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TRUSTEES AND OFFICERS IDENTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND

The Trustees and officers of the Trust, as of December 1, 2011, are listed below, together with their principal occupations during the past five
years. (Their titles may have varied during that period.) The address of each Trustee and officer is 500 Boylston Street, Boston, Massachusetts
02116.

Position(s) Principal Occupations
Held Trustee/Officer Term During Other
Name, Age with Fund Since (h) Expiring the Past Five Years Directorships (j)
INTERESTED TRUSTEES
Robert J. Manning (k) Trustee February 2004 2013 Massachusetts Financial Services N/A
(age 48) Company, Chairman, Chief
Executive Officer and Director;
President (until December 2009);
Chief Investment Officer (until
July 2010)
Robert C. Pozen (k) Trustee February 2004 2012 Massachusetts Financial Services Medtronic, Inc, (medical
(age 65) Company, Chairman Emeritus; devices), Director (since 2004);
Chairman (until July 2010) The Nielsen Company (market
research), Director (since 2010);
Telesat (satellite
communications), Director (until
November 2007); Bell Canada
Enterprises (telecommunications),
Director (until February 2009)
52
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Trustees and Officers

Name, Age

INDEPENDENT TRUSTEES

David H. Gunning
(age 69)

Robert E. Butler
(age 70)

Maureen R. Goldfarb

(age 56)
William R. Gutow
(age 70)

Michael Hegarty
(age 66)

Table of Contents

Position(s)
Held

with Fund

Trustee and
Chair of
Trustees

Trustee

Trustee

Trustee

Trustee

Trustee/Officer

Since (h)

January 2004

January 2006

January 2009

December 1993

December 2004

Term

Expiring

2012

2012

2013

2011

2011

Principal Occupations

During

the Past Five Years

Retired; Cleveland-Cliffs Inc.
(mining products and service
provider), Vice
Chairman/Director (until May

2007)

Consultant

investment company

industry regulatory and
compliance matters
Private investor

Private investor and real estate
consultant; Capitol Entertainment
Management Company (video
franchise), Vice Chairman

Private investor

Other

Directorships (j)

Lincoln Electric Holdings,
Inc. (welding equipment
manufacturer), Director;
Development Alternatives,
Inc. (consulting),
Director/Non-Executive
Chairman; Portman
Limited (mining), Director
(until 2008)

N/A

N/A

Atlantic Coast Tan
(tanning salons), Vice
Chairman (until 2007);
Texas Donuts (donut
franchise), Vice Chairman
(until 2010)

N/A
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Trustees and Officers continued

Position(s)
Held
Name, Age with Fund
John P. Kavanaugh Trustee
(age 57)
J. Dale Sherratt Trustee
(age 73)
Laurie J. Thomsen Trustee
(age 54)
Robert W. Uek Trustee
(age 70)
OFFICERS
Maria F. DiOrioDwyer (k) President
(age 52)
54
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Trustee/Officer

Since (h)
January 2009

June 1989

March 2005

January 2006

March 2004

Term

Expiring
2011

2012

2013

2011

N/A

Principal Occupations
During

the Past Five Years
Private investor; The Hanover
Insurance Group, Inc., Vice
President and Chief Investment
Officer (until 2006); Allmerica
Investment Trust, Allmerica
Securities Trust and Opus
Investment Trust (investment
companies), Chairman,
President and Trustee (until
2006)
Insight Resources, Inc.
(acquisition planning
specialists), President; Wellfleet
Investments (investor in health
care companies), Managing
General Partner
Private investor; New Profit,
Inc. (venture philanthropy),
Executive Partner (until 2010)
Consultant to investment
company industry

Massachusetts Financial
Services Company, Executive
Vice President and Chief
Regulatory Officer

Chief Compliance Officer
(since December 2006)

Other

Directorships (j)
N/A

N/A

The Travelers Companies
(property and casualty
insurance), Director

N/A

N/A
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Trustees and Officers

Name, Age
Christopher R. Bohane (k)
(age 37)

John M. Corcoran (k)

(age 46)

Ethan D. Corey (k)
(age 48)

David L. DiLorenzo (k)
(age 43)

Timothy M. Fagan (k)
(age 43)

Table of Contents

Position(s)
Held

with Fund
Assistant
Secretary and
Assistant Clerk
Treasurer

Assistant
Secretary and
Assistant Clerk
Assistant
Treasurer
Assistant
Secretary and
Assistant Clerk

Trustee/Officer

Since (h)
July 2005

October 2008

July 2005

July 2005

September 2005

Term

Expiring
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Principal Occupations
During

Other

the Past Five Years Directorships (j)

Massachusetts Financial Services N/A
Company, Vice President and

Senior Counsel

Massachusetts Financial Services N/A
Company, Senior Vice President

(since October 2008); State Street

Bank and Trust (financial services
provider), Senior Vice President,

(until September 2008)

Massachusetts Financial Services N/A
Company, Senior Vice President

and Associate General Counsel
Massachusetts Financial Services N/A
Company, Vice President
Massachusetts Financial Services N/A
Company, Vice President and

Senior Counsel
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Trustees and Officers

Name, Age
Robyn L. Griffin
(age 36)

Brian E. Langenfeld (k)

(age 38)

Ellen Moynihan (k)
(age 54)

Susan S. Newton (k)
(age 61)

Susan A. Pereira (k)
(age 41)

Mark N. Polebaum (k)
(age 59)
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continued
Position(s)
Held Trustee/Officer
with Fund Since (h)
Assistant August 2008
Independent Chief
Compliance
Officer

Assistant Secretary June 2006
and Assistant Clerk

Assistant Treasurer April 1997

Assistant Secretary May 2005
and Assistant Clerk

Assistant Secretary July 2005
and Assistant Clerk

Secretary and January 2006
Clerk

Term

Expiring
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Principal Occupations
During

the Past Five Years
Griffin Compliance LLC
(provider of compliance
services), Principal (since
August 2008); State Street
Corporation (financial services
provider), Mutual Fund
Administration Assistant Vice
President (October 2006  July
2008); Liberty Mutual Group
(insurance), Personal Market
Assistant Controller (April 2006

October 2006); Deloitte &

Touche LLP (professional
services firm
Massachusetts Financial
Services Company, Vice
President and Senior Counsel

Massachusetts Financial
Services Company, Senior Vice
President

Massachusetts Financial
Services Company, Senior Vice
President and Associate General
Counsel

Massachusetts Financial
Services Company, Vice
President and Senior Counsel
Massachusetts Financial
Services Company, Executive
Vice President, General Counsel
and Secretary

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Other

Directorships (j)
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Position(s) Principal Occupations
Held Trustee/Officer Term During Other
Name, Age with Fund Since (h) Expiring the Past Five Years Directorships (j)
Frank L. Tarantino Independent Chief June 2004 N/A Tarantino LLC (provider of N/A
(age 67) Compliance compliance services), Principal
Officer
Richard S. Weitzel (k) Assistant Secretary October 2007 N/A Massachusetts Financial N/A
(age 41) and Assistant Clerk Services Company, Vice
President and Assistant General
Counsel
James O. Yost (k) Assistant Treasurer September 1990 N/A Massachusetts Financial N/A
(age 51) Services Company, Senior Vice
President

(h) Date first appointed to serve as Trustee/officer of an MFS fund. Each Trustee has served continuously since appointment unless indicated otherwise. For the
period from December 15, 2004 until February 22, 2005, Messrs. Pozen and Manning served as Advisory Trustees. For the period March 2008 until October
2008, Ms. DiOrioDwyer served as Treasurer of the Funds.

(j) Directorships or trusteeships of companies required to report to the Securities and Exchange Commission (i.e., public companies ).

(k) Interested person of the Trust within the meaning of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (referred to as the 1940 Act), which is the principal federal law
governing investment companies like the fund, as a result of position with MFS. The address of MFS is 500 Boylston Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02116.

The Trust holds annual shareholder meetings for the purpose of electing Trustees, and Trustees are elected for fixed terms. The Board of

Trustees is currently divided into three classes, each having a term of three years which term expires on the date of the third annual meeting

following the election to office of the Trustee s class. Each year the term of one class expires. Each Trustee and officer will serve until next

elected or his or her earlier death, resignation, retirement or removal.

Messrs. Butler, Kavanaugh, and Uek and Ms. Thomsen are members of the Fund s Audit Committee.

Each of the Fund s Trustees and officers holds comparable positions with certain other funds of which MFS or a subsidiary is the investment
adviser or distributor, and, in the case of the officers, with certain affiliates of MFS. As of January 1, 2011, the Trustees served as board
members of 105 funds within the MFS Family of Funds.
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Trustees and Officers continued

The Statement of Additional Information for the Fund includes further information about the Trustees and is available without charge upon
request by calling 1-800-225-2606.

Investment Adviser Custodian

Massachusetts Financial Services Company State Street Bank and Trust

500 Boylston Street, Boston, MA 02116-3741 1 Lincoln Street, Boston, MA 02111-2900
Portfolio Managers Independent Registered Public Accounting Firm
William Adams Ernst & Young LLP

David Cole 200 Clarendon Street, Boston, MA 02116

Brooks Taylor
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BOARD REVIEW OF INVESTMENT ADVISORY AGREEMENT

The Investment Company Act of 1940 requires that both the full Board of Trustees and a majority of the non-interested ( independent ) Trustees,
voting separately, annually approve the continuation of the Fund s investment advisory agreement with MFS. The Trustees consider matters
bearing on the Fund and its advisory arrangements at their meetings throughout the year, including a review of performance data at each regular
meeting. In addition, the independent Trustees met several times over the course of three months beginning in May and ending in July, 2011

( contract review meetings ) for the specific purpose of considering whether to approve the continuation of the investment advisory agreement for
the Fund and the other investment companies that the Board oversees (the MFS Funds ). The independent Trustees were assisted in their
evaluation of the Fund s investment advisory agreement by independent legal counsel, from whom they received separate legal advice and with
whom they met separately from MFS during various contract review meetings. The independent Trustees were also assisted in this process by

the MFS Funds Independent Chief Compliance Officer, a full-time senior officer appointed by and reporting to the independent Trustees.

In connection with their deliberations regarding the continuation of the investment advisory agreement, the Trustees, including the independent
Trustees, considered such information and factors as they believed, in light of the legal advice furnished to them and their own business
judgment, to be relevant. The investment advisory agreement for the Fund was considered separately, although the Trustees also took into
account the common interests of all MFS Funds in their review. As described below, the Trustees considered the nature, quality, and extent of
the various investment advisory, administrative, and shareholder services performed by MFS under the existing investment advisory agreement
and other arrangements with the Fund.

In connection with their contract review meetings, the Trustees received and relied upon materials that included, among other items:

(1) information provided by Lipper Inc., an independent third party, on the investment performance (based on net asset value) of the Fund for
various time periods ended December 31, 2010 and the investment performance (based on net asset value) of a group of funds with substantially
similar investment classifications/objectives (the Lipper performance universe ), (ii) information provided by Lipper Inc. on the Fund s advisory
fees and other expenses and the advisory fees and other expenses of comparable funds identified by Lipper Inc. (the Lipper expense group ),

(iii) information provided by MFS on the advisory fees of comparable portfolios of other clients of MFS, including institutional separate

accounts and other clients, (iv) information as to whether and to what

59
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Board Review of Investment Advisory Agreement continued

extent applicable expense waivers, reimbursements or fee breakpoints are observed for the Fund, (v) information regarding MFS financial results
and financial condition, including MFS and certain of its affiliates estimated profitability from services performed for the Fund and the MFS
Funds as a whole, and compared to MFS institutional business, (vi) MFS views regarding the outlook for the mutual fund industry and the
strategic business plans of MFS, (vii) descriptions of various functions performed by MFS for the Funds, such as compliance monitoring and
portfolio trading practices, and (viii) information regarding the overall organization of MFS, including information about MFS senior

management and other personnel providing investment advisory, administrative and other services to the Fund and the other MFS Funds. The
comparative performance, fee and expense information prepared and provided by Lipper Inc. was not independently verified and the

independent Trustees did not independently verify any information provided to them by MFS.

The Trustees conclusion as to the continuation of the investment advisory agreement was based on a comprehensive consideration of all
information provided to the Trustees and not the result of any single factor. Some of the factors that figured particularly in the Trustees
deliberations are described below, although individual Trustees may have evaluated the information presented differently from one another,
giving different weights to various factors. It is also important to recognize that the fee arrangements for the Fund and other MFS Funds are the
result of years of review and discussion between the independent Trustees and MFS, that certain aspects of such arrangements may receive
greater scrutiny in some years than in others, and that the Trustees conclusions may be based, in part, on their consideration of these same
arrangements during the course of the year and in prior years.

Based on information provided by Lipper Inc., the Trustees reviewed the Fund s total return investment performance as well as the performance
of peer groups of funds over various time periods. The Trustees placed particular emphasis on the total return performance of the Fund s common
shares in comparison to the performance of funds in its Lipper performance universe over the three-year period ended December 31, 2010,

which the Trustees believed was a long enough period to reflect differing market conditions. The total return performance of the Fund s common
shares ranked Sth out of a total of 5 funds in the Lipper performance universe for this three-year period (a ranking of first place out of the total
number of funds in the performance universe indicating the best performer and a ranking of last place out of the total number of funds in the
performance universe indicating the worst performer). The total return performance of the Fund s common shares ranked 1st out of a total of 5
funds for the one-year period and 5th out of a total of
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Board Review of Investment Advisory Agreement continued

5 funds for the five-year period ended December 31, 2010. Given the size of the Lipper performance universe and information previously
provided by MFS regarding differences between the Fund and other funds in its Lipper performance universe, the Trustees also reviewed the
Fund s performance in comparison to a custom benchmark developed by MFS. The Fund out-performed its custom benchmark for the one-year
period ended December 31, 2010 (16.7% total return for the Fund versus 15.3% total return for the benchmark) and under-performed its custom
benchmark for each of the three and five-year periods ended December 31, 2010 (three-year: 5.1% total return for the Fund versus 5.2% total
return for the benchmark; five-year: 4.4% total return for the Fund versus 6.4% total return for the benchmark). Because of the passage of time,
these performance results are likely to differ from the performance results for more recent periods, including those shown elsewhere in this
report.

The Trustees expressed continued concern to MFS about the substandard investment performance of the Fund. In the course of their
deliberations, the Trustees took into account information provided by MFS in connection with the contract review meetings, as well as during
investment review meetings conducted with portfolio management personnel during the course of the year as to MFES efforts to improve the
Fund s performance, including assigning new portfolio managers for the Fund in 2009 and 2011. In addition, the Trustees requested that they
receive a separate update on the Fund s performance at each of their regular meetings. After reviewing these and related factors, the Trustees
concluded, within the context of their overall conclusions regarding the investment advisory agreement, MFS responses and efforts and plans to
improve investment performance were sufficient to support approval of the continuance of the investment advisory agreement for an additional
one-year period, but that they would continue to closely monitor the performance of the Fund.

In assessing the reasonableness of the Fund s advisory fee, the Trustees considered, among other information, the Fund s advisory fee and the
total expense ratio of the Fund s common shares as a percentage of average daily net assets and the advisory fee and total expense ratios of peer
groups of funds based on information provided by Lipper Inc. The Trustees considered that, MFS has agreed in writing to reduce its advisory

fee, which may not be changed without the Trustees approval. The Trustees also considered that according to the Lipper data (which takes into
account any fee reductions or expense limitations that were in effect during the Fund s last fiscal year), the Fund s effective advisory fee rate and
the Fund s total expense ratio were each higher than the Lipper expense group median.

The Trustees also considered the advisory fees charged by MFS to institutional accounts. In comparing these fees, the Trustees considered
information
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Board Review of Investment Advisory Agreement continued

provided by MFS as to the generally broader scope of services provided by MFS to the Fund in comparison to institutional accounts and the
impact on MFS and expenses associated with the more extensive regulatory regime to which the Fund is subject in comparison to institutional
accounts.

The Trustees considered that, as a closed-end fund, the Fund is unlikely to experience meaningful asset growth. As a result, the Trustees did not
view the potential for realization of economies of scale as the Fund s assets grow to be a material factor in their deliberations. The Trustees noted
that they would consider economies of scale in the future in the event the Fund experiences significant asset growth, such as through an offering
of preferred shares (which is not currently contemplated) or a material increase in the market value of the Fund s portfolio securities.

The Trustees also considered information prepared by MFES relating to MFS costs and profits with respect to the Fund, the MFS Funds
considered as a group, and other investment companies and accounts advised by MFS, as well as MFS methodologies used to determine and
allocate its costs to the MFS Funds, the Fund and other accounts and products for purposes of estimating profitability.

After reviewing these and other factors described herein, the Trustees concluded, within the context of their overall conclusions regarding the
investment advisory agreement, that the advisory fees charged to the Fund represent reasonable compensation in light of the services being
provided by MFS to the Fund.

In addition, the Trustees considered MFS resources and related efforts to continue to retain, attract and motivate capable personnel to serve the
Fund. The Trustees also considered current and developing conditions in the financial services industry, including the presence of large and
well-capitalized companies which are spending, and appear to be prepared to continue to spend, substantial sums to engage personnel and to
provide services to competing investment companies. In this regard, the Trustees also considered the financial resources of MFS and its ultimate
parent, Sun Life Financial Inc. The Trustees also considered the advantages and possible disadvantages to the Fund of having an adviser that
also serves other investment companies as well as other accounts.

The Trustees also considered the nature, quality, cost, and extent of administrative services provided to the Fund by MFS under agreements
other than the investment advisory agreement. The Trustees also considered the nature, extent and quality of certain other services MFS
performs or arranges for on the Fund s behalf, which may include securities lending programs, directed expense payment programs, class action
recovery programs, and MFS
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interaction with third-party service providers, principally custodians and sub-custodians. The Trustees concluded that the various non-advisory
services provided by MFS and its affiliates on behalf of the Fund were satisfactory.

The Trustees also considered benefits to MFS from the use of the Fund s portfolio brokerage commissions, if applicable, to pay for investment
research and various other factors. Additionally, the Trustees considered so-called fall-out benefits to MFS such as reputational value derived
from serving as investment manager to the Fund.

Based on their evaluation of factors that they deemed to be material, including those factors described above, the Board of Trustees, including a
majority of the independent Trustees, concluded that the Fund s investment advisory agreement with MFS should be continued for an additional
one-year period, commencing August 1, 2011.

A discussion regarding the Board s most recent review and renewal of the fund s Investment Advisory Agreement with MFS is available by
clicking on the fund s name under Closed End Funds in the Products and Performance section of the MFS Web site (mfs.com).
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PROXY VOTING POLICIES AND INFORMATION

A general description of the MFS funds proxy voting policies and procedures is available without charge, upon request, by calling
1-800-225-2606, by visiting the Proxy Voting section of mfs.com or by visiting the SEC s Web site at http://www.sec.gov.

Information regarding how the fund voted proxies relating to portfolio securities during the most recent twelve-month period ended June 30 is
available without charge by visiting the Proxy Voting section of mfs.com or by visiting the SEC s Web site at http://www.sec.gov.

QUARTERLY PORTFOLIO DISCLOSURE

The fund will file a complete schedule of portfolio holdings with the Securities and Exchange Commission (the Commission) for the first and
third quarters of each fiscal year on Form N-Q. A shareholder can obtain the quarterly portfolio holdings report at mfs.com. The fund s Form N-Q
is also available on the EDGAR database on the Commission s Internet Web site at http://www.sec.gov, and may be reviewed and copied at the:

Public Reference Room

Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE, Room 1580
Washington, D.C. 20549

Information on the operation of the Public Reference Room may be obtained by calling the Commission at 1-800-SEC-0330. Copies of the
Fund s Form N-Q also may be obtained, upon payment of a duplicating fee, by electronic request at the following e-mail address:
publicinfo@sec.gov or by writing the Public Reference Section at the above address.

FURTHER INFORMATION

From time to time, MFS may post important information about the fund or the MFS funds on the MFS web site (mfs.com). This information is
available by visiting the News & Commentary section of mfs.com or by clicking on the fund s name under Closed End Funds inthe Products and
Performance section of mfs.com.

FEDERAL TAX INFORMATION (unaudited)

The fund will notity shareholders of amounts for use in preparing 2011 income tax forms in January 2012. The following information is
provided pursuant to provisions of the Internal Revenue Code.

The fund designates the maximum amount allowable as qualified dividend income eligible for the 15% tax rate.

For corporate shareholders, 8.35% of the ordinary income dividends paid during the fiscal year qualify for the corporate dividends received
deduction.
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WHAT DOES MFS DO WITH YOUR PERSONAL INFORMATION?

Financial companies choose how they share your personal information. Federal law gives consumers the right to
limit some but not all sharing. Federal law also requires us to tell you how we collect, share, and protect your
personal information. Please read this notice carefully to understand what we do.

The types of personal information we collect and share depend on the product or service you have with us. This
information can include:

Social Security number and account balances
Account transactions and transaction history

Checking account information and wire transfer instructions

When you are no longer our customer, we continue to share your information as described in this notice.

All financial companies need to share customers personal information to run their everyday business. In the
section below, we list the reasons financial companies can share their customers personal information; the reasons
MES chooses to share; and whether you can limit this sharing.

Reasons we can share your personal information Does MFS share? Can you limit

this sharing?
For our everyday business purposes Yes No

such as to process your transactions, maintain your account(s), respond to court orders
and legal investigations, or report to credit bureaus
For our marketing purposes No We don t share

to offer our products and services to you
For joint marketing with other financial companies No We don t share
For our affiliates everyday business purposes No We don t share

information about your transactions and experiences
For our affiliates everyday business purposes No We don t share

information about your creditworthiness
For nonaffiliates to market to you No We don t share
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'Who we are

Who is providing this notice? MEFS Funds, MFS Investment Management, MFS Institutional Advisors, Inc., MFS Fund
Distributors, Inc., MFS Heritage Trust Company, and MFS Service Center, Inc.

'What we do

How does MFS To protect your personal information from unauthorized access and use, we use security

protect my personal information? measures that comply with federal law. These measures include procedural, electronic,
and physical safeguards for the protection of the personal information we collect about
you.

How does MFS We collect your personal information, for example, when you

collect my personal information?

open an account or provide account information
direct us to buy securities or direct us to sell your securities

make a wire transfer

We also collect your personal information from others, such as credit bureaus, affiliates
and other companies.
Why can t I limit all sharing? Federal law gives you the right to limit only

sharing for affiliates everyday business purposes information about your
creditworthiness

affiliates from using your information to market to you

sharing for nonaffiliates to market to you

State laws and individual companies may give you additional rights to limit sharing.

Definitions

Affiliates Companies related by common ownership or control. They can be financial and
nonfinancial companies.
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MEFS does not share personal information with affiliates, except for everyday business purposes as
described on page one of this notice.
Nonaffiliates Companies not related by common ownership or control. They can be financial and
nonfinancial companies.

MEFS does not share with nonaffiliates so they can market to you.
Joint Marketing A formal agreement between nonaffiliated financial companies that together market
financial products or services to you.

MEFS doesn t jointly market.

Other important information

If you own an MFS product or receive an MFS service in the name of a third party such as a bank or broker-dealer, their privacy policy may
apply to you instead of ours.

66
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CONTACT US

Transfer agent, Registrar, and
Dividend Disbursing Agent

Call

1-800-637-2304

9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Eastern time

Write

Computershare Trust Company, N.A.
P.O. Box 43078

Providence, RI 02940-3078

New York Stock Exchange Symbol: MFV
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ITEM 2. CODE OF ETHICS.

The Registrant has adopted a Code of Ethics pursuant to Section 406 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act and as defined in Form N-CSR that applies to

the Registrant s principal executive officer and principal financial and accounting officer. During the period covered by this report, the Registrant
has not amended any provision in its Code of Ethics (the Code ) that relates to an element of the Code s definitions enumerated in paragraph
(b) of Item 2 of this Form N-CSR. During the period covered by this report, the Registrant did not grant a waiver, including an implicit waiver,
from any provision of the Code.

ITEM3. AUDIT COMMITTEE FINANCIAL EXPERT.

Messrs. Robert E. Butler, John P. Kavanaugh and Robert W. Uek and Ms. Laurie J. Thomsen, members of the Audit Committee, have been
determined by the Board of Trustees in their reasonable business judgment to meet the definition of audit committee financial expert as such
term is defined in Form N-CSR. In addition, Messrs. Butler, Kavanaugh and Uek and Ms. Thomsen are independent members of the Audit
Committee (as such term has been defined by the Securities and Exchange Commission in regulations implementing Section 407 of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002). The Securities and Exchange Commission has stated that the designation of a person as an audit committee
financial expert pursuant to this Item 3 on the Form N-CSR does not impose on such a person any duties, obligations or liability that are greater
than the duties, obligations or liability imposed on such person as a member of the Audit Committee and the Board of Trustees in the absence of
such designation or identification.

ITEM 4. PRINCIPAL ACCOUNTANT FEES AND SERVICES.
Items 4(a) through 4(d) and 4(g):

The Board of Trustees has appointed Ernst & Young LLP ( E&Y ) to serve as independent accountants to the Registrant (hereinafter the

Registrant or the Fund ). The tables below set forth the audit fees billed to the Fund as well as fees for non-audit services provided to the Fund
and/or to the Fund s investment adviser, Massachusetts Financial Services Company ( MFS ) and to various entities either controlling, controlled
by, or under common control with MFS that provide ongoing services to the Fund ( MFS Related Entities ).

For the fiscal years ended October 31, 2011 and 2010, audit fees billed to the Fund by E&Y were as follows:

Audit Fees
2011 2010
Fees billed by E&Y:
MES Special Value Trust 43,224 42,763
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For the fiscal years ended October 31, 2011 and 2010, fees billed by E&Y for audit-related, tax and other services provided to the Fund and for
audit-related, tax and other services provided to MFS and MFS Related Entities were as follows:

Audit-Related Fees! Tax Fees? All Other Fees3
2011 2010 2011 2010 2011 2010
Fees billed by E&Y:
To MFS Special Value Trust 10,110 10,000 8,704 8,552 0 0
To MFS and MFS Related Entities of MFS Special Value Trust* 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 2010
Aggregate fees for non-audit services:
To MFS Special Value Trust, MES and MFS Related Entities# 120,178 257,228

v This amount reflects the fees billed to MFS and MFS Related Entities for non-audit services relating directly to the operations and
financial reporting of the Fund (portions of which services also related to the operations and financial reporting of other funds within the
MEFS Funds complex).

# This amount reflects the aggregate fees billed by E&Y for non-audit services rendered to the Fund and for non-audit services rendered to
MEFS and the MFS Related Entities.

! The fees included under Audit-Related Fees are fees related to assurance and related services that are reasonably related to the
performance of the audit or review of financial statements, but not reported under Audit Fees, including accounting consultations,
agreed-upon procedure reports, attestation reports, comfort letters and internal control reviews.

2 The fees included under Tax Fees are fees associated with tax compliance, tax advice and tax planning, including services relating to the
filing or amendment of federal, state or local income tax returns, regulated investment company qualification reviews and tax distribution
and analysis.

J The fees under All Other Fees are fees for products and services provided by E&Y other than those reported under Audit Fees,

Audit-Related Fees and Tax Fees .

Item 4(e)(1):

Set forth below are the policies and procedures established by the Audit Committee of the Board of Trustees relating to the pre-approval of audit
and non-audit related services:

To the extent required by applicable law, pre-approval by the Audit Committee of the Board is needed for all audit and permissible non-audit
services rendered to the Fund and all permissible non-audit services rendered to MFS or MFS Related Entities if the services
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relate directly to the operations and financial reporting of the Registrant. Pre-approval is currently on an engagement-by-engagement basis. In
the event pre-approval of such services is necessary between regular meetings of the Audit Committee and it is not practical to wait to seek
pre-approval at the next regular meeting of the Audit Committee, pre-approval of such services may be referred to the Chair of the Audit
Committee for approval; provided that the Chair may not pre-approve any individual engagement for such services exceeding $50,000 or
multiple engagements for such services in the aggregate exceeding $100,000 between such regular meetings of the Audit Committee. Any
engagement pre-approved by the Chair between regular meetings of the Audit Committee shall be presented for ratification by the entire Audit
Committee at its next regularly scheduled meeting.

Item 4(e)(2):

None, or 0%, of the services relating to the Audit-Related Fees, Tax Fees and All Other Fees paid by the Fund and MFS and MFS Related
Entities relating directly to the operations and financial reporting of the Registrant disclosed above were approved by the audit committee
pursuant to paragraphs (c)(7)(i)(C) of Rule 2-01 of Regulation S-X (which permits audit committee approval after the start of the engagement
with respect to services other than audit, review or attest services, if certain conditions are satisfied).

Item 4(f): Not applicable.

Item 4(h): The Registrant s Audit Committee has considered whether the provision by a Registrant s independent registered public accounting
firm of non-audit services to MFS and MFS Related Entities that were not pre-approved by the Committee (because such services were provided
prior to the effectiveness of SEC rules requiring pre-approval or because such services did not relate directly to the operations and financial
reporting of the Registrant) was compatible with maintaining the independence of the independent registered public accounting firm as the
Registrant s principal auditors.

ITEM 5. AUDIT COMMITTEE OF LISTED REGISTRANTS.
The Registrant has an Audit Committee established in accordance with Section 3(a)(58)(A) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. The
members of the Audit Committee are Messrs. Robert E. Butler, John P. Kavanaugh, and Robert W. Uek and Ms. Laurie J. Thomsen.

ITEM 6. SCHEDULE OF INVESTMENTS
A schedule of investments of the Registrant is included as part of the report to shareholders of the Registrant under Item 1 of this Form N-CSR.

ITEM7. DISCLOSURE OF PROXY VOTING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR CLOSED-END MANAGEMENT
INVESTMENT COMPANIES.
MASSACHUSETTS FINANCIAL SERVICES COMPANY
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PROXY VOTING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
February 1, 2011

Massachusetts Financial Services Company, MFES Institutional Advisors, Inc., MFS International (UK) Limited, MFS Heritage Trust Company,

and MFS other subsidiaries that perform discretionary investment management activities (collectively, MFS ) have adopted proxy voting policies
and procedures, as set forth below ( MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures ), with respect to securities owned by the clients for which MFS
serves as investment adviser and has the power to vote proxies, including the registered investment companies sponsored by MFS (the MFS

Funds ). References to clients in these policies and procedures include the MFS Funds and other clients of MFS, such as funds organized
offshore, sub-advised funds and separate account clients, to the extent these clients have delegated to MFS the responsibility to vote proxies on

their behalf under the MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures.

The MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures include:

A. Voting Guidelines;

B. Administrative Procedures;

C Records Retention; and

D. Reports.

A.  VOTING GUIDELINES

1. General Policy; Potential Conflicts of Interest
MEFES policy is that proxy voting decisions are made in what MFS believes to be the best long-term economic interests of MFS clients, and not in
the interests of any other party or in MFS corporate interests, including interests such as the distribution of MFS Fund shares and institutional
client relationships.

In developing these proxy voting guidelines, MFS reviews corporate governance issues and proxy voting matters that are presented for
shareholder vote by either management or shareholders of public companies. Based on the overall principle that all votes cast by MFS on behalf
of its clients must be in what MFS believes to be the best long-term economic interests of such clients, MFS has adopted proxy voting
guidelines, set forth below, that govern how MFS generally will vote on specific matters presented for shareholder vote.
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As a general matter, MFS votes consistently on similar proxy proposals across all shareholder meetings. However, some proxy proposals, such
as certain excessive executive compensation, environmental, social and governance matters, are analyzed on a case-by-case basis in light of all
the relevant facts and circumstances of the proposal. Therefore, MFS may vote similar proposals differently at different shareholder meetings
based on the specific facts and circumstances of the issuer or the terms of the proposal. In addition, MFS also reserves the right to override the
guidelines with respect to a particular proxy proposal when such an override is, in MFS best judgment, consistent with the overall principle of
voting proxies in the best long-term economic interests of MES clients.

MES also generally votes consistently on the same matter when securities of an issuer are held by multiple client accounts, unless MFS has
received explicit voting instructions to vote differently from a client for its own account. From time to time, MFS may also receive comments on
the MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures from its clients. These comments are carefully considered by MFS when it reviews these
guidelines and revises them as appropriate.

These policies and procedures are intended to address any potential material conflicts of interest on the part of MFS or its subsidiaries that are
likely to arise in connection with the voting of proxies on behalf of MFS clients. If such potential material conflicts of interest do arise, MFS will
analyze, document and report on such potential material conflicts of interest (see Sections B.2 and D below), and shall ultimately vote the
relevant proxies in what MES believes to be the best long-term economic interests of its clients. The MFS Proxy Voting Committee is

responsible for monitoring and reporting with respect to such potential material conflicts of interest.

MES is also a signatory to the United Nations Principles for Responsible Investment. In developing these guidelines, MFS considered
environmental, social and corporate governance issues in light of MFS fiduciary obligation to vote proxies in the best long-term economic
interest of its clients.

2.  MFS Policy on Specific Issues
Election of Directors

MES believes that good governance should be based on a board with at least a simple majority of directors who are independent of management,
and whose key committees (e.g., compensation, nominating, and audit committees) are comprised entirely of independent directors. While MFS
generally supports the board s nominees in uncontested or non-contentious elections, we will not support a nominee to a board of a U.S. issuer if,
as a result of such nominee being elected to
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the board, the board would be comprised of a majority of members who are not independent or, alternatively, the compensation, nominating
(including instances in which the full board serves as the compensation or nominating committee) or audit committees would include members
who are not independent.

MEFS will also not support a nominee to a board if we can determine that he or she failed to attend at least 75% of the board and/or relevant
committee meetings in the previous year without a valid reason stated in the proxy materials or other company communications. In addition,
MFS may not support all nominees standing for re-election to a board if we can determine: (1) the board or its compensation committee has
re-priced or exchanged underwater stock options since the last annual meeting of shareholders and without shareholder approval; (2) the board
or relevant committee has not taken adequately responsive action to a majority-approved shareholder proposal that MES has supported; or

(3) the board has implemented a poison pill without shareholder approval since the last annual meeting, (including those related to net-operating
loss carryforwards).

MFS may not support certain board nominees of U.S. issuers under certain circumstances where MFS deems compensation to be egregious due
to pay-for-performance issues and/or poor pay practices. Please see the section below titled MFS Policy on Specific Issues - Advisory Votes on
Compensation for further details.

MES evaluates a contested or contentious election of directors on a case-by-case basis considering the long-term financial performance of the
company relative to its industry, management s track record, the qualifications of all nominees, and an evaluation of what each side is offering
shareholders.

Majority Voting and Director Elections

MES votes for reasonably crafted proposals calling for directors to be elected with an affirmative majority of votes cast and/or the elimination of
the plurality standard for electing directors (including binding resolutions requesting that the board amend the company s bylaws), provided the
proposal includes a carve-out for a plurality voting standard when there are more director nominees than board seats (e.g., contested elections)

( Majority Vote Proposals ). MFS considers voting against Majority Vote Proposals if the company has adopted, or has proposed to adopt in the
proxy statement, formal corporate governance principles that present a meaningful alternative to the majority voting standard and provide an
adequate response to both new nominees as well as incumbent nominees who fail to receive a majority of votes cast. MFS believes that a
company s election policy should address the specific circumstances at that company. In determining whether the issuer has a meaningful
alternative to the majority voting standard, MFS considers whether a company s election policy articulates the following
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elements to address each director nominee who fails to receive an affirmative majority of votes cast in an election:

Establish guidelines for the process by which the company determines the status of nominees who fail to receive an affirmative
majority of votes cast and disclose the guidelines in the annual proxy statement;

Guidelines should include a reasonable timetable for resolution of the nominee s status and a requirement that the resolution be
disclosed together with the reasons for the resolution;

Vest management of the process in the company s independent directors, other than the nominee in question; and

Outline the range of remedies that the independent directors may consider concerning the nominee.

Classified Boards

MES generally supports proposals to declassify a board (e.g. a board in which only one-third of board members is elected each year) for all
issuers other than for certain closed-end investment companies. MFS generally opposes proposals to classify a board for issuers other than for
certain closed-end investment companies.

Stock Plans

MES opposes stock option programs and restricted stock plans that provide unduly generous compensation for officers, directors or employees,

or that could result in excessive dilution to other shareholders. As a general guideline, MFS votes against restricted stock, stock option,

non-employee director, omnibus stock plans and any other stock plan if all such plans for a particular company involve potential dilution, in the
aggregate, of more than 15%. However, MFS will also vote against stock plans that involve potential dilution, in aggregate, of more than 10% at

U.S. issuers that are listed in the Standard and Poor s 100 index as of December 31 of the previous year.
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MES also opposes stock option programs that allow the board or the compensation committee to re-price underwater options or to automatically
replenish shares without shareholder approval. MFS also votes against stock option programs for officers, employees or non-employee directors
that do not require an investment by the optionee, that give free rides on the stock price, or that permit grants of stock options with an exercise
price below fair market value on the date the options are granted. MFS will consider proposals to exchange existing options for newly issued
options, restricted stock or cash on a case-by-case basis, taking into account certain factors, including, but not limited to, whether there is a
reasonable value-for-value exchange and whether senior executives are excluded from participating in the exchange.

MES supports the use of a broad-based employee stock purchase plans to increase company stock ownership by employees, provided that shares
purchased under the plan are acquired for no less than 85% of their market value and do not result in excessive dilution.

Shareholder Proposals on Executive Compensation

MES believes that competitive compensation packages are necessary to attract, motivate and retain executives. However, MFS also recognizes

that certain executive compensation practices can be excessive and not in the best, long-term economic interest of a company s shareholders. We
believe that the election of an issuer s board of directors (as outlined above), votes on stock plans (as outlined above) and advisory votes on pay

(as outlined below) are typically the most effective mechanisms to express our view on a company s compensation practices.

MES generally opposes shareholder proposals that seek to set rigid restrictions on executive compensation as MFS believes that compensation
committees should retain some flexibility to determine the appropriate pay package for executives. Although we support linking executive stock
option grants to a company s performance, MFS also opposes shareholder proposals that mandate a link of performance-based options to a
specific industry or peer group stock index. MFS generally supports reasonably crafted shareholder proposals that (i) require the issuer to adopt a
policy to recover the portion of performance-based bonuses and awards paid to senior executives that were not earned based upon a significant
negative restatement of earnings unless the company already has adopted a satisfactory policy on the matter, or (ii) expressly prohibit the
backdating of stock options.

Advisory Votes on Executive Compensation
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MEFS will analyze advisory votes on executive compensation on a case-by-case basis. MFS will vote against an advisory vote on executive
compensation if MFS determines that the issuer has adopted excessive executive compensation practices and will vote in favor of an advisory
vote on executive compensation if MFS has not determined that the issuer has adopted excessive executive compensation practices. Examples of
excessive executive compensation practices may include, but are not limited to, a pay-for-performance disconnect, employment contract terms
such as guaranteed bonus provisions, unwarranted pension payouts, backdated stock options, overly generous hiring bonuses for chief executive
officers, unnecessary perquisites, or the potential reimbursement of excise taxes to an executive in regards to a severance package. In cases
where MFS (i) votes against consecutive advisory pay votes, or (ii) determines that a particularly egregious excessive executive compensation
practice has occurred, then MFS may also vote against certain board nominees. MFS may also vote against certain board nominees if an
advisory pay vote for a U.S. issuer is not on the agenda and the company has not implemented the advisory vote frequency supported by a
plurality of shareholders.

MES generally supports proposals to include an advisory shareholder vote on an issuer s executive compensation practices on an annual basis.
Golden Parachutes

From time to time, MFS may evaluate a separate, advisory vote on severance packages or golden parachutes to certain executives at the same
time as a vote on a proposed merger or acquisition. MFS will support an advisory vote on a severance package on a on a case-by-case basis, and
MFS may vote against the severance package regardless of whether MFS supports the proposed merger or acquisition.

Shareholders of companies may also submit proxy proposals that would require shareholder approval of severance packages for executive
officers that exceed certain predetermined thresholds. MFS votes in favor of such shareholder proposals when they would require shareholder
approval of any severance package for an executive officer that exceeds a certain multiple of such officer s annual compensation that is not
determined in MFS judgment to be excessive.

Anti-Takeover Measures

In general, MFS votes against any measure that inhibits capital appreciation in a stock, including proposals that protect management from action
by shareholders. These types of proposals take many forms, ranging from poison pills and shark repellents to super-majority requirements.

MES generally votes for proposals to rescind existing poison pills and proposals that would require shareholder approval to adopt prospective
poison
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pills, unless the company already has adopted a clearly satisfactory policy on the matter. MFS may consider the adoption of a prospective poison
pill or the continuation of an existing poison pill if we can determine that the following two conditions are met: (1) the poison pill allows MFS
clients to hold an aggregate position of up to 15% of a company s total voting securities (and of any class of voting securities); and (2) either

(a) the poison pill has a term of not longer than five years, provided that MFS will consider voting in favor of the poison pill if the term does not
exceed seven years and the poison pill is linked to a business strategy or purpose that MES believes is likely to result in greater value for
shareholders; or (b) the terms of the poison pill allow MFS clients the opportunity to accept a fairly structured and attractively priced tender

offer (e.g. a chewable poison pill that automatically dissolves in the event of an all cash, all shares tender offer at a premium price). MFS will

also consider on a case-by-case basis proposals designed to prevent tenders which are disadvantageous to shareholders such as tenders at below
market prices and tenders for substantially less than all shares of an issuer.

MEFS will consider any poison pills designed to protect a company s net-operating loss carryforwards on a case-by-case basis, weighing the
accounting and tax benefits of such a pill against the risk of deterring future acquisition candidates.

Reincorporation and Reorganization Proposals

When presented with a proposal to reincorporate a company under the laws of a different state, or to effect some other type of corporate
reorganization, MFS considers the underlying purpose and ultimate effect of such a proposal in determining whether or not to support such a
measure. MFS generally votes with management in regards to these types of proposals, however, if MFS believes the proposal is in the best
long-term economic interests of its clients, then MFS may vote against management (e.g. the intent or effect would be to create additional
inappropriate impediments to possible acquisitions or takeovers).

Issuance of Stock

There are many legitimate reasons for the issuance of stock. Nevertheless, as noted above under Non-Salary Compensation Programs, when a
stock option plan (either individually or when aggregated with other plans of the same company) would substantially dilute the existing equity

(e.g. by approximately 10-15% as described above), MFS generally votes against the plan. In addition, MFS typically votes against proposals
where management is asking for authorization to issue common or preferred stock with no reason stated (a blank check ) because the unexplained
authorization could work as a potential anti-takeover device. MFS may also vote against the authorization or issuance of common or preferred
stock if MFS determines that the requested authorization is excessive and not warranted.
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MES supports proposals to institute share repurchase plans in which all shareholders have the opportunity to participate on an equal basis. Such
plans may include a company acquiring its own shares on the open market, or a company making a tender offer to its own shareholders.

Cumulative Voting

MES opposes proposals that seek to introduce cumulative voting and for proposals that seek to eliminate cumulative voting. In either case, MFS

will consider whether cumulative voting is likely to enhance the interests of MES clients as minority shareholders. In our view, shareholders

should provide names of qualified candidates to a company s nominating committee, which, in our view, should be comprised solely of
independent directors.

Written Consent and Special Meetings

The right to call a special meeting or act by written consent can be a powerful tool for shareholders. As such, MFS supports proposals requesting
the right for shareholders who hold at least 10% of the issuer s outstanding stock to call a special meeting. MFS also supports proposals
requesting the right for shareholders to act by written consent.

Independent Auditors

MES believes that the appointment of auditors for U.S. issuers is best left to the board of directors of the company and therefore supports the
ratification of the board s selection of an auditor for the company. Some shareholder groups have submitted proposals to limit the non-audit
activities of a company s audit firm or prohibit any non-audit services by a company s auditors to that company. MFS opposes proposals
recommending the prohibition or limitation of the performance of non-audit services by an auditor, and proposals recommending the removal of
a company s auditor due to the performance of non-audit work for the company by its auditor. MFS believes that the board, or its audit
committee, should have the discretion to hire the company s auditor for specific pieces of non-audit work in the limited situations permitted
under current law.

Environmental, Social and Governance ( ESG ) Issues

MES believes that a company s ESG practices may have an impact on the company s long-term economic financial performance and will
generally support proposals relating to ESG issues that MFES believes are in the best long-term economic interest of the company s shareholders.
For those ESG proposals for
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which a specific policy has not been adopted, MFS considers such ESG proposals on a case-by-case basis. As a result, it may vote similar
proposals differently at various shareholder meetings based on the specific facts and circumstances of such proposal.

MES generally supports proposals that seek to remove governance structures that insulate management from shareholders (i.e., anti-takeover
measures) or that seek to enhance shareholder rights. Many of these governance-related issues, including compensation issues, are outlined
within the context of the above guidelines. In addition, MFS typically supports proposals that require an issuer to reimburse successful dissident
shareholders (who are not seeking control of the company) for reasonable expenses that such dissident incurred in soliciting an alternative slate
of director candidates. MFS also generally supports reasonably crafted shareholder proposals requesting increased disclosure around the
company s use of collateral in derivatives trading. MFS typically does not support proposals to separate the chairman and CEO positions as we
believe that the most beneficial leadership structure of a company should be determined by the company s board of directors. For any
governance-related proposal for which an explicit guideline is not provided above, MFS will consider such proposals on a case-by-case basis
and will support such proposals if MFS believes that it is in the best long-term economic interest of the company s shareholders.

MES generally supports proposals that request disclosure on the impact of environmental issues on the company s operations, sales, and capital
investments. However, MFS may not support such proposals based on the facts and circumstances surrounding a specific proposal, including,

but not limited to, whether (i) the proposal is unduly costly, restrictive, or burdensome, (ii) the company already provides publicly-available
information that is sufficient to enable shareholders to evaluate the potential opportunities and risks that environmental matters pose to the
company S operations, sales and capital investments, or (iii) the proposal seeks a level of disclosure that exceeds that provided by the company s
industry peers. MFS will analyze all other environmental proposals on a case-by-case basis and will support such proposals if MFS believes such
proposal is in the best long-term economic interest of the company s shareholders.

MEFS will analyze social proposals on a case-by-case basis. MES will support such proposals if MFS believes that such proposal is in the best
long-term economic interest of the company s shareholders. Generally, MFS will support shareholder proposals that (i) seek to amend a
company s equal employment opportunity policy to prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity; and (ii) request
additional disclosure regarding a company s political contributions (unless the company already provides publicly-available information that is
sufficient to enable shareholders to evaluate the potential opportunities and risks that such contributions pose to the company s operations, sales
and capital investments).
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The laws of various states or countries may regulate how the interests of certain clients subject to those laws (e.g. state pension plans) are voted
with respect to social issues. Thus, it may be necessary to cast ballots differently for certain clients than MFS might normally do for other
clients.

Foreign Issuers

MES generally supports the election of a director nominee standing for re-election in uncontested or non-contentious elections unless it can be
determined that (1) he or she failed to attend at least 75% of the board and/or relevant committee meetings in the previous year without a valid
reason given in the proxy materials; (2) since the last annual meeting of shareholders and without shareholder approval, the board or its
compensation committee has re-priced underwater stock options; or (3) since the last annual meeting, the board has either implemented a poison

pill without shareholder approval or has not taken responsive action to a majority shareholder approved resolution recommending that the poison
pill be rescinded. Also, certain markets outside of the U.S. have adopted best practice guidelines relating to corporate governance matters (e.g.

the United Kingdom s Corporate Governance Code). Many of these guidelines operate on a comply or explain basis. As such, MFS will evaluate
any explanations by companies relating to their compliance with a particular corporate governance guideline on a case-by-case basis and may

vote against the board nominees or other relevant ballot item if such explanation is not satisfactory.

MES generally supports the election of auditors, but may determine to vote against the election of a statutory auditor in certain markets if MFS
reasonably believes that the statutory auditor is not truly independent.

Some international markets have also adopted mandatory requirements for all companies to hold shareholder votes on executive compensation.
MEFS will not support such proposals if MFS determines that a company s executive compensation practices are excessive, considering such
factors as the specific market s best practices that seek to maintain appropriate pay-for-performance alignment and to create long-term
shareholder value.

Many other items on foreign proxies involve repetitive, non-controversial matters that are mandated by local law. Accordingly, the items that are
generally deemed routine and which do not require the exercise of judgment under these guidelines (and therefore voted with management) for
foreign issuers include, but are not limited to, the following: (i) receiving financial statements or other reports from the board; (ii) approval of
declarations of dividends; (iii) appointment of shareholders to sign board meeting minutes; (iv) discharge of management and supervisory
boards; and (v) approval of share repurchase programs (absent any anti-takeover concerns). MFS will evaluate all other items on proxies for
foreign companies in the context of the guidelines described above, but will generally vote
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against an item if there is not sufficient information disclosed in order to make an informed voting decision.

In accordance with local law or business practices, many foreign companies or custodians prevent the sales of shares that have been voted for a
certain period beginning prior to the shareholder meeting and ending on the day following the meeting ( share blocking ). Depending on the
country in which a company is domiciled, the blocking period may begin a stated number of days prior or subsequent to the meeting (e.g. one,
three or five days) or on a date established by the company. While practices vary, in many countries the block period can be continued for a
longer period if the shareholder meeting is adjourned and postponed to a later date. Similarly, practices vary widely as to the ability of a
shareholder to have the block restriction lifted early (e.g. in some countries shares generally can be unblocked up to two days prior to the
meeting whereas in other countries the removal of the block appears to be discretionary with the issuer s transfer agent). Due to these restrictions,
MFS must balance the benefits to its clients of voting proxies against the potentially serious portfolio management consequences of a reduced
flexibility to sell the underlying shares at the most advantageous time. For companies in countries with share blocking periods or in markets
where some custodians may block shares, the disadvantage of being unable to sell the stock regardless of changing conditions generally
outweighs the advantages of voting at the shareholder meeting for routine items. Accordingly, MFS will not vote those proxies in the absence of
an unusual, significant vote that outweighs the disadvantage of being unable to sell the stock.

In limited circumstances, other market specific impediments to voting shares may limit our ability to cast votes, including, but not limited to, late
delivery of proxy materials, power of attorney and share re-registration requirements, or any other unusual voting requirements. In these limited
instances, MFS votes securities on a best efforts basis in the context of the guidelines described above.

B. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

1. MFS Proxy Voting Committee
The administration of these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures is overseen by the MFS Proxy Voting Committee, which includes senior
personnel from the MFS Legal and Global Investment Support Departments. The Proxy Voting Committee does not include individuals whose
primary duties relate to client relationship management, marketing, or sales. The MFS Proxy Voting Committee:

a. Reviews these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures at least annually and recommends any amendments considered to
be necessary or advisable;
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b. Determines whether any potential material conflict of interest exists with respect to instances in which MFS (i) seeks to
override these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures; (ii) votes on ballot items not governed by these MFS Proxy
Voting Policies and Procedures; (iii) evaluates an excessive executive compensation issue in relation to the election of
directors; or (iv) requests a vote recommendation from an MFS portfolio manager or investment analyst (e.g. mergers and
acquisitions); and

c. Considers special proxy issues as they may arise from time to time.

2. Potential Conflicts of Interest
The MFS Proxy Voting Committee is responsible for monitoring potential material conflicts of interest on the part of MFS or its subsidiaries that
could arise in connection with the voting of proxies on behalf of MFS clients. Due to the client focus of our investment management business,
we believe that the potential for actual material conflict of interest issues is small. Nonetheless, we have developed precautions to assure that all
proxy votes are cast in the best long-term economic interest of shareholders.! Other MFS internal policies require all MFS employees to avoid
actual and potential conflicts of interests between personal activities and MFS client activities. If an employee identifies an actual or potential
conflict of interest with respect to any voting decision, then that employee must recuse himself/herself from participating in the voting process.
Additionally, with respect to decisions concerning all Non-Standard Votes, as defined below, MFS will review the securities holdings reported
by investment professionals that participate in such decisions to determine whether such person has a direct economic interest in the decision, in
which case such person shall not further participate in making the decision. Any significant attempt by an employee of MFS or its subsidiaries to
unduly influence MFS voting on a particular proxy matter should also be reported to the MFS Proxy Voting Committee.

In cases where proxies are voted in accordance with these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures, no material conflict of interest will be
deemed to exist. In cases where (i) MFS is considering overriding these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures, (ii) matters presented for
vote are not governed by these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures, (iii) MFS evaluates a potentially excessive executive compensation
issue in relation to the election of directors or advisory pay or severance package vote, or (iv) a vote recommendation is requested from an MFS
portfolio manager or investment analyst (e.g. mergers and acquisitions) (collectively, Non-Standard Votes ); the MFS Proxy Voting Committee
will follow these procedures:

For clarification purposes, note that MFS votes in what we believe to be the best, long-term economic interest of our clients entitled to vote
at the shareholder meeting, regardless of whether other MFS clients hold short positions in the same issuer.
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a. Compare the name of the issuer of such proxy against a list of significant current (i) distributors of MFS Fund shares, and
(ii) MFS institutional clients (the MFS Significant Client List );

b. If the name of the issuer does not appear on the MFS Significant Client List, then no material conflict of interest will be
deemed to exist, and the proxy will be voted as otherwise determined by the MFS Proxy Voting Committee;

c. If the name of the issuer appears on the MFS Significant Client List, then the MFS Proxy Voting Committee will be apprised
of that fact and each member of the MFS Proxy Voting Committee will carefully evaluate the proposed vote in order to
ensure that the proxy ultimately is voted in what MFS believes to be the best long-term economic interests of MES clients,
and not in MFS corporate interests; and

d. For all potential material conflicts of interest identified under clause (c) above, the MFS Proxy Voting Committee will
document: the name of the issuer, the issuer s relationship to MFS, the analysis of the matters submitted for proxy vote, the
votes as to be cast and the reasons why the MFS Proxy Voting Committee determined that the votes were cast in the best
long-term economic interests of MES clients, and not in MFS corporate interests. A copy of the foregoing documentation will
be provided to MFS Conflicts Officer.

The members of the MFS Proxy Voting Committee are responsible for creating and maintaining the MFS Significant Client List, in consultation
with MFS distribution and institutional business units. The MFS Significant Client List will be reviewed and updated periodically, as
appropriate.

From time to time, certain MFS Funds (the top tier fund ) may own shares of other MFS Funds (the underlying fund ). If an underlying fund
submits a matter to a shareholder vote, the top tier fund will generally vote its shares in the same proportion as the other shareholders of the
underlying fund. If there are no other shareholders in the top tier fund, the top tier fund will vote in what MFS believes to be in the top tier fund s
best long-term economic interest.

3. Gathering Proxies
Most proxies received by MFES and its clients originate at Broadridge Financial Solutions, Inc. ( Broadridge ). Broadridge and other service
providers, on behalf of custodians, send proxy related material to the record holders of the shares beneficially owned by MFS clients, usually to
the client s proxy voting administrator or, less
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commonly, to the client itself. This material will include proxy ballots reflecting the shareholdings of Funds and of clients on the record dates for
such shareholder meetings, as well as proxy materials with the issuer s explanation of the items to be voted upon.

MES, on behalf of itself and certain of its clients (including the MFS Funds) has entered into an agreement with an independent proxy
administration firm pursuant to which the proxy administration firm performs various proxy vote related administrative services such as vote
processing and recordkeeping functions. Except as noted below, the proxy administration firm for MFS and its clients, including the MFS Funds,
is Institutional Shareholder Services, Inc. ( ISS ). The proxy administration firm for MFS Development Funds, LLC is Glass, Lewis & Co., Inc.
( Glass Lewis ; Glass Lewis and ISS are each hereinafter referred to as the Proxy Administrator ).

The Proxy Administrator receives proxy statements and proxy ballots directly or indirectly from various custodians, logs these materials into its
database and matches upcoming meetings with MFS Fund and client portfolio holdings, which are input into the Proxy Administrator s system
by an MFS holdings data-feed. Through the use of the Proxy Administrator system, ballots and proxy material summaries for all upcoming
shareholders meetings are available on-line to certain MFS employees and members of the MFS Proxy Voting Committee.

It is the responsibility of the Proxy Administrator and MFS to monitor the receipt of ballots. When proxy ballots and materials for clients are
received by the Proxy Administrator, they are input into the Proxy Administrator s on-line system. The Proxy Administrator then reconciles a list
of all MFS accounts that hold shares of a company s stock and the number of shares held on the record date by these accounts with the Proxy
Administrator s list of any upcoming shareholder s meeting of that company. If a proxy ballot has not been received, the Proxy Administrator
contacts the custodian requesting the reason as to why a ballot has not been received.

4.  Analyzing Proxies
Proxies are voted in accordance with these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures. The Proxy Administrator, at the prior direction of MFS,
automatically votes all proxy matters that do not require the particular exercise of discretion or judgment with respect to these MFS Proxy
Voting Policies and Procedures as determined by MFS. With respect to proxy matters that require the particular exercise of discretion or
judgment, the MFS Proxy Voting Committee considers and votes on those proxy matters. MFS also receives research and recommendations
from the Proxy Administrator which it may take into account in deciding how to vote. MFS uses the research of ISS to identify (i) circumstances
in which a board may have approved excessive executive compensation, (ii) environmental and social proposals that warrant consideration or
(iii) circumstances in which a non-U.S. company is not in compliance with local
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governance best practices. In those situations where the only MFS fund that is eligible to vote at a shareholder meeting has Glass Lewis as its
Proxy Administrator, then we will rely on research from Glass Lewis to identify such issues. Representatives of the MFS Proxy Voting
Committee review, as appropriate, votes cast to ensure conformity with these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures.

As a general matter, portfolio managers and investment analysts have little or no involvement in most votes taken by MFS. This is designed to
promote consistency in the application of MFS voting guidelines, to promote consistency in voting on the same or similar issues (for the same or
for multiple issuers) across all client accounts, and to minimize the potential that proxy solicitors, issuers, or third parties might attempt to exert
inappropriate influence on the vote. In limited types of votes (e.g. mergers and acquisitions, capitalization matters, potentially excessive

executive compensation issues, or shareholder proposals relating to environmental and social issues), a representative of MFS Proxy Voting
Committee may consult with or seek recommendations from MFS portfolio managers or investment analysts.> However, the MFS Proxy Voting
Committee would ultimately determine the manner in which all proxies are voted.

As noted above, MFS reserves the right to override the guidelines when such an override is, in MFS best judgment, consistent with the overall
principle of voting proxies in the best long-term economic interests of MFS clients. Any such override of the guidelines shall be analyzed,
documented and reported in accordance with the procedures set forth in these policies.

5. Voting Proxies
In accordance with its contract with MFS, the Proxy Administrator also generates a variety of reports for the MFS Proxy Voting Committee, and
makes available on-line various other types of information so that the MFS Proxy Voting Committee may review and monitor the votes cast by
the Proxy Administrator on behalf of MFS clients.

6.  Securities Lending
From time to time, the MFS Funds or other pooled investment vehicles sponsored by MFS may participate in a securities lending program. In
the event MFS or its agent receives timely notice of a shareholder meeting for a U.S. security, MFS and its agent will attempt to recall any
securities on loan before the meeting s record date so that MFS will be entitled to vote these shares. However, there may be instances in which
MES is unable to timely recall securities on loan

2 From time to time, due to travel schedules and other commitments, an appropriate portfolio manager or research analyst may not be

available to provide a vote recommendation. If such a recommendation cannot be obtained within a reasonable time prior to the cut-off
date of the shareholder meeting, the MFS Proxy Voting Committee may determine to abstain from voting.
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for a U.S. security, in which cases MFS will not be able to vote these shares. MFS will report to the appropriate board of the MFS Funds those
instances in which MFS is not able to timely recall the loaned securities. MFS generally does not recall non-U.S. securities on loan because there
may be insufficient advance notice of proxy materials, record dates, or vote cut-off dates to allow MFS to timely recall the shares in certain
markets. As a result, non-U.S. securities that are on loan will not generally be voted. If MFS receives timely notice of what MFS determines to
be an unusual, significant vote for a non-U.S. security whereas MFS shares are on loan, and determines that voting is in the best long-term
economic interest of shareholders, then MFS will attempt to timely recall the loaned shares.

7.  Engagement
The MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures are available on www.mfs.com and may be accessed by both MFS clients and the companies in
which MFS clients invest. From time to time, MFS may determine that it is appropriate and beneficial for representatives from the MFS Proxy
Voting Committee to engage in a dialogue or written communication with a company or other shareholders regarding certain matters on the
company S proxy statement that are of concern to shareholders, including environmental, social and governance matters. A company or
shareholder may also seek to engage with representatives of the MES Proxy Voting Committee in advance of the company s formal proxy
solicitation to review issues more generally or gauge support for certain contemplated proposals.

C. RECORDS RETENTION

MEFS will retain copies of these MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures in effect from time to time and will retain all proxy voting reports
submitted to the Board of Trustees and Board of Managers of the MFS Funds for the period required by applicable law. Proxy solicitation
materials, including electronic versions of the proxy ballots completed by representatives of the MFS Proxy Voting Committee, together with
their respective notes and comments, are maintained in an electronic format by the Proxy Administrator and are accessible on-line by the MFS
Proxy Voting Committee. All proxy voting materials and supporting documentation, including records generated by the Proxy Administrator s
system as to proxies processed, including the dates when proxy ballots were received and submitted, and the votes on each company s proxy
issues, are retained as required by applicable law.

D. REPORTS
MFS Funds
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MES publicly discloses the proxy voting records of the MFS Funds on an annual basis, as required by law. MFS will also report the results of its
voting to the Board of Trustees and Board of Managers of the MFS Funds. These reports will include: (i) a summary of how votes were cast
(including advisory votes on pay and golden parachutes ) ; (ii) a summary of votes against management s recommendation; (iii) a review of
situations where MFS did not vote in accordance with the guidelines and the rationale therefore; (iv) a review of the procedures used by MFS to
identify material conflicts of interest and any matters identified as a material conflict of interest; (v) a review of these policies and the guidelines;
(vi) a report and impact assessment of instances in which the recall of loaned securities of a U.S. issuer was unsuccessful; and (vii) as necessary
or appropriate, any proposed modifications thereto to reflect new developments in corporate governance and other issues. Based on these
reviews, the Trustees and Managers of the MFS Funds will consider possible modifications to these policies to the extent necessary or advisable.

All MFS Advisory Clients

MEFS may publicly disclose the proxy voting records of certain clients or the votes it casts with respect to certain matters as required by law. At
any time, a report can also be printed by MFS for each client who has requested that MFS furnish a record of votes cast. The report specifies the
proxy issues which have been voted for the client during the year and the position taken with respect to each issue and, upon request, may
identify situations where MFS did not vote in accordance with the MFS Proxy Voting Policies and Procedures.

Except as described above, MFS generally will not divulge actual voting practices to any party other than the client or its representatives because
we consider that information to be confidential and proprietary to the client. However, as noted above, MFS may determine that it is appropriate
and beneficial to engage in a dialogue with a company regarding certain matters. During such dialogue with the company, MFS may disclose the
vote it intends to cast in order to potentially effect positive change at a company in regards to environmental, social or governance issues.

ITEMS8. PORTFOLIO MANAGERS OF CLOSED-END MANAGEMENT INVESTMENT COMPANIES.
General. Information regarding the portfolio manager(s) of the MFS Special Value Trust (the Fund ) is set forth below.
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Portfolio Manager
William J. Adams

David P. Cole

Brooks A. Taylor

Primary Role
High Yield Corporate Debt
Securities Portfolio Manager

Debt Portfolio Manager

Equity Securities Portfolio
Manager

Since

May 2011

2006

2009

Title and Five Year History
Investment Officer of MFS;
employed in the investment area
of MFS since 2009, Credit
Analyst at MFS from 1997 to
2005.

Investment Officer of MFS;
employed in the investment area
of MFS since 2004.

Investment Officer of MFS;
employed in the investment area
of MFS since 1996.

Compensation. Portfolio manager compensation is reviewed annually. As of December 31, 2010, portfolio manager total cash compensation is
a combination of base salary and performance bonus:

Base Salary Base salary represents a smaller percentage of portfolio manager total cash compensation than performance bonus.

Performance Bonus Generally, the performance bonus represents more than a majority of portfolio manager total cash compensation.

The performance bonus is based on a combination of quantitative and qualitative factors, generally with more weight given to the former and

less weight given to the latter.

The quantitative portion is based on the pre-tax performance of assets managed by the portfolio manager over one-, three-, and five-year periods
relative to peer group universes and/or indices ( benchmarks ). As of December 31, 2010, the following benchmarks were used:

Portfolio Manager
David P. Cole

Brooks A. Taylor
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Benchmark(s)

Barclays Capital U.S. High-Yield Corporate Bond Index
JPMorgan Emerging Market Bond Index Global

Russell 1000 Value Index

Barclays Capital U.S. High-Yield Corporate Bond Index
JPMorgan Emerging Market Bond Index Global

Russell 1000 Value Index

Additional or different benchmarks, including versions of indices and custom indices may also be used. Primary weight is given to portfolio
performance over a three-year time period with lesser consideration given to portfolio performance over one-year and
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five-year periods (adjusted as appropriate if the portfolio manager has served for less than five years).

The qualitative portion is based on the results of an annual internal peer review process (conducted by other portfolio managers, analysts, and
traders) and management s assessment of overall portfolio manager contributions to investor relations and the investment process (distinct from
fund and other account performance).

Portfolio managers also typically benefit from the opportunity to participate in the MFS Equity Plan. Equity interests and/or options to acquire
equity interests in MFS or its parent company are awarded by management, on a discretionary basis, taking into account tenure at MFS,
contribution to the investment process, and other factors.

Finally, portfolio managers also participate in benefit plans (including a defined contribution plan and health and other insurance plans) and
programs available generally to other employees of MFS. The percentage such benefits represent of any portfolio manager s compensation
depends upon the length of the individual s tenure at MFS and salary level, as well as other factors.

Ownership of Fund Shares. The following table shows the dollar range of equity securities of the Fund beneficially owned by the Fund s
portfolio manager(s) as of the fund s fiscal year ended October 31, 2011. The following dollar ranges apply:

None

$1 - $10,000

$10,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $100,000
$100,001 - $500,000
$500,001 - $1,000,000
Over $1,000,000

TEHYO® P Z

Dollar Range of
Equity
Name of Portfolio Manager Securities in Fund
William J. Adams N
David P. Cole N
Brooks A. Taylor N

Other Accounts. In addition to the Fund, the Fund s portfolio manager is named as a portfolio manager of certain other accounts managed or
subadvised by MFS or an affiliate, the number and assets of which, as of fiscal year ended October 31, 2011 were as follows:
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Registered Investment Other Pooled Investment
Companies Vehicles Other Accounts
Number of Number of Number of Total
Name Accounts* Total Assets* Accounts Total Assets Accounts  Assets
William J. Adams 14 $ 4.5 billion 5 $ 1.4 billion 0 N/A
David P. Cole 13 $ 4.4 billion 3 $ 818.3 million 0 N/A
Brooks A. Taylor 9 $ 13.4 billion 0 N/A 0 N/A

* Includes the Fund.
Advisory fees are not based upon performance of any of the accounts identified in the table above.

Potential Conflicts of Interest.

The Adviser seeks to identify potential conflicts of interest resulting from a portfolio manager s management of both the Fund and other
accounts, and has adopted policies and procedures designed to address such potential conflicts.

The management of multiple funds and accounts (including proprietary accounts) gives rise to potential conflicts of interest if the funds and
accounts have different objectives and strategies, benchmarks, time horizons and fees as a portfolio manager must allocate his or her time and
investment ideas across multiple funds and accounts. In certain instances there are securities which are suitable for the Fund s portfolio as well as
for accounts of the Adviser or its subsidiaries with similar investment objectives. A Fund s trade allocation policies may give rise to conflicts of
interest if the Fund s orders do not get fully executed or are delayed in getting executed due to being aggregated with those of other accounts of
the Adviser or its subsidiaries. A portfolio manager may execute transactions for another fund or account that may adversely affect the value of
the Fund s investments. Investments selected for funds or accounts other than the Fund may outperform investments selected for the Fund.

When two or more clients are simultaneously engaged in the purchase or sale of the same security, the securities are allocated among clients in a
manner believed by the Adviser to be fair and equitable to each. It is recognized that in some cases this system could have a detrimental effect
on the price or volume of the security as far as the Fund is concerned. In most cases, however, the Adviser believes that the Fund s ability to
participate in volume transactions will produce better executions for the Fund.

The Adviser and/or a portfolio manager may have a financial incentive to allocate favorable or limited opportunity investments or structure the
timing of investments to favor accounts other than the Fund, for instance, those that pay a higher advisory fee and/or have a performance
adjustment, and/or include an investment by the portfolio manager.

ITEMY9. PURCHASES OF EQUITY SECURITIES BY CLOSED-END MANAGEMENT INVESTMENT COMPANY AND
AFFILIATED PURCHASERS.
MFS Special Value Trust
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(d) Maximum

(c) Total Number (or
Number of Approximate

Shares Dollar Value) of

(b) Purchased as Shares that May

Average Part of Publicly Yet Be Purchased

(a) Total number Price Announced under the
of Shares Paid per Plans or Plans
Period Purchased Share Programs or Programs
11/01/10-11/30/10 0 N/A 0 680,499
12/01/10-12/31/10 0 N/A 0 680,499
1/01/11-1/31/11 0 N/A 0 680,499
2/01/11-2/28/11 0 N/A 0 680,499
3/01/11-3/31/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
4/01/11-4/30/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
5/01/11-5/31/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
6/01/11-6/30/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
7/01/11-7/31/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
8/01/11-8/31/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
9/01/11-9/30/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
10/01/11-10/31/11 0 N/A 0 685,573
Total 0 0

Note: The Board of Trustees approves procedures to repurchase shares annually. The notification to shareholders of the program is part of the
semi-annual and annual reports sent to shareholders. These annual programs begin on March 1% of each year. The programs conform to the
conditions of Rule 10b-18 of the securities Exchange Act of 1934 and limit the aggregate number of shares that may be purchased in each annual
period (March 1 through the following February 28) to 10% of the Registrant s outstanding shares as of the first day of the plan year (March 1).
The aggregate number of shares available for purchase for the March 1, 2011 plan year is 685,573.

ITEM 10. SUBMISSION OF MATTERS TO A VOTE OF SECURITY HOLDERS.

There were no material changes to the procedures by which shareholders may send recommendations to the Board for nominees to the
Registrant s Board since the Registrant last provided disclosure as to such procedures in response to the requirements of Item 407 (c)(2)(iv) of
Regulation S-K or this Item.

ITEM 11. CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES.

(a) Based upon their evaluation of the registrant s disclosure controls and procedures (as defined in Rule 30a-3(c) under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 (the Act )) as conducted within 90 days of the filing date of this Form N-CSR, the registrant s principal financial
officer and principal executive officer have concluded that those disclosure controls and procedures provide reasonable assurance that the
material information required to be disclosed by the registrant on this report is recorded,
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processed, summarized and reported within the time periods specified in the Securities and Exchange Commission s rules and forms.

(b) There were no changes in the registrant s internal controls over financial reporting (as defined in Rule 30a-3(d) under the Act) that occurred
during the second fiscal quarter covered by the report that has materially affected, or is reasonably likely to materially affect, the
registrant s internal control over financial reporting.

ITEM 12. EXHIBITS.
(a) File the exhibits listed below as part of this form. Letter or number the exhibits in the sequence indicated.

(1) Any code of ethics, or amendment thereto, that is the subject of the disclosure required by Item 2, to the extent that the registrant intends to
satisfy the Item 2 requirements through filing of an exhibit: Code of Ethics attached hereto.

(2) A separate certification for each principal executive officer and principal financial officer of the registrant as required by Rule 30a-2(a) under
the Act (17 CFR 270.30a-2): Attached hereto.

(3) Notices to Trust s common shareholders in accordance with Investment Company Act Section 19(a) and Rule 19a-1.

(b) If the report is filed under Section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Exchange Act, provide the certifications required by Rule 30a-2(b) under the Act (17
CFR 270.30a-2(b)), Rule 13a-14(b) or Rule 15d-14(b) under the Exchange Act (17 CFR 240.13a-14(b) or 240.15d-14(b)) and Section 1350 of
Chapter 63 of Title 18 of the United States Code (18 U.S.C. 1350) as an exhibit. A certification furnished pursuant to this paragraph will not be
deemed filed for the purposes of Section 18 of the Exchange Act (15 U.S.C. 78r), or otherwise subject to the liability of that section. Such
certification will not be deemed to be incorporated by reference into any filing under the Securities Act of 1933 or the Exchange Act, except to
the extent that the registrant specifically incorporates it by reference: Attached hereto.
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Notice

A copy of the Amended and Restated Declaration of Trust of the Registrant is on file with the Secretary of State of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts and notice is hereby given that this instrument is executed on behalf of the Registrant by an officer of the Registrant as an officer
and not individually and the obligations of or arising out of this instrument are not binding upon any of the Trustees or shareholders individually,
but are binding only upon the assets and property of the respective constituent series of the Registrant.
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SIGNATURES

Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and the Investment Company Act of 1940, the registrant has duly caused

this report to be signed on its behalf by the undersigned, thereunto duly authorized.

Registrant MFS SPECIAL VALUE TRUST

By (Signature and Title)*

Date: December 16, 2011

Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and the Investment Company Act of 1940, this report has been signed
below by the following persons on behalf of the registrant and in the capacities and on the dates indicated.

By (Signature and Title)*

Date: December 16, 2011

By (Signature and Title)*

Date: December 16, 2011

* Print name and title of each signing officer under his or her signature.
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MARIA F. DIORIODWYER
Maria F. DiOrioDwyer, President

MARIA F. DIORIODWYER
Maria F. DiOrioDwyer, President
(Principal Executive Officer)

JOHN M. CORCORAN
John M. Corcoran, Treasurer

(Principal Financial Officer

and Accounting Officer)
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