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MINUTES 

 

ACCESS INFORMATION: 
A. This meeting will be held on October 28, 2025 at 6:00 PM in the Richard E. 
Mastrangelo Council Chamber 
B. The meeting will be televised through WCATV (Watertown Cable Access Television): 
http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/?channel=3 
C. The Public may join the virtual meeting online: https://watertown- 
ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344 
D. Public may join the virtual meeting audio only by phone: (877) 853-5257 or (888) 
475-4499 (Toll Free) and enter Webinar ID: 929 9133 1344 
E. Public may comment through email: vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov 
F. Please Visit the City Council Website here: https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-
Council 
 
 
 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
Council President Sideris called to order a regular meeting of the City Council at 6:00 p.m. 
in the Richard E. Mastrangelo Chamber, Administration Building. Those present were 
Councilors John M. Airasian, Caroline Bays, Lisa J. Feltner, John G. Gannon, Nicole 
Gardner, Emily Izzo, Anthony Palomba, Vice President Vincent J. Piccirilli, Jr., and Council 
President Mark S. Sideris. Also present were George Proakis, City Manager, Mark Reich, 
City Attorney, Brendan T. McCarthy, Council Clerk, and Doug Newton, Municipal Policy 
Analyst.  
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2.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. PUBLIC FORUM  
 
There were no participants in Public Forum. 
 
4. EXAMINATION OF RECORDS OF PREVIOUS MINUTES  
 

A. Minutes from City Council Meeting October 14, 2025 
  
Councilor Piccirilli moved to adopt the minutes from the meeting of October 14, 2025 and 
Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
 
5. PRESIDENT’S REPORT  
 
President Sideris stated that the School Committee has a recent report on MCAS scores 
in town, and that that information is available on the school website. 
 
 
6. DISCUSSION ON SPECIAL MATTERS  
 

A. Discussion on Options for the Watertown Middle School 
 
President Sideris invited Christy Murphy of Vertex to the podium for a presentation of 
information regarding the Middle School (presentation attached). 
 
Christy Murphy – Vertex – Presented slides on the feasibility study for the Watertown 
Middle School. What was studied was a base repair option (bringing the school up to all 
codes at $87.8 million option), a comprehensive renovation (all of the base repair with 
reconfiguration of teaching cluster models on the second floor - $133 million option), an 
addition and renovation project for $121.4 million, and a new construction model for 
$124.5 million. They were asked to address the latter two options to get them to a tighter 
figure as the approved original budget was $84.7 million. Ultimately the smallest those 
figures could get with feasible cuts would be $116 and $112 respectively. After those 
numbers were articulated, the City Manager and Council President asked for figures for 
another scenario that represented prioritized upgrades. That ranged from $13.9 million to 
$27.7 million, and the reason for the range relates to being conscious of improvements 
relative to assessed value of the property, and formula that could trigger ADA overhaul 
requirements that would cost in the $80 million range. 
 
City Manager Proakis remarked that previous new growth years have allowed Watertown 
to absorb inflationary costs of construction, but now that new growth has slowed down 
and other factors like interest rates and tariffs presenting unclear circumstances, it 
becomes challenging to be able to address Watertown Middle School the way they had 



hoped to. It isn’t impossible to build a new school, but the city would lose flexibility in the 
budget and cast doubt on other endeavors. He then remarked on the delicate threshold 
concerning ADA requirements, as well the “rush” to decide on the school being due to the 
current modulars that the high schoolers use being part of the budgeted projections for 
middle school renovations. 
 
Councilor Gannon asked what the education benefits from the proposed limited updates 
were. 
 
President Sideris replied that many of the upgrades will not be noticed by the students, 
such as a new roof and solar panels. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that HVAC in the auditorium and gym, an improved ADA vestibule, 
and outdoor space improvements would be felt by students, but the majority of the 
updates would be maintenance for the building.  
 
Councilor Gannon asked what the debt service would be for the original plan of the 
school. 
 
City Manager Proakis replied that with the $70 million of borrowing that was originally 
projected, the top year of debt service was FY29 at $5,408,00, which brings total debt 
service number up to $98 million. 
 
Councilor Gannon asked what the average of last five years of free case certified was and 
asked if the project could be funded by free cash. 
 
City Manager Proakis replied that the average was about $30 million. There is nothing 
illegal about rebalancing the use of free cash for the operating budget and debt services, 
but it isn’t necessarily prudent to use more and more free cash to fund the operating 
budget as the goal is for free cash plus general stabilization to equal between 8-15% of 
the entire city budget. 
 
Councilor Gannon noted that Watertown is paying down OPEB liability until 2031, and 
asked if those funds would be available after that time. 
 
City Manager Proakis stated that the numbers are in the 3-4 million per year, and that 
while those funds would probably be available in operating costs, the estimates for the 
middle school are timely and current. By going forward with the school, they would have to 
reduce OPEB contributions, senior center contributions, as well as open space and 
affordable housing.  
 
Councilor Palomba asked what the monthly cost of the modulars are. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that they are roughly $136,000 a month in lease value after the 
cost of building them. 
 
Councilor Gardner asked for clarification on timing of triggering the 30% of improvements 
to assessed value threshold. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that it is a continuous 36 months.  
 



Councilor Gardner asked for an explanation as to how the original scope of $84.5 million 
turned into well over $100 million. 
 
President Sideris replied that the original price did not include modulars and soft 
construction costs. He continued to explain that they originally hired an architect to 
present a pitch, but that presentation lacked harder numbers that the feasibility study 
would prove.  
 
Councilor Gardner asked what the forecast of inflation will look like in the near future 
compared to the recent past. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that recent years have been off the charts, but that they are 
hopeful that escalation will go forward with a typical 3.5% annually. 
 
Councilor Izzo asked for clarification of the cost for proposed updates without meeting the 
30% assessed value threshold. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that the value of updates would be $13.9 million, and the full all-in 
figure is $27.7 million. 
 
Councilor Izzo asked how many years the CIP update proposal would buy the school 
before needing a band new school. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that it will do a good deal of help in terms of the condition of the 
building, but that there are still concerns with classroom sizes going into the future.  
 
Councilor Feltner asked for the assessed value of the building. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that the assessed value is a little over $24 million. 
 
City Manager Proakis added that assessments on public buildings aren’t always up to 
date, and that the assessor’s office will be asked to re-evaluate prior to any work being 
done. 
 
Councilor Feltner recognized the importance of emphasizing ADA requirements, but also 
expressed that the function of the school will still be significantly lacking without having a 
full rebuild that addresses educational needs. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli asked if the proposed $112 million number for a proposal of a new 
school is still an accurate number. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that it is still good, but that they have lost a couple of months in 
terms of planning which will add to that price. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli noted that the number isn’t firm and recalled that the price of High 
School continued to rise about $20 million even after the MSBA process.  He remark that 
the City had not planned on building a new Watertown Middle School, but rather went into 
a feasibility study to see if it was possible. Per the 2017 Building for the Future Plan, what 
was promised to the community were updates for the school for the near future, or a 
bridge until they could build a new one. He stated that it is not a question of “if” they 
should build a new school, but “when”. Considering a rise in school population over 



recent years, and a strong potential for that figure to continue to grow, we may need an 
even larger school than the current proposal. He suggested that perhaps they should see 
what happens over the next few years and build a school that will better suit the needs of 
the community. 
 
Councilor Bays asked if there is a known percentage of building materials that are 
sourced outside the country, and also asked when the Home Rule Petition is likely to get 
passed by the state. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that she didn’t have an answer for foreign materials, and that that 
percentage would vary greatly depending on the plan. 
 
City Manager Proakis replied that it is difficult to predict when the state will address 
Watertown’s Home Rule Petition, but he has expressed to our delegation that he needs to 
know what is going to happen by February or March of ’26. 
 
Councilor Palomba asked if opting for the CIP improvement proposal will add any storage 
space for the school, which it is currently lacking. 
 
Christy Murphy replied that there will be a reallocated space for storage. 
 
Councilor Gannon stated that he has served in communities that have achieved building 
schools or large renovations in leaner fiscal times, and asked how we can reengineer the 
plan to give the most to the community now. He inquired about possibilities for finding 
options somewhere in between CIP updates and a full new building now, and stated that 
prices will only go up in the future. 
 
School Superintendent Dr.Galdston replied that the model for how schools were built 100 
years ago was a factory model, whereas now the model is a cluster or grouping model. It 
is not possible to achieve the cluster model in the 1922 portion of the middle school. 
There are also several special needs programs that are restricted with the building itself. 
While they are hampered by the building itself, the punch list of CIP updates does include 
improved landscaping of outdoor spaces that would be a great benefit for the students. In 
short, she believes that, while she can’t control when a new school is built, the building 
itself has reached a point of no return, and that there plainly needs to be a new structure 
to achieve the educational goals that the community deserves.  
 
Councilor Izzo repeated her question of how much time the CIP updates would buy. 
 
School Superintendent Dr Galdston replied that it is a bit of crystal ball question. She said 
that it’s her opinion that they need a new school regardless, but it updates will be helpful 
in the short term.  
 
Councilor Gardner stated that she doesn’t want to settle for a smaller or less innovative 
plan, and asked if there is even any value in a “settling” type plan.  
 
Dr. Galdston replied that she does not believe there is value in a “settling” type plan, that 
she is advocating for a new building, and that if Watertown cannot afford it now, that they 
should wait until they can produce the full package. 
 
Councilor Gardner asked if Dr. Galdston feels comfortable with the size of the proposals 



considering the growing population. 
 
Dr. Galdston replied that she does anticipate a rising student population, though that may 
vary, but that new buildings are built for flexibility to house more students than factory 
models. 
 
Councilor Feltner remarked on the scale of aspects to consider with this project, but noted 
that current circumstances for the students are not close to the standards they have for 
the other schools in town. 
 
Councilor Palomba asked for clarification of cost disparity of each proposal from their 
original numbers. 
 
President Sideris remarked that it is mostly related to the modulars. 
 
City Manager Proakis added that there will also be some escalation costs in the MSBA 
improvement grants that would have to be paid back if they decided to tear down and start 
a new before the depreciation of those improvements. He estimated that the most 
palatable $112 million proposal would likely slip up to $115 million. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli asked how they could make up the $25 million dollar gap from the 
preferred proposal’s original incorrect figure to what it is now if the City Council were to 
pursue it. 
 
City Manager Proakis replied that they would have to take $95 million in borrowing which 
would have significant impacts on the fiscal year budget through 2033. 
 
Councilor Gardner remarked that there should be continued economic growth from the 
development of Watertown Square, including additional housing projects, and the quicker 
those projects are done, perhaps the quicker funds may be available to build a full project 
school. 
 
Councilor Gannon asked if differing building a new school would incur an issue with 
accreditation. 
 
Dr. Galdston responded that accreditation only applies to the high school levels. 
 
President Sideris stated his concerns of spending $27 million of tax money, and asking for 
waivers, to put into a school that would still be clearly lacking of necessary improvements. 
He credited the teachers and Dr. Galdston’s administration for making it work in the 
current buildings as is. He also remarked on concerns about other projects that are 
planned for the community. He then stated that he will not be asking for a vote on this 
tonight as it is a huge decision. He concluded by saying that the challenge will be to 
balance the needs of the school with the other needs of the community within the CIP.  
 
 
7. MOTIONS, ORDINANCES, ORDERS, AND RESOLUTIONS 
 

A. First Reading on a Proposed Loan Order that the sum of $2,200,000 is 
appropriated to pay the costs of construction and oversight of roadway, 



sidewalk and utility reconstruction of Fifth Avenue, as more fully described in 
the City's Fiscal Year 2025 through 2029 Capital Improvement Plan, 
including all other costs incidental and related thereto; and that to meet this 
appropriation, the Treasurer, with the approval of the City Manager, is 
authorized to borrow said amount under and pursuant to M.G.L. c.44, §7(1), 
or pursuant to any other enabling authority, and to issue bonds or notes of 
the City therefore. 

 
City Manager Proakis remarked that this item aligns with line 323 of the CIP and thanked 
the DPW for getting it to this point. 

 
B. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $175,470 from 

the Fiscal Year 2026 City Council Reserve to the Fiscal Year 2026 Transfer 
to Capital Projects - Public Buildings account 

 
City Manager Proakis stated that this transfer represents replacing mechanical equipment 
on the DPW roof. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 

 
C. Frist Reading on a Proposed Order Allocating the Property Tax Levy Among 

of Between Property Classes for Fiscal Year 2026 
 
City Manger Proakis presented the first reading which illustrates a maximum split of 
commercial to residential tax to 175%. 
 
 
8. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER  
 
City Manager Proakis announced the early voting for the upcoming election and the final 
swap shop day on November 1st . 
  
 
9. REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION/REVIEW OF LIST OF PENDING 

MATTERS 
 
Councilor Feltner asked when the City Annual Reports for 2023 and 2024 can be 
expected, and what the punch lists is for remaining projects at Arsenal Park.  
 
 
10. ANNOUNCEMENTS   
 
President Sideris noted that the next City Council Meeting will take place on Wednesday, 
November 12th. 
 
11. PUBLIC FORUM 





City Council Meeting 

Tuesday, October 28, 2025 at 6:00 PM 

Richard E. Mastrangelo Council Chamber 

Administration Building, 149 Main Street 

List of Documents 

 

1. Vertex Presentation – Item 6A 
2. Loan Order – 5th Ave – Item 7A 
3. Transfer of Funds – DPW Roof – Item 7B 
4. Tax Classification – Item 7C  



ADDENDUM TO THE 
MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 

28, 2025 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING 



 

City Council Meeting 
Tuesday, October 28, 2025 at 6:00 PM 

Richard E. Mastrangelo Council Chamber 
 

Agenda 

 

 
  
ACCESS INFORMATION: 
 A.  This meeting will be held on October 28, 2025 at 6:00 P.M.. Location: Richard E. 

Mastrangelo Council Chamber  
 B.  This is an in-person meeting - any remote access is provided solely as a courtesy 

and may not be relied upon as alternative access.  Therefore, any interruption in 
remote access technology shall not interrupt the meeting, and the meeting will 
proceed accordingly in person.  In the event of such interruption, in-person 
attendance is available and encouraged.  

 C.  The in-person meeting will also be televised through WCATV (Watertown Cable 
Access Television): http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/watch-now?site=3  

 D.  The public may join the in-person meeting online: https://watertown-
ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344  

 E.  The public may join the in-person meeting audio only by phone: (877) 853-5257 or 
(888) 475-4499 (Toll Free) and enter Webinar ID: 929 9133 1344  

 F.  Public may comment through email: vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov  
 G.  Please Visit the City Coucnil Website here: https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-

Council  

 
 
1.  ROLL CALL 
2.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
3.  PUBLIC FORUM 
4.  EXAMINATION OF RECORDS OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
 A.  Minutes from City Council meeting October 14, 2025  
5.  PRESIDENT’S REPORT 
6.  DISCUSSION ON SPECIAL MATTERS 
 A.  Discussion on Options for the Watertown Middle School   
7.  MOTIONS, ORDINANCES, ORDER, AND RESOLUTIONS 
 A.  First Reading on a Proposed Loan Order that the sum of $2,200,000 is appropriated 

to pay the costs of construction and oversight of roadway, sidewalk and utility 
reconstruction of Fifth Avenue, as more fully described in the City's Fiscal Year 2025 
through 2029 Capital Improvement Plan, including all other costs incidental and 
related thereto; and that to meet this appropriation, the Treasurer, with the approval 
of the City Manager, is authorized to borrow said amount under and pursuant to 
M.G.L. c.44, §7( 1 ), or pursuant to any other enabling authority, and to issue bonds 
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or notes of the City therefor.  
 B.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $175,470 from the Fiscal 

Year 2026 City Council Reserve to the Fiscal Year 2026 Transfer to Capital Projects 
- Public Buildings account  

 C.  First Reading on a Proposed Order Allocating the Property Tax Levy Among of 
Between Property Classes for Fiscal Year 2026  

8.  COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER 
9.  REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION/REVIEW OF LIST OF PENDING MATTERS 
10.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 
11.  PUBLIC FORUM 
12.  RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT 
  

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Mark S. Sideris,   
Council President 

Vincent J. Piccirilli, Jr., 
Vice President & 

District C Councilor 

John M. Airasian, 
Councilor At Large 

Caroline Bays, 
Councilor At Large 

John G. Gannon, 
Councilor At Large 

Anthony Palomba, 
Councilor At Large 

Nicole Gardner, 
District A Councilor 

Lisa J. Feltner, 
District B Councilor 

Emily Izzo, 
District D Councilor 

 







VERTEX
WATERTOWN MIDDLE SCHOOL – PRESENTATION TO CITY COUNCIL

10/28/25 



VERTEX WATERTOWN MIDDLE SCHOOL – FEASIBILITY STUDY RESULTS 



VERTEX WATERTOWN MIDDLE SCHOOL – PREFERRED OPTIONS REFINEMENT 



VERTEX WATERTOWN MIDDLE SCHOOL – CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS APPROACH 

Notes: 

 We prepared budget options with different 

scenarios including use of the modular school at 

Moxley

 Total Project Cost range from $13.9M to $27.7M

 This does not bring WMS up to current codes for 

building, life safety, or accessibility (ADA)

  This option will require significant coordination 

between the City’s Building Department, Assessor, 

Disabilities Commission, and the Massachusetts 

Architectural Access Board





























Watertown Tax Classification Hearing 
Fiscal Year 2026 - November 12, 2025

1



Massachusetts Law permits cities and towns to classify property according to use or property type, and 
to establish separate tax rates for the different classes.  One hundred fourteen cities and towns in the 
Commonwealth have chosen to split or “shift” the single rate into two rates: a residential rate and a 
commercial/industrial/personal property (CIP) rate*.  The shift in the tax rates is intended to help 
alleviate residential tax rates by “shifting” more of the tax burden onto the CIP class. 
 
Watertown has adopted Chapter 200 of the Acts of 1988 amended M.G.L. c. 58, § 1A to allow cities and 
towns to give Residential property taxpayers greater tax relief by adopting a shift up to 175% of the 
property tax burden from Residential taxpayers to the Commercial, Industrial and Personal Property 
taxpayers, provided certain parameters are not exceeded.  
 
Under Chapter 200, 
 Commercial/Industrial/Personal Property taxpayers cannot pay more than 175% of their full and fair 

cash value share of the tax levy.  
 Residential taxpayers must pay the greater of:

o 50% of their full and fair cash value share of the levy, or
o The lowest percentage share of the tax levy they have paid since classification began.  

• Watertown’s lowest residential percentage share of the levy, since classification began, is 
61.2420%.  

Classification 

2



From Fiscal Year 2004 – Fiscal Year 2021, the Council has voted to adopt a 175% shift of the tax burden 
from Residential taxpayers to the Commercial, Industrial and Personal Property (CIP) taxpayers.  In Fiscal 
Year 2022, the increasing CIP percentage triggered the lowest residential percentage resulting in the 
maximum allowable shift of 159.1528%.  CIP continued to increase in Fiscal Year 2023, and the maximum 
allowable shift was 150%.   

The Honorable City Council passed a resolution enabling Watertown to file special legislation seeking 
ability to lower the minimum allowable residential burden from 61.6240% to 50% provided the shift 
doesn’t exceed 175%.  In October of 2023, Chapter 58 of the Acts of 2023 passed in the Legislature and 
was signed by the Governor.  This special legislation is in effect for Fiscal Years 2024, 2025 and 2026.  
 
If the Council shifts the maximum allowed by law in Fiscal Year 2026, the shift will save the Residential 
taxpayers $37,039,146.   Further details to follow.       

*Nearby communities with split tax rates include Boston, Brookline, Burlington, Cambridge, 
Canton, Dedham, Framingham, Lexington, Lincoln, Marlborough, Medford, Needham, Newton, 
Norwood, Quincy, Randolph, Somerville, Waltham, Westwood, Wilmington, and Woburn.  
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Watertown Historic Assessments/Classification Report
Ten Year Lookback

Fiscal Year Total Value Residential Value
Residential 
Percentage CIP Value

CIP Percentage

2026 $13,113,904,400 $9,440,846,013 71.99% $3,673,058,387 28.01%

2025 $12,883,303,540 $9,192,796,208 71.35% $3,690,507,332 28.65%

2024 $11,931,304,624 $8,502,470,850 71.26% $3,428,833,774 28.74%

2023 $10,950,885,858 $8,100,534,759 73.97% $2,850,351,099 26.03%

2022 $10,049,624,325 $7,602,271,296 75.65% $2,447,353,029 24.35%

2021 $9,398,370,344 $7,342,750,000 78.13% $2,055,620,344 21.87%

2020 $9,098,604,508 $7,209,091,371 79.23% $1,889,513,137 20.77%

2019 $7,998,921,648 $6,382,738,095 79.79% $1,616,183,553 20.21%

2018 $7,193,842,933 $5,808,343,439 80.74% $1,385,499,494 19.26%

2017 $6,615,124,690 $5,387,245,133 81.44% $1,227,879,557 18.56%

2016 $6,272,536,699 $5,088,998,429 81.13% $1,183,538,270 18.87%
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New Growth Fiscal Year 2026

Historic Historic Historic 3 Year Avg. Current

Fiscal Year 2023 Fiscal Year 2024 Fiscal Year 2025
Three-Year 

Average Fiscal Year 2026

1-Family $54,166 $78,240 $77,835 $70,080 $158,672

Condominium $270,610 $279,604 $211,068 $253,761 $295,086

Multifamily $152,720 $203,080 $95,658 $150,486 $101,763

     

Commercial $966,561 $1,149,340 $0 $705,300 $0

Industrial $4,202,589 $7,827,667 $2,735,035 $4,921,764 $1,370,447

Personal 
Property $708,029 $1,062,095 $3,161,278 $1,643,801 $1,604,652

Total $6,354,675 $10,600,026 $6,280,874 $7,745,192 $3,530,622
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Calculating the Levy Limit

*4.59% increase over last year

Calculating a Single Tax Rate

LEVY LIMIT,
SINGLE TAX RATE

FY26 Levy Limit $168,575,918

Plus 2.5% $4,214,398

Plus, FY26 New Growth $3,530,622

FY26 Levy Limit $176,320,938*

Total Tax Levy/ $176,320,938

Total Assessed Value $13,113,904,400

Single Tax Rate $13.45

6



  Comparison Shift Options: No Shift - Shift 175

CIP Shift Res Share %
CIP Share 

%
Res Levy 
Amount

CIP Levy 
Amount

Res. Rate CIP Rate
Residential 

Class Savings

1.00 71.99% 28.01% 126,935,409 49,385,529 $17.24 $13.45 0

1.10 69.19% 30.81% 121,996,857 54,324,082 $16.57 $14.79 $4,938,552

1.20 66.39% 33.61% 117,058,304 59,262,634 $15.90 $16.13 $9,877,105

1.30 63.59% 36.41% 112,119,751 64,201,187 $15.23 $17.48 $14,815,658

1.40 60.79% 39.21% 107,181,198 69,139,740 $14.56 $18.82 $19,754,211

1.50 57.99% 42.01% 102,242,645 74,078,292 $13.89 $20.17 $24,692,764

1.55 56.59% 43.41% 99,773,369 76,547,569 $13.55 $20.84 $27,162,040

1.60 55.19% 44.81% 97,304,092 79,016,846 $13.22 $21.51 $29,631,317

1.65 53.79% 46.21% 94,834,816 81,486,122 $12.88 $22.18 $32,100,593

1.70 52.38% 47.62% 92,365,539 83,955,399 $12.55 $22.86 $34,569,870

1.75 50.98% 49.02% 89,896,263 86,424,675 $12.21 $23.53 $37,039,146
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SHIFT: 1.75 versus 1.5 

1.75 SHIFT

Total Res Class Savings Residential Parcels Average Savings Per Parcel

$37,039,146 10,176 $3,640

1.5 SHIFT

Total Res Class Savings Residential Parcels Average Savings Per Parcel 

$24,692,764 10,176 $2,427

DIFFERENCE 

Savings Difference 1.75 v 1.5 Residential Parcels Cost Difference Per Parcel

$12,346,382 10176 $1,213
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COMMUNITY COMPARISON

When considering the impact of tax rates and shifts, it is useful to look beyond our borders to 
discover how nearby communities deal with similar issues. The next page provides a view of 
the tax structure of other nearby cities and towns for Fiscal Year 2025.  Some of our neighbors 
have split tax rates while others do not.  Generally, the smaller the 
commercial/industrial/personal property (CIP) share is of the total assessed value, the less 
benefit there is to shifting the tax rate.  Arlington and Belmont both have very low CIP shares 
while Boston and Cambridge have high CIP shares. Boston and Cambridge also offer a large 
residential exemption percentage, which coupled with large commercial tax bases, serves to 
push down the average residential tax bill.  While Newton does have a commercial shift, they 
have chosen not to utilize the residential exemption and consequently the average 
residential tax bill is higher. Waltham, which is most like Watertown in its socio-economic 
structure, has a much larger commercial tax base which results in a lower residential tax rate.       
 
Taxpayers often cite that other nearby cities and towns have lower tax rates, but they fail to 
realize that the average residential assessments in those municipalities may be considerably 
higher.  For example, Newton and Belmont have a lower rate, a taxpayer might conclude that 
taxes are lower than in Watertown.  Newton and Belmont have much higher average 
residential values resulting in the average tax bill being much higher than Watertown's.   
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COMMUNITY COMPARISON FISCAL YEAR 2025
 

CITY/TOWN
RES. 
TAX 

RATE

CIP 
TAX 

RATE
RES % CIP %

2021 
SHIFT

2022 
SHIFT

2023 
SHIFT

2024 
SHIFT

2025 
SHIFT

AVG. RES. 
VALUE 

RES. 
EX.

RES. EX. 
SAVINGS

 AVG RES. 
R.E. TAX 

BELMONT $11.39 $11.39 94.64 5.36 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $1,339,507 No   $-     $    15,257 

NEWTON $9.80 $18.34 85.87 14.13 1.72 1.75 1.74 1.75 1.75 $1,441,127 No   $-     $    14,123 

ARLINGTON  $10.77 $10.77 94.73 5.27 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 $981,643 No   $-     $    10,572 

BOSTON $11.58 $25.96 44.07 55.93 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 $983,027 35% $3,984  $     7,399 

CAMBRIDGE $6.35 $11.52 33.80 66.20 1.51 1.45 1.39 1.38 1.40 $1,664,210 30% $3,170  $     7,397 

WATERTOWN $11.68 $22.83 50.01 49.99 1.75 1.59 1.5 1.73 1.75 $907,023 35% $3,708  $     6,886 

WALTHAM $9.82 $21.04 38.67 61.33 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 $862,820 35% $2,966  $     5,507 

10



      Lookback at Average Residential Value Taxes

Fiscal 
Year Shift 

Res. Tax
 Rate

Avg. Res. 
Assessment

Avg. Bill No 
Res. Ex.

Res. Ex. % 
Exclusion

Tax Dollar 
Deduction

 Avg. Bill with 
Res. Ex. 

% 
Change 

2026 1.75 12.21 $927,756 $11,328 35 $3,965 $7,363 6.93%

2025 1.745 11.68 $907,035 $10,594 35 $3,708 $6,886 4.54%

2024 1.739 11.7 $840,331 $9,832 33 $3,245 $6,587 -9.84%

2023 1.5 13.58 $802,987 $10,905 33 $3,598 $7,307 4.00%

2022 1.59 13.25 $757,802 $10,041 30 $3,012 $7,029 4.28%

2021 1.75 12.25 $733,688 $8,988 25 $2,247 $6,741 0.98%

2020 1.75 12.14 $723,586 $8,784 24 $2,108 $6,676 4.58%

2019 1.75 12.88 $643,680 $8,291 23 $1,907 $6,384 4.78%

2018 1.75 13.47 $587,413 $7,912 23 $1,820 $6,093 2.71%

2017 1.75 13.89 $547,540 $7,605 22 $1,673 $5,932 4.70%

2016 1.75 13.68 $517,701 $7,082 20 $1,416 $5,666 4.33%
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Classification Part II. Approving the Residential Exemption and choosing how much of the 
average residential value to exempt. 

What is the Residential Exemption?

• Residential Exemption is a reduction of a fixed assessment amount off every 
qualified taxpayer’s assessment. 

• To qualify, you must apply, and you must own and occupy your home as your 
primary residence (domicile) as of January 1st, 2025. Once approved, you do not 
need to apply every year.  Recording a new deed with changes in ownership may 
require reapplying.  

• The exemption is the same fixed amount for everyone that receives the exemption; 
lower assessed properties reap more of the benefit by having a larger percentage of 
their taxes reduced.

• The Residential Exemption is revenue neutral within the residential class.  Investor-
owned properties, apartment buildings, and higher-valued properties pay for the 
exemption.  
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The Board of Assessors 
recommends maintaining the 
residential exemption at 35%.  

That would be a value exclusion 
of $324,715 equating to a tax 

savings of $3965.

Board of 
Assessors’ 
thoughts on 
Residential 
Exemption.  
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Item FY25 FY26 

Average Residential Assessment $907,035 $927,756

Residential Tax Rate $11.68 $12.21*

Average Tax Bill $10,594 $11,328*

Residential Exemption (Tax Dollars) -$3,707 -$3,965*

Average Residential Tax Bill with 
Residential Exemption

$6,887 $7363*

Total Residential Value $9,192,796,208 $9,440,846,013

Total CIP Value $3,690,507,332 $3,673,058,387

Total Real and Personal Property Value $12,833,303,540 $13,113,904,400 

*Projected Tax Rate and Residential 
Exemption.  Contingent on Council 
maintaining maximum shift allowed by law 
and maintaining maximum Residential 
Exemption exclusion at 35%.  

Summary
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Council adopt the maximum shift allowed by law 
which is 175%.  

Council accepts the provisions of Chapter 59, 
section 5C approving a residential exemption and 
35% value exclusion from the average residential 
property value.    

Recommendations:
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