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Appropriations Committee Advances
Part 1 of the Medicaid Supplemental Budget
Tossed within a sea of significant
political controversy, the Appropriations Committee quietly reported out a
committee bill this week that deals with
60% of a budget shortfall in the state’s
Medicaid program covering the next 17
month period.
The Committee’s approach divides the
Governor’s proposed supplemental budget
into two bills. The first bill, unanimously
approved by the Committee, addresses
more than half of the shortfall and balances
the state’s Medicaid budget for the current
fiscal year, thus avoiding running out of
Medicaid funding between now and June
30. The second bill, the details of which
will be worked out over the next month,
will address the remaining $84 million of
the shortfall for FY 2013, the second year
of this biennium. For this plan to work,
the first bill needs to be enacted by a 2/3
vote in both House and Senate so that the
fiscal impacts will take effect immediately.
The proposal can be broken down into
three strategies to obtain state savings in
the Medicaid program:
• Reducing the availability of some
Medicaid services through program cutbacks and program caps.
• Reducing the payments to providers of Medicaid-eligible services and/or
reducing the state’s financial share of the
services provided.
• Securing other-source revenues.
The primary difference between the
strategies of the Committee’s bill and the
approach taken in the Governor’s original
proposal is that the Governor’s proposal
relied much more heavily on removing
certain categories of recipients from the
Medicaid rolls and did not rely on obtaining revenues outside of the DHHS budget
to help fill the budget gap.

The Committee’s bill has yet to be
printed, but this is MMA’s understanding of its contents. More details will be
provided as they become available.
Program Cut-backs. The two largest
and most controversial program cuts in
the Committee bill are:
Childless adults. Instead of completely eliminating Medicaid coverage
for all “childless adults,” as proposed by
the Governor, the Committee bill would
cap the program for these “non cateogorical” Medicaid recipients at $40 million
for the year (state and federal), close off
admission to new applicants and reduce
the current non-cateogorical population

through attrition. If the $40 million cap
cannot be achieved through attrition alone,
then the Department of Health and Human
Services, beginning October 1, 2012,
may redesign (i.e., cut, eliminate or cap)
benefits under the program.
Parents of eligible children. Under
the current system, both the parents and
the children in a household with an income
below 200% of the federal poverty level
are eligible for Medicaid in Maine. The
Governor’s proposal would have eliminated the parents’ eligibility unless the
household income was below 100% of
(continued on page 2)

Committee Rejects Changing School
Budget Validation Process
But urges more attention paid to information-sharing within polling place
The Education Committee hosted a
public hearing on January 30 for LD 1668,
An Act to Improve the Regional School Unit
Budget Approval and Validation Process.
Sponsored by Senator Lois Snowe-Mello
(Androscoggin Cty.), this bill would make
three changes to the law governing the
special “validating referendum” process
by which all school budgets in Maine are
ultimately approved by the voters.
As municipal election officials are
well aware, since 2005 the process has
involved provisionally approving a school
budget at an open school budget meeting,
immediately followed by a ratification of
that approval with a referendum vote. The
testimony provided by the supporters of
LD 1668 suggests that in some school
systems those two budget approval processes are becoming seriously disengaged.
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LD 1668 would:
• Change the referendum ballot
wording. The wording of the referendum
ballot would be changed to include the
actual dollar amount of the provisionallyapproved budget as well as the amount that
budget was greater than or less than the
previous year’s school budget.
• Change the “operating budget.”
When a school budget is rejected by
the voters at referendum and the July 1
school year has already begun, the school
would be authorized to continue to operate the school on the basis of the previous
year’s budget. Under current law in that
circumstance, this “operating budget” is
the budget most recently approved at the
open-meeting voting where school budget
was provisionally approved.
(continued on page 2)

Medicaid (cont’d)
the federal poverty level. The Committee
bill sets the parental eligibility level at
133% of the federal poverty level, with
the new eligibility threshold kicking-in on
October 1, 2012. This is single element of
the Committee’s bill that removes current
Medicaid recipients from the program.
According to reports, as many as 14,000
parents are affected.
Of all the elements in the Committee
bill, these two limitations in Medicaid
eligibility are the most likely to create an
increased demand on municipal General
Assistance programs.
Program Caps. Where the Governor
proposed eliminating a number of optional
Medicaid programs, the Committee bill
often employs a capping approach as an
alternative. Examples include limiting
Medicaid coverage to not more than two
brand name prescriptions when generic
brands are available, capping coverage for
chiropractic services to a certain number
of visits a year, limiting Medicaid coverage to the oxycodone drugs for a limited
period of time (with multiple for-cause
exceptions), providing only 50% coverage for smoking cessation products, etc.
Provider Cuts. The Committee bill
reduces payments to hospitals by over
$10 million over the next 17 months,
which comes on top of $3 million in cuts
to hospitals as part of the “streamlining”
component as described below. The
Committee bill also institutes a number
of reductions in reimbursement rates, in
the 5% -15% range, for optional Medicaid
services such as podiatry, occupational
and physical therapies, adult family care,
community support services for adults
with mental health services, methadone
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treatment and developmental disability
services. These reductions in reimbursement rates are typically offered as an alternative to outright program elimination,
as originally proposed by the Governor.
Other-source revenue. There are a
number of revenue appropriations in the
Committee bill that also help bridge the
first $140 million of the $220 million
DHHS budget gap. Those include:
“Streamlining” savings. The proposal includes accepting a package of state
government “streamlining” recommendations developed by a special working
group created in last year’s biennial state
budget. The working group found $25
million in “streamlining” savings, primarily in changes that would impact next
year’s state budget, imposing only minor,
nearly inconsequential impacts on local
governments. Through a mechanism of
borrowing with quick pay-back between
fiscal years, the Committee bill pulls those
savings into the current fiscal year.
Recovery of overpayments. Certain
providers of services in boarding care
facilities have apparently been overcompensated in Medicaid reimbursements,
leading to a recovery value of approximately $11 million.
DHHS Salary and Administrative
Savings. The Committee proposal would
find $20 million in DHHS administrative
and staff salary/benefit savings.
Sweeps of “all other” accounts.
Nearly $6 million of the “other source”
revenue is obtained by sweeping certain
accounts throughout the state budget affecting all state agencies, including the
Legislature’s own spending account.

School Budget (cont’d)
• Change the tax commitment
budget. When the school budget is repeatedly rejected by the voters at referendum
leaving an unknown school budget deep
into the municipal tax year, this bill
would change the budget upon which a
municipality within the school system
can commit its taxes. Under current law,
a municipality that needs to get the tax
bills out can commit taxes on the basis of
budget approved by the voters at the open
meeting (but then rejected at referendum).
LD 1668 would require last year’s budget
to be the budget upon which to base the
current year’s commitment.
Several of Sen. Snowe-Mello’s con-
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stituents from RSU 16 (Mechanic Falls,
Minot and Poland) spoke in support of
LD 1668 at the public hearing. According
to their description, there appears to be
a growing disconnect between the open
meeting school budget approval process
and the validating referendum approval
process, with many voters not participating in the open meeting procedures
and choosing to weigh-in on the budget
approval process only through the referendum opportunity. When that occurs, the
sharing of detailed budget information
gets shortchanged.
According to their testimony, the RSU
16 budget was rejected three times by
the voters when presented for approval
at referendum and only approved on the
fourth attempt. Despite the repeated rejections, they felt the school board repeatedly
came back with the same or substantially
same budget, which was repeatedly approved at the open-meeting level. Those
open budget meetings were characterized as populated heavily by employees
of the school system and school budget
supporters.
Given the repeated rejections of the
budget at the referendum level, the supporters of LD 1668 thought the wording
of the referendum ballot question, as required by statute, was misleading because
it makes reference to the budget that “was
adopted at the latest budget meeting.”
From the proponents’ perspective, it is
wrong to suggest on the printed ballot that
the proposed budget has been “adopted”
when it has also been rejected several
times at referendum.
In addition to what they felt was a
misleading ballot question, they claimed
that there was no information provided
on the ballot or even in the voting area
to actually describe the budget for which
their vote of support was being requested.
The Maine School Management Association testified in opposition to LD
1668, describing the present system as
“working” and suggesting the RSU 16
situation as an anomaly. Vinalhaven’s
school superintendent also testified in
opposition, suggesting the current twostep school budget approval process is
unnecessarily complicated and confusing
in its procedures and should either go
back to pure open meeting approvals or
pure referendum voting approvals, but
(continued on page 3)

Comprehensive Study of Election Practices
Last week, the Veterans and Legal Affairs Committee (VLA) once again voted
on the controversial voter identification
bill, LD 199, An Act to Strengthen Maine’s
Election Laws by Requiring Photograph
Identification for the Purpose of Voting.
However, this time the majority of the
Committee supported a completely different version of the bill.
As originally drafted and presented
to the Legislature last year, LD 199
(sponsored by Rep. Richard Cebra of
Naples) would have required all voters to
show state-approved photo identification
before being issued a ballot and allowed
to cast a vote for a state election. In 2011
the bill received a favorable vote from a
majority of the Committee and was sent
to the Legislature for debate and a final
enactment. Instead of enactment, the
Legislature referred the bill back to the
VLA Committee for further review and
discussion.
Last Friday, by a vote of 7 to 5, the
VLA Committee endorsed an amended
version of LD 199. As amended, the voter
identification requirement is completely
replaced with a directive to the Secretary
of State to study election practices in
Maine. Specifically, the Secretary is to
conduct a study of: 1) the existing voter
registration system; 2) the general conduct
of elections; and 3) voter participation
trends. The Secretary is further required
to report back findings and recommendations to the Legislature no later than
February 1, 2013.
The sudden interest in a study of election practices was fueled in large part by
Secretary Summers’ January 13, 2012
report to the Committee on the status
of Maine’s Central Voter Registration
(CVR) system. The CVR system was
implemented in 2007 as part of the federal Help America Vote Act. The CVR
is a statewide system that is used to
electronically manage and maintain voter
registration records. Municipal clerks
and registrars are primarily responsible
for the information contained in the CVR.
In his report, Secretary Summers
strongly suggested that the Committee
direct his Office to review and make recommendations for reforming the state’s
election system. One of the Secretary’s

conclusions in that report reads as follows:
“Many of the deficiencies of the
current election system, which I have
highlighted on previous occasions, are
attributable to human clerical omissions
and errors. The fact is that the valuable
information contained within CVR is
only as accurate and reliable as the human vetting and data entry process. As
I stated on September 21, 2011, when
investigating previous cases of potential
voter fraud, there was an 84% clerical
error rate. My office continues to identify
clerical errors in CVR. The majority of
these errors surround the process of voter
registrations – such as clerks accepting
incomplete voter registration cards or
accepting voter registration cards that
clearly identify persons who are not eligible to vote. Once the card is accepted
– even when it should not have been – by
a clerk or registrar and entered into CVR,
it becomes part of the data we rely on to
run what we then assume to be a secure
and efficient election.”

Although municipal officials believe
that a study of the election process is
worthwhile, they hope that proposed
recommendations are mindful of locallevel resources, both in terms of funding
and human capital. The concern with the
Secretary’s initial presentation, as well as
comments from some VLA Committee
members, is that the municipal officials
who conduct the elections are to blame
for most election shortcomings.
Municipal officials have no problem
admitting to human error – it happens –
and they are committed to finding ways
to improve the way in which elections
are conducted. That said, they urge state
officials and lawmakers to remember that
municipal election officials and staff are
partners in this process. It is the municipal
property taxpayers, after all, who pay the
costs associated with administering state
elections, to the tune of $1 million a pop.
Five VLA Committee members, in
a minority report, signed on to a simple
“ought not to pass” recommendation.

School Budget (cont’d)

about the budget, broken out according
to the 11 “cost centers”, to be provided
to election personnel for the purpose of
having it displayed at the polling place to
assist voters. Several people who testified
in favor of LD 1668 said that no information was available in the voting booth, and
seemed to think that previous voters may
have removed the posted information from
the voting booth after they finished voting.
The confusion may be based on the
fact that the mandate to display the budget information at the polling place does
not require the information to be posted
within each voting booth. There are many
legitimate reasons why election personnel
would resist a requirement to post detailed
budgetary information within each voting
booth. It would likely slow down the actual
voting process. It would encourage more
mandates to post ever more information
in each voting booth, crowding out the
ballot-marking instructions which is the
only required posting. It would encourage
complaints of unfair election practices
in those circumstances where the posted
information is quietly removed from the
voting booth by a voter, allegedly harming

not require both.
MMA also testified in opposition, but
for different reasons. If the language on
the ballot required specific information
about the school budget approved at the
open meeting, the final wording of the
referendum ballots could not be prepared
until after that meeting, providing littleto-no time for election officials to prepare,
print and make available the ballots for the
absentee voting and election procedures
that must immediately follow. Also, in the
circumstance of repeatedly rejected school
budgets that force a town to commit its
taxes on the basis of a “best guess” as to
the actual school costs, it is better to be
able to guess using the current year’s proposed budget. Using the previous year’s
adopted budget could result in a serious
over-commitment or under-commitment
of property taxes.
At the work session on the bill the
Committee focused on how detailed information about the proposed budget is actually made available in the polling place.
Current law requires the school board
to provide specific printed information
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(continued on page 6)

Fish Shacks and the Icing of Home Rule Authority
On Wednesday this week, the Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife Committee held
a public hearing on LD 1747, An Act to
Prohibit Municipalities from Imposing
Fees on Ice Fishing Shacks. As proposed by Rep. Mike Shaw of Standish,
the bill would prohibit municipalities
from imposing either a tax or a fee on
the placement or installation of ice fishing shacks located on sources of public
drinking water and on coastal waters.
Unintended Municipal Authority.
At the public hearing on LD 1747, Rep.
Shaw explained that the bill would clear
up an ambiguity in the law that allows
municipalities to protect certain water
bodies, but not all water bodies. According to Rep. Shaw, the Legislature had no
intention of providing local legislative
bodies with the authority to regulate
activity on water bodies. Furthermore,
he described his legislation as being
somehow designed to resolve the confusion that exists between the municipal
and sportsmen communities regarding
where ice fishing shacks can be placed
without being permitted.
The Problem. Also on hand to
provide testimony in support of the
municipal prohibition was the Sportsmen Alliance of Maine (SAM). According to SAM’s executive director,
David Trahan, LD 1747 was submitted
in response to the town of Randolph’s
decision in June of 2011 to reinstate its
ice fishing shack fee ordinance. The
concern raised by SAM was that the
fee assessed was actually a tax. Quotes
in newspaper articles were presented as
evidence that the town reinstituted the
fee only as a mechanism for generating
additional general fund revenue.
MMA testified in opposition to the
bill and provided two points of clarification regarding municipal authority to
assess taxes and fees.
Tax Assessment Authority – There
Is None. First, it is redundant and
unecessary to prohibit municipalities
from enacting a tax. As provided in
Maine’s Constitution (Art. IX, §9),
the power of taxation rests exclusively
with the Legislature. Unless expressly

authorized by law (for example, the
authorized assessment of property and
excise taxes), local legislative bodies are
clearly prohibited from enacting local
taxes. In short, ordinances imposing
taxes on ice fishing shacks or anything
else are null and void; municipalities are
already prohibited from assessing a tax
on ice fishing shacks.
Fee Assessment Authority – Exists
With Limitations. Second, unless otherwise explicitly prohibited by statute,
municipalities under their home rule
authority are authorized to enact fees
through the adoption of ordinances.
However, the process of enacting and
implementing the fee is already limited
by law.
The courts have established criteria
upon which user fees must be based.
One of the established criteria is the
basic tenet that the revenue generated
from the fee must be used to provide a
directly related service to the use, rather
than used to raise additional revenues
beyond the cost of the provided service.
In other words, the fees must be used to
pay the cost of a related service beneficial
to or made necessary by those that are
assessed the fee.
As a result, revenue generated from
ice fishing shack fees can be set aside in
an account to be used to recover sunken
ice shacks or address water pollution
issues created by the presence of ice
shacks, but cannot be used to fund the
town’s recreation program or simply
enhance the town’s treasury.
Unnecessary Infringement on
Home Rule Authority. Municipal officials oppose LD 1747 because it unnecessarily infringes on municipal home rule
authority to protect a natural resource.
There are already remedies under law if
this “taxing” or fee-assessment authority
has been misused. If a tax is being assessed, it is straight-out illegal. If there
is no “nexus” or rational relationship
between the fee being assessed, the service being provided and the population
paying the fee, then the fee can be easily
challenged as an illegal tax.
Committee Reaction. Based on the
tone and nature of the questions posed
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during the hearing, it appears that several
Committee members support LD 1747
as printed. There were two prevailing
Committee-level arguments justifying the need to preempt the ability of
local-level decision makers to impose
fees for any purpose on the placement
of ice fishing shacks.
State Responsibility. One of the
concerns raised by members of the Committee was jurisdictional responsibility
over the regulation of water bodies.
Some members believe that since water
is a statewide resource that is generally
protected under state statutes, then it is
the state (rather than the municipalities)
that should be solely responsible for
managing activities on water bodies,
including the permitting of ice fishing
shacks.
Municipal Revenue Gimmick. The
more troubling argument was the unabashed claim by some Committee members that municipalities were assessing
fees merely as an excuse for generating
more revenue for the municipal coffers.
MMA’s testimony asserting the legitimate right for local legislative bodies
to retain the tools necessary to protect
water quality was called into question.
Request For Information. During
the public hearing, MMA was asked to
provide the Committee with examples
of how municipalities are using the fees
assessed on ice fishing shacks. To the
staff’s knowledge, very few municipalities have adopted ice fishing shack fees.
However, since there is concern among
some legislators that municipalities are
assessing fees for no direct purpose other
than to inflate the municipal treasury, it
would be helpful if the Committee could
see examples of how locally assessed
fees meet the “nexus” test.
Since the work session on LD 1747
has been scheduled for next Monday,
February 13 at 10:00 a.m., it would
be greatly appreciated if municipal
officials could immediately share examples of how municipal officials are
utilizing fee revenue with MMA. Please
forward your examples to Kate Dufour
(kdufour@memun.org) today.

MUBEC Issues:Third-Party Inspector Liability
The Maine Uniform Building and
Energy Code was enacted by the Legislature in 2009. Not a year has passed since
without a handful of bills being submitted
to amend the originally enacted law. 2012
will be no exception.
On Thursday of this week, the Judiciary Committee held a public hearing on
LD 1687, An Act to Clarify the Liability
of 3rd – party Building Inspectors. LD
1687, as originally drafted, establishes
persons employed as “third party inspectors” for the purpose of determining the
construction of a building’s compliance
with MUBEC have the same protection
from liability under the Maine Tort Claims
Act as other municipal employees. Testimony was provided at the public hearing
that third party inspectors are currently
having a difficult time obtaining liability
coverage in order to perform the necessary duties of their jobs and LD 1687 was
submitted as a way to potentially solve
this problem.
The bill’s sponsor, Rep. Brad Moulton
(York), opened up the public hearing
by introducing the emergency bill and
explaining why its enactment was necessary. Part of Rep. Moulton’s testimony
recognized that the bill, as printed, solved
the problem in an inappropriate way,

by exposing municipalities to liabilities
incurred by private sector inspectors who
have no employment relationship with
the towns and cities with which they
may interact.
Supporters. The chief proponent of
the bill was the owner of a company in
Winthrop that provides building structure
analytical services to property owners.
His work involves intensive inspection
of building construction and analysis of
energy conservation performance, and he
is poised to receive his credentials to be a
third party inspector within the MUBEC
system. According to his testimony, he
is unable to obtain insurance protection
for the actions he takes as a third party
inspector because the insurance companies do not have adequate information
about the potential liabilities incurred to
evaluate the risk.
Both For and Against. MMA testified “neither for nor against” LD 1687 ,
but explained to the Committee that the
Association’s 70-member Legislative
Policy Committee was more accurately
both for and against the proposal. Municipal officials wholeheartedly support
the goal of providing some limitations
on the liability to which third party inspectors could easily be exposed. At the
same time, municipal officials oppose

solving that problem by making third
party inspectors (who are by definition
not the building official or employee
of the municipality) an “employee” of
the municipality for the purposes of the
Maine Tort Claims Act. If that were the
case, municipalities would be required
to defend and indemnify these private
sector inspectors for the decisions they
make and the actions they take, despite
the fact that they are not subject to the
policies, procedures or control of the
municipality.
The Committee. The members of
the Judiciary Committee picked up on
that point without the need for any heavy
persuasion. It is pretty clear from the jump
that the Judiciary Committee will not be
expanding the Maine Tort Claims Act to
include private sector contractors who are
not municipal employees. What is less
clear is whether the Judiciary Committee
is convinced that any special immunity
from liability or liability limitation is
necessary or warranted for this group of
building inspection specialists. Several
questions were posed to the supporters of
this bill as to whether due diligence had
actually been performed to determine that
traditional sources of insurance protection were truly unavailable.

IN THE HOPPER
The bill summaries are written by MMA staff and are not necessarily
the bill’s summary statement or an excerpt from that summary
statement. Our attempt is to provide a description of what would
appear to be the bills of most significance to local government, but
we would advise municipal officials to also review the comprehensive
list of LDs of municipal interest that can be found on MMA’s website,
http://www.memun.org/public/MMA/svc/SFR/LD/LD_fr.htm.)

Judiciary

LD 1810 – An Act To Implement Recommendations of the
Committee To Review Issues Dealing with Regulatory Takings.
(Reported by Rep. Nass of Acton for the Joint Standing Committee
on Judiciary.)

This is the “regulatory takings compensation” bill as recommended
by a legislatively created committee charged with reviewing issues
dealing with the issue of regulatory takings. The bill creates a right of
action for a property owner to obtain either compensation or a waiver
from regulation in the circumstance where a state law or regulation has
reduced the value of the person’s property by 50% or more of its preregulatory value. Specifically, and for the purpose of this new right of
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action, the bill: (1) defines a “ regulation” as a state law or regulation
and not a municipal regulation except as an action by a municipality
in conformance with a state regulation that imposes a mandate on the
municipality; (2) defines a “regulatory taking” as a regulatory limitation
on a property owner’s use of real property resulting in a reduction in
fair market value of 50% or more; (3) provides this right of action only
with respect to regulations that are enacted after the effective date of this
legislation; (4) allows the property owner to consider the cumulative
effect of multiple prospective land use regulations to meet the 50%
diminution threshold; (5) requires the analysis to consider the regulatory
impact on value to take into account the entire property’s value and not
just a portion of the property; (6) applies a 3-year statute of limitations
so that the property owner has that amount of time from enactment
of the restriction(s) which triggers the 50% diminution threshold to
initiate regulatory takings claim; (7) entitles the property owner to
jury trial to determine whether a regulatory taking has occurred or not;
and (8) allows the state in the circumstance of a “regulatory takings”
to either buy the property outright, compensate the property owner for
the diminished value or waive the regulation causing the reduction in
value for that particular property owner.

Thursday, February 16

LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS

Agriculture, Conservation & Forestry
Room 206, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1312
LD 1798 – An Act To Reform Land Use Planning in the Unorganized
Territory.
Taxation
Room 127, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1552
LD 1752 – An Act Concerning Technical Changes to the Tax Laws.

Note: You should check your newspapers for Legal Notices as
there may be changes in the hearing schedule. Work Session and
Hearing schedules by Committee are available at the Legislative
Information page at http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/
phwksched_ps.asp?PID=1456.

Monday, February 13
Criminal Justice & Public Safety
Rm. 436, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1122
LD 1704 – An Act To Amend the Maine Bail Code To Protect Victims
of Domestic Violence.
LD 1711 – An Act To Mandate the Use of Standardized Risk Assessment
in the Management of Domestic Violence Crimes.
LD 1760 – An Act To Ensure Notification to Victims of Domestic
Violence, Sexual Assault and Stalking When Defendants Are Released
on Bail.

Friday, February 17
Criminal Justice & Public Safety
Rm. 436, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1122
LD 1678 – An Act To Amend the Laws Governing Stalking and
Domestic Violence.
LD 1731 – An Act To Rescue Children Who Are Being Sexually
Abused and To Make Improvements to the Sex Offender Registry and
the Investigation of Computer Crimes.

Energy, Utilities & Technology
Room 211, Cross State Office Building, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-4143
LD 1790 – Resolve, Regarding Legislative Review of Portions of
Chapter 895: Underground Facility Damage Prevention Requirements,
a Major Substantive Rule of the Public Utilities Commission.
LD 1803 – An Act To Implement the Recommendations of the Dig
Safe Work Group.

Labor, Commerce, Research & Economic Development
Room 208, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1331
LD 1571 – An Act To Amend the Laws Governing Workers’
Compensation.

School Budget (cont’d)
the voters that followed.
People should come to the polling place as informed voters. For the voting process to work efficiently, the voting booth
should not become the starting point of the information gathering process. If the election personnel choose to conspicuously
post the required school budget information at the polling place
as required, where the observation of that material would not
slow down the voting process, that should be a decision left up
to the wardens of the election process.
At the end of the discussion, the Education Committee voted
“ought not to pass” on LD 1668. As part of that discussion,
however, Committee members urged both school and election
personnel to make sure that all voters at school budget referenda
are made aware when they vote about where the required school
budget information is displayed at the polling place.

Tuesday, February 14
Taxation
Room 127, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1552
LD 1653 – An Act To Make Fisheries and Wildlife Projects Eligible
for Tax Increment Financing.

Wednesday, February 15
Environment & Natural Resources
Room 216, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-4149
LD 1794 – Resolve, Regarding Legislative Review of Portions of
Chapter 378: Variance Criteria for the Excavation of Rock, Borrow,
Topsoil, Clay or Silt and Performance Standards for the Storage of
Petroleum Products, a Major Substantive Rule of the Department of
Environmental Protection.
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