
	
	BELMONT             
	 $      2,608 

	8
	
	NEEDHAM             
	 $      2,433 

	9
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	 $      2,302 

	10
	
	WATERTOWN           
	 $      2,205 

	11
	
	READING             
	 $       2,172 

	12
	
	WOBURN              
	 $       2,164 

	13
	
	MILTON              
	 $       2,126 

	14
	
	STONEHAM            
	 $      2,063 

	15
	
	BEVERLY             
	 $       1,997 

	16
	
	WALTHAM             
	 $        1,951 

	17
	
	MELROSE             
	 $       1,937 

	18
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $       1,902 

	19
	
	MEDFORD             
	 $       1,873 

	20
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	 $       1,836 

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	 $      2,370 

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $       1,902 


	Figure 10

	Education Per Pupil Expenditures

	FY2004

	 
	
	Municipality
	Amount

	 
	
	
	

	1
	
	WALTHAM             
	 $     13,478 

	2
	
	WATERTOWN           
	 $      11,548 

	3
	
	BROOKLINE           
	 $       11,107 

	4
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	 $      10,518 

	5
	
	WOBURN              
	 $       10,161 

	6
	
	MEDFORD             
	 $      9,844 

	7
	
	BURLINGTON          
	 $      9,763 

	8
	
	NEEDHAM             
	 $      9,004 

	9
	
	WINCHESTER          
	 $      8,646 

	10
	
	MILTON              
	 $       8,107 

	11
	
	NORWOOD             
	 $      8,004 

	12
	
	BEVERLY             
	 $       8,001 

	13
	
	BELMONT             
	 $      7,828 

	14
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $      7,823 

	15
	
	STONEHAM            
	 $       7,791 

	16
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	 $      7,598 

	17
	
	MELROSE             
	 $      7,556 

	18
	
	READING             
	 $        7,311 

	19
	
	EVERETT             
	 $      6,976 

	 
	
	LEXINGTON  (not reported)

	 
	
	
	 

	
	
	Ave w/o Arlington & Lexington
	$9,069 

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	$7,823 



While one can always question how the funds are spent, and there will always be opportunities to improve efficiency in any organization, the amount being spent for services in Arlington is clearly below its comparables. 


If spending is well below the norm, it is reasonable to ask then why aren’t property taxes comparably below norm.  Let’s look at how our property tax burden is distributed.  Arlington’s tax base is nearly all residential.  The residential tax base represents over 94% of the total which puts the Town in the top five of the group of 20 comparable communities.  This means that there is almost no commercial/industrial sector to help share the tax burden.  It falls entirely on homeowners which is the single largest reason why the residential tax burden is relatively high.


How significant is the tax burden and how do we compare?  Of the 20 comparable communities, Arlington ranks 13th with an average household tax bill of $3,069, exclusive of water and sewer debt (see figure 11).  Taxes per capita, Arlington ranks 16th (see figure 12).  Taxes as a percentage of median family income is 4.1% for Arlington which ranks 13th out of the 20 comparable communities (see figure 13). As can be seen, the Town’s residential tax burden is within line with the other comparable communities but perhaps not as low as the Town’s spending would otherwise indicate.  Again this is due to not having a commercial/industrial tax base with whom the tax burden can be shared.

	Figure 11

	Ave Tax Per Household

	 
	
	
	 

	1
	
	BROOKLINE           
	 $       6,971 

	2
	
	NORWOOD             
	 $      5,679 

	3
	
	WOBURN              
	 $      5,202 

	4
	
	WINCHESTER          
	 $      5,069 

	5
	
	BURLINGTON          
	 $       4,681 

	6
	
	BEVERLY             
	 $       4,651 

	7
	
	WATERTOWN           
	 $      4,472 

	8
	
	BELMONT             
	 $       4,130 

	9
	
	READING             
	 $      3,636 

	10
	
	MELROSE             
	 $      3,252 

	11
	
	NEEDHAM             
	 $      3,206 

	12
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	 $       3,178 

	13
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $      3,069 

	14
	
	EVERETT             
	 $      2,943 

	15
	
	LEXINGTON           
	 $      2,939 

	16
	
	WALTHAM             
	 $      2,920 

	17
	
	MILTON              
	 $      2,635 

	18
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	 $      2,606 

	19
	
	STONEHAM            
	 $      2,437 

	20
	
	MEDFORD             
	 $       2,413 

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	 $      3,843 

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $      3,069 


	Figure 12

	Taxes Per Capita

	 
	
	 
	 

	1
	
	LEXINGTON           
	 $      2,988 

	2
	
	BURLINGTON          
	 $      2,568 

	3
	
	WINCHESTER          
	 $      2,274 

	4
	
	NEEDHAM             
	 $      2,229 

	5
	
	BELMONT             
	 $      2,203 

	6
	
	BROOKLINE           
	 $      2,099 

	7
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	 $       1,876 

	8
	
	WALTHAM             
	 $       1,866 

	9
	
	WOBURN              
	 $       1,840 

	10
	
	READING             
	 $       1,783 

	11
	
	WATERTOWN           
	 $       1,705 

	12
	
	MILTON              
	 $       1,686 

	13
	
	EVERETT             
	 $       1,622 

	14
	
	BEVERLY             
	 $       1,495 

	15
	
	STONEHAM            
	 $       1,445 

	16
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $       1,430 

	17
	
	NORWOOD             
	 $        1,401 

	18
	
	MELROSE             
	 $       1,274 

	19
	
	MEDFORD             
	 $        1,192 

	20
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	 $        1,163 

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	 $       1,827 

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	 $       1,430 


	Figure 13

	Ave Tax Per Household

	As A % of Median Family Income

	 

	1
	
	READING             
	8.1%

	2
	
	LEXINGTON           
	7.8%

	3
	
	BEVERLY             
	7.5%

	4
	
	BROOKLINE           
	7.0%

	5
	
	STONEHAM            
	6.6%

	6
	
	EVERETT             
	5.9%

	7
	
	WATERTOWN           
	5.7%

	8
	
	NEEDHAM             
	5.0%

	9
	
	MILTON              
	4.6%

	10
	
	FRAMINGHAM          
	4.5%

	11
	
	WOBURN              
	4.3%

	12
	
	WALTHAM             
	4.2%

	13
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	4.1%

	14
	
	NORWOOD             
	3.9%

	15
	
	WINCHESTER          
	3.9%

	16
	
	BURLINGTON          
	3.9%

	17
	
	MEDFORD             
	3.4%

	18
	
	MELROSE             
	3.0%

	19
	
	BELMONT             
	2.8%

	#
	
	WEYMOUTH            
	2.6%

	 
	
	
	 

	 
	
	Ave w/o Arlington
	4.6%

	 
	 
	ARLINGTON           
	4.1%



So this is the financial dilemma in which the Town finds itself.  While it is not alone, it is one of the hardest hit communities with the least financial flexibility locally to deal with it. A $4 million deficit means the elimination of a significant number of jobs.  Because the majority of the Town’s costs are for personnel, budget reductions mean personnel reductions.  This will translate into the loss of 60-80 jobs which comes on the heels of all the previous personnel reductions. 
As the large majority of personnel are within schools, public safety and public works, cuts in these areas will be unavoidable.


Whatever the outcome of the proposed operating override, the Town’s management team and employees, working with our elected leaders, will continue to work to provide the best possible services with the available resources. In the end, the community at large will determine what resources they are willing and able to provide.  There are two legitimate conflicting interests confronting the community.  One is to maintain reasonable and affordable taxes and the other is to maintain quality essential services.  The choices are difficult but they will have an impact on the lives of all Arlington residents. 

Symmes Hospital Site


After an extensive public involvement process, a request for proposals was issued for the development of the Symmes Hospital site. The end result was the selection of E.A. Fish as the developer.  Fish is a major, well-respected developer.  Recent completed projects include the Admirals Hills in Chelsea, the Nautica in Charlestown, the Metropolitan in Chinatown, Wilkes Passage Lofts in Boston, and Saint John of God, a condominium and nursing facility development in Brighton.


The 2004 Annual Town Meeting approved the necessary zoning to allow the project to proceed.  It is expected that Fish will take ownership of the property and start construction during 2005.  The plans call for preserving one-half of the 18-acre parcel as open space including a vista park for the public.  The balance of the parcel will include approximately 255 condominiums and a medical facility.  

Dallin School Project


Construction of the new Dallin School commenced just after school closed in June 2004.  Dallin is the fifth school to be rebuilt.  The only remaining elementary schools to be renovated/rebuilt are the Thompson and Stratton. The construction contract for Dallin, in the amount of $9.7 million was awarded to Castagna Construction Corporation.  The school is expected to be ready for occupancy in January 2006.

Peirce Field/Public Works Yard Cleanup


As part of a settlement agreement with the industrial parties who previously owned or abutted the Peirce Field and Public Works sites, the parties agreed to pay up to $7.2 million for the cleanup of underground contaminants.  In addition, they agreed to pay $2.67 million to rebuild the Peirce Field with a new artificial turf surface, a new track, and several other athletic facilities.  Construction commenced July and is expected to be completed by the end of 2005.

Church Properties


As part of a building retrenchment and cost-saving program, the Boston Archdiocese announced the closing of a large number of parishes.  Two churches in Arlington, St. James and St. Jerome’s, were closed and put up for sale.


Town officials held several meetings with representatives of the Archdiocese to provide input on acceptable reuses of the properties.  It appears that St. Jerome’s will be developed for residential use and St. James will continue to be used as a Church.  Final resolution as to the reuse will likely occur in 2005.

Events


The Town hosted two major events during 2004.  The first was a gathering of officials from the National League of Cities (NLC).  The NLC represents cities and towns throughout the nation.  It’s the only organization that cities and towns have to represent their interests and to lobby Congress on behalf of all cities and towns.  Selectman Charles Lyons served as President of the NLC during 2004.  Representatives from the NLC gathered in Boston in July to develop a congressional legislative agenda for cities and towns during 2004 and 2005.  The NLC held its reception at Town Hall.


The Town also hosted a delegation from our sister city of Nagaokakyo Japan.  One hundred officials and citizens of Arlington celebrated the 20th anniversary of our sister city relationship.  The Nagaokakyo delegation included Mayor Yutaka Oda, several city councilors, and Masuo Nishibayashi Consul General of the Boston Consulate of Japan.

Retirement


After a thirty-two year career in the Arlington Fire Department, including his last six years as Chief, Fire Chief Richard Maimone retired in December.  Chief Maimone led the department through some difficult years.  His leadership and devotion to his department and Town will be missed.


Dedicated Team


Arlington is very fortunate to have so many talented citizens willing to volunteer their time to serve the Town in various capacities including Town Meeting and Boards and Commissions.  Together with our elected leaders, management team and employees, they make Arlington the special community that it is.


My thanks to the Board of Selectmen for its leadership and support this past year.  Special thanks also to the Town’s department heads who are truly top notch.  Deputy Town Manager Nancy Galkowski has been an invaluable asset to me and the Town.  This past year Nancy served as President of the Massachusetts Municipal Management Association.  I would also like to thank my office staff, Gloria Turkall and Domenic Lanzillotti.  They are exceptional public employees dedicated to providing the best possible service to each and every person interacting with the Town Manager’s Office.

