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General Assistance Changes Dominate Municipal
Impacts in Proposed Supplemental Budget
On Tuesday this week, Sawin Millett, Commissioner of the Department of
Administration and Financial Services
(DAFS), provided the members of the Appropriations Committee with an overview
of the Governor’s proposed “second” (or
perhaps third) supplemental state budget. This proposed budget, posted on
line at: http://www.maine.gov/budget/
budgetinfo/2012-13SecondSupplemental.
htm, proposes to make the non-Medicaid
related adjustments necessary to balance
the FY 2012 – FY 2013 biennial General
Fund budget.
There are three proposals in that budget
of special interest to municipal officials:
a reconstruction of the state/municipal
General Assistance (GA) program; a
deconstruction the State Planning Office
(SPO); and an appropriation to repay municipalities for the state share of disaster
relief expenditures.
Reconstructing the GA Program.
Historically, the state’s share of the jointly
funded GA program has been approximately $10 million, or 62% of the total
$16 million state/municipal program.
Although under the current structure of
the GA program, the state’s share has
been in the $10 million range, the annual
General Fund appropriation to the program
has been in the $6 million range for many
years. This short funding of the program
has left the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) with the task
of funding the additional $4 million owed
to municipalities by shuffling around revenues from other programs. According to
DHHS Commissioner Mary Mayhew, this
funding practice is no longer sustainable.
As a result, Part R of the Governor’s
proposed supplemental budget includes
changes to the GA program in both FY12

and FY13.
For FY 2012, the current budget year,
the request is simply for a $4 million appropriation to fully fund the state’s share
of the program.
However, in FY 2013, beginning July
1, 2012, the Department is proposing to
address the estimated $8 million increase
to the state’s share of the program in the
following ways:
 $2.7 million appropriation (for FY
2013).
 $3.3 million in program cost savings achieved by limiting the amount of
housing assistance provided to any GA
recipient to no more than 90 days per
calendar year. Applicants that exhaust the
90-day housing assistance limit are also
ineligible to receive emergency housing
assistance.

 $978,000 in program cost savings
achieved by making Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) (including all
household members) ineligible to receive
GA while enrolled in the TANF program.
 $1.4 million in program cost
savings achieved by limiting the state’s
financial exposure to 50% of total GA
costs. This change eliminates the 90%
reimbursement formula that kicks in
when GA spending exceeds .0003 times
the municipality’s valuation.
In addition, the Department is also
exploring the possibility of replacing the
existing GA program with a block grant
program. Under the Administration’s
“block grant” idea, municipalities would
be provided fixed amounts of state revenue for the purpose of funding a locally
(continued on page 2)

“School Choice” Bills Disruptive,
Divisive, Detour Public Funds
But The Private Schools See Opportunities
Two controversial “school choice”
bills were given their public hearings
on Thursday this week and by the tenor
and quantity of testimony provided it is
clear that neither sits well with Maine’s
public schools leaders. Both bills are
being submitted at the request of Governor LePage.
“Open Enrollment”. LD 1854, An
Act to Expand Educational Opportunities for Maine Students, creates a new
authority for both public and accredited
private schools to voluntarily open their
doors to public school students (for the
private schools) and to students from
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other school systems (for the public
schools).
Any student interested in attending
an “open enrollment” private or public
school would be entitled to apply and
be admitted without any screening or
discrimination whatsoever. If there
are more applicants than the number of
enrollment slots available, the admitted
students must be randomly selected.
As far as financing goes for the public
“open enrollment” schools, the out-ofdistrict student is treated as though he or
she had just moved into the geographi(continued on page 3)

Budget (cont’d)
designed assistance program. Commissioner Mayhew rationalized the block
grant system’s benefits as both capping
the state’s financial exposure to the GA
program and providing municipalities
with the flexibility to design the local
welfare program that best meet the needs
of the community.
Deconstructing SPO. About 100
pages of language (Part CC to Part NN)
of the Governor’s second supplemental
budget implement the recommendations
of a task force created last year that was
made up of state department commissioners and charged with deconstructing
the State Planning Office and shifting
the Office’s current responsibilities and
services to other state agencies. Of
greatest municipal concern and interest
are the recommendations that: (1) in Part
FF transfer municipal code enforcement
training and certification to the Department of Economic and Community
Development; (2) in Part GG transfer
solid waste management and recycling
responsibilities to the Department of
Environmental Protection; (3) in Part
HH transfer floodplain management
responsibilities to the Maine Emergency
Management Agency; (4) in Part JJ
transfer Growth Management Act and
land use policy-related responsibilities to
the Department of Conservation; and (5)
in Part KK transfer primary responsibility for the Maine Coastal Program to the
Department of Conservation. Please see
sidebar for a complete list of the proposed
SPO responsibilities transfers.
Restitution. This proposed supplemental budget also includes a $700,000
appropriation for the current fiscal year
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to provide the disaster relief funds owed
to municipalities. These funds are owed
for several weather related disasters,
including the Aroostook May Day flood
of 2008, February and March floods of
2010, December flood of 2010 and the
2011 tropical storm Irene.
Public Hearing. The Appropriations
Committee has fast tracked the public
comment process on the supplemental
budget and will be holding hearings next
Tuesday (March 20), Wednesday (March
21), and Thursday (March 22) afternoons.
All hearings will be held in room 228 of
the State House.

The hearing on the GA proposals, Part
R, will be held on Thursday at 2:30 p.m.
The hearing on Part JJ of the budget
proposing to shift SPO land use and
planning responsibilities to Department
of Conservation is scheduled for Tuesday
at 1:30 p.m. The hearing on Part HH,
which shifts SPO floodplain management
responsibilities to the Maine Emergency
Management Agency, is scheduled for
Wednesday at 1:00 p.m.
Municipal officials who are interested
in providing testimony on the proposed
supplemental budget are encouraged to
attend.

Deconstructing the State Planning Office
Last session, the Legislature directed an 11-member working group to develop
a plan for abolishing SPO by transferring all existing responsibilities and programs
to other state departments and agencies. The working group’s recommendations
have now been incorporated into the Governor’s proposed FY 2012 – FY 2013 second supplemental General Fund budget. What follows is a brief description of the
sections of the budget that impact SPO. The bolded sections most directly impact
municipal government.
Part CC: Abolishes the State Planning Office.
Part DD: Establishes the Governor’s Office of Policy and Management (OPM)
within the Executive Department. The charge to the OPM is to facilitate the achievement of state economic goals and to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of state
government programs. The OPM also retains the SPO’s current economic policyfocused functions, including, strategic financial management, economic forecasts,
long-range fiscal policy, etc.
Part EE: Removes SPO from membership on state boards and commissions
and assigns membership to other state agencies. Also repeals the Land and Water
Resources Council and the Maine Quality of Place act.
Part FF: Transfers municipal code enforcement training and certification to the
Department of Economic and Community Development.
Part GG: Transfers responsibility for providing financial and technical assistance
for meeting state solid waste management and recycling goals and policies (i.e.,
recycling, tire stockpile, collection programs for mercury-added products, etc.), to
the Department of Environmental Protection, which is the current regulatory agency.
This section of the supplemental budget also transfers ownership and management
of state-owned landfills to the Bureau of General Services.
Part HH: Transfers floodplain management responsibilities to the Maine Emergency Management Agency, including oversight of the floodplain mapping fund.
Part II: Transfers staff support responsibility for the Land for Maine’s Future
Program to the Department of Conservation.
Part JJ: Transfers Growth Management Act and land use policy-related responsibilities to the Department of Conservation. The Department of Conservation would
be responsible for encouraging downtown revitalization through the management of
the Maine Downtown Center program.
Part KK: Transfers responsibility as lead agency over the Maine Coastal Program
to the Department of Conservation.
Part LL: Transfers responsibly for the Maine Commission for Community Service
to the Department of Education.
Part MM: Transfers responsibility over various energy policy-related matters to
the Governor’s Office of Energy.
Part NN: Contains general transition provisions for transferring SPO duties,
responsibilities and property to other state agencies.
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School Choice (cont’d)
cal jurisdiction of the receiving school.
That is, the receiving school’s funding
allocation would pick up the out-ofdistrict student as a student belonging to
the receiving school. At the same time,
that student would be dropped from the
student count that supports the funding
allocation for the “sending school.” As
a general rule, the sending school would
simply lose that student’s share of state
subsidy but would not have to transfer
any local funds to the receiving school.
The exception to the general rule occurs
in the circumstance of special education.
The receiving school is authorized under
this proposal to bill the sending school
for the cost of special education services
provided to the student in the first year
of enrollment.
For the private schools, the sending
school would have to provide tuition payments to the private school in the same
amount as tuition is calculated under
current law for those school systems that
do not have actual school facilities and
therefore tuition their students to other
schools, either as a matter of contract or
under an open “choice” policy.
In a separate section, LD 1854 also
makes it harder for school superintendents to deny a student from transferring
between schools when transfer is in the
student’s best educational interest. This is
the only element of LD 1854 that MMA’s
Legislative Policy Committee supported.
The supportive testimony on this
school choice proposal was presented by
the Maine Department of Education and
supported by eight additional proponents,
including the Maine Association of Independent Schools, Thornton Academy,
the Christian Civic League, a selectman
from East Machias, a home schooled
student and several mothers of students
who have had a very bad experience
with their school system. The supporters described the approach as modest
and manageable, gently creating some
alternatives for certain students who
might find a better fit in a neighboring
school system, but only if that other
school system actively chooses to open
its doors. In addition, the bill was seen
as an opportunity for certain school systems to stimulate increased enrollment to
enhance the school’s overall vitality or

make better or more efficient use of the
programs the school is offering.
The oppositional testimony was
provided by a couple of legislators and
18 others, including teachers, school
board members, school administrators,
high school students from the Bangor/
Hermon area, and the Mayor of Portland. Much of that testimony coincided
with the position in opposition taken by
MMA’s 70-member Legislative Policy
Committee. In summary, the opponents of
the bill found it to be disruptive, divisive
and fundamentally unfair to the school
systems that are currently struggling to
find adequate financial resources and/or
facing unusual educational challenges.
The “local control” decisions made by
the “Open Enrollment” schools create
completely non-optional impacts on all
other schools in the state and uncertainty
for the schools that stand to lose an unknown number of their students in terms
of next year’s budget, staffing needs and
program offerings.
On top of that, the municipal and
school officials were very concerned
about being forced to provide public
funds to the “open enrollment” private
schools. In most communities or districts with a full complement of K-12
facilities, there is a general expectation
among taxpayers on the local level that
all their public funds will be dedicated
to their public school institutions and not
used to help finance the tuition payments
some parents choose to provide to private
educational institutions.
Some compelling testimony from
the high school students and a retired
teacher from the Bangor area suggested
that instead of “changing school systems”
when dissatisfied with the local educational program, the concerned students
and parents should consider “changing
the school system” by getting involved,
engaging with the community and influencing the positive changes to improve
the community’s school. Involvement
rather than abandonment.
Religious Schools. LD 1866, An Act
to Remove Inequity in Student Access
to Certain Schools, drew an even larger
level of oppositional testimony. This
bill would repeal a section of current law
that prohibits the distribution of public
tuition dollars to a “sectarian” school.
The three supporters of this proposal
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included, again, the Commissioner of
the Maine Department of Education
as well as the headmaster of Cheverus
High School and a mother whose oldest child had a very bad public school
experience. These supporters held that
there is no reason not to include quality
religious schools that meet accreditation standards in the list of options for
the students (or parents of students) to
consider when trying to secure the best
possible education. Because there is some
case law in other jurisdictions that has
allowed public tuition payments to be
indirectly provided to private sectarian
schools, these supporters of LD 1866
are urging the Legislature to allow the
religious schools to be eligible for public
funding. With the enactment of both LD
1866 and LD 1854, as described above,
the religious school could become an
“open enrollment” school and the public
funding of the open enrollment religious
school would be compelled.
A long list of opponents spoke against
LD 1866, including MMA. The Association’s Legislative Policy Committee
voted to oppose this bill just as it voted
to oppose a similar bill introduced last
year (LD 250). In a different way, last
year’s legislation would also have allowed public funds to be used to support
a religious school.
The municipal concern with the
legislation is two-fold.
Federal education funding in Maine is
diminishing, state funding is holding flat
at 10 percentage points below the 55%
level of state funding that was instituted
as a requirement of law by the voters
in 2004, and the property taxpayers are
tapped out. The schools are struggling
with their funding as it is, and the idea
of siphoning off public dollars to support
a private school when the public schools
are having such difficulty is simply not
resonating with local officials.
In addition, there are more than a few
municipal leaders who genuinely believe
that public dollars should not be used to
support such activities as religious training, devotional exercises, or other forms
of a specific religion’s advancement.
They are of the distinct opinion that their
constituents, generally speaking, would
be solidly uncomfortable with having
their property tax dollars expended to
support those purposes.

Compromise Tree Growth
Bill Finalized At Long Last
LD 1138, originally entitled An Act to
Prevent Unnecessary Expulsion from the
Maine Tree Growth Tax Law Program, has
had a long, torturous history. A heavily
amended version of the original bill has
finally emerged from the Taxation Committee with a unanimous “ought to pass
as amended” recommendation. The bill
contains several important elements that
serve to close loopholes in the sometimes
abused Tree Growth tax program and
improve its overall accountability.
As printed, LD 1138 was yet another
iteration of what the Small Woodlot Owners Association of Maine (SWOAM) has
been pushing for years to minimize any
consequence when a landowner in the
Tree Growth tax program fails to update
his or her forest management plan every
10 years and certify that the expiring forest management plan has actually been
complied with. Five years ago SWOAM
advanced a mandate requiring the towns
to give the landowners 60-day notice
to remind them of their compliance
obligations. At SWOAM’s insistence,
that notification mandate was boosted to
185-day notice two years later. Last year,
SWOAM was back with LD 1138, which
retained the notice mandates previously
enacted, but reduced the consequence for
failing to comply, even after the extensive
notice was provided, to just $100 with
yet another year to comply. The Taxation
Committee decided to delay action on
LD 1138 and carried the bill over into
the 2012 legislative session.
In the meantime, Senate President
Kevin Raye introduced another Tree
Growth bill (LD 1470) which was designed to make sure people enrolling their
land in the Tree Growth program were
doing it for the right reasons and not just
exploiting the program as a tax dodge.
Senator Raye’s proposal attracted many
municipal officials to its public hearing
supporting his bill and complaining about
problematic Tree Growth properties. Of
particular concern are the small 10-30 acre
residential lots located on extremely valuable waterfront property where evidence
of actual commercial timber harvesting
is nonexistent.

Several Taxation Committee members saw the possibility of addressing both
SWOAM’s concerns and the municipal
concerns with Tree Growth abuse in a
compromise bill that would tackle both
problems in the same package. LD 1138,
now re-titled as An Act To Amend the
Maine Tree Growth Tax Law and Open
Space Tax Law, is the result. The Taxation
Committee deserves loud congratulations
for taking on this task, sticking with it
through countless work sessions, and
achieving success.
The substance of the Tree Growth
compromise is essentially the same as
reported in the February 2 edition of the
Legislative Bulletin and summarized in
the sidebar to this article. Between late
January, when this compromise was
hammered out in concept, and today, as
the language is finalized, there have been
attempts on the part of certain interest
groups and their contract lobbyists to
modify or weaken this proposal. With this
article, we want to make sure municipal
officials are aware of what is in this
package and that steps to improve the accountability of Tree Growth enrollments
will not happen without the enactment
of LD 1138.
At the center of the consternation as
expressed by the Maine Water Utilities
Association was the so-called “attestation requirement.” The purpose of this
requirement, which is the most important
element of the whole bill as far as MMA
is concerned, is nothing more than making
Tree Growth landowners affirmatively
acknowledge that their use of the property
conforms to the “primary use” standard
that has been part of the Tree Growth tax
law for over 30 years.
The attestation language in LD 1138
requires a landowner at the time of Tree
Growth enrollment and every 10 years
thereafter to sign to the attestation that
“the primary use of the forest land….is to
grow trees to be harvested for commercial
use and other uses, such as preservation, conservation, recreation, scenic or
aesthetic uses, are subordinate to this
primary use.”
This “primary use” acknowledge-
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ment underscores and gives clarifying
emphasis to the primary use standard
that is established in no less than three
separate sections of the existing Tree
Growth statutes. Unfortunately, there has
never been a requirement for that standard
to be formally acknowledged by the Tree
Growth landowner or the landowner’s
forester, at least until now.
The water utilities lobby was particularly concerned about this language in
an earlier version, where the attestation
was worded “the landowner’s primary
objective of the forest land….is to grow
trees to be harvested for commercial use
and other objectives such as preservation, conservation, recreation, scenic
or aesthetic uses are subordinate to this
primary objective.”
For those water utilities whose land
is subject to taxation because it is located
outside of the municipality where the
water is actually supplied, the use of
the term “primary objective” rather than
“primary use” would have made them acknowledge that their primary objective in
owning land around surface water intake
areas is water quality protection and not
commercial timber harvesting. If not then
eligible for the Tree Growth program, the
utilities would have to shift over to the
Open Space program. Returning to the
term “primary use,” which is now the attestation language in LD 1138, apparently
quells their fears of having to enroll their
land in the Open Space program rather
than the Tree Growth program. Open
Space would not allow them to reduce
their tax obligations to the host community
to the absolute minimum.
The bill is now headed into the queue
of legislation that will be taken up by the
Legislature in the weeks ahead. Typically
bills with unanimous “ought to pass” committee reports breeze through the legislative process on consent agendas. Whether
disgruntled parties will try to derail LD
1138 remains to be seen, but the bill will
necessarily face an actual vote (rather than
merely under-the-hammer enactment)
because it clearly has some “mandate”
elements to it, and therefore will require
a two-thirds vote in both the House and
Senate to clear the mandate hurdle.
If there is going to be higher standard
of accountability in the Tree Growth tax
program, LD 1138 needs to be enacted.

Tree Growth:The Elements of LD 1138
There are five basic elements to LD
1138, three of which are designed to improve the accountability of the program,
one of which deals with the 10-year update
compliance deadline, and one of which
creates a new “managed forest” Open
Space category.
The three “accountability” elements
of the compromise package supported by
municipalities are:
• Requiring all Tree Growth landowners, at the time of first enrollment and at
the 10-year update, to formally attest that
“the primary use of the forest land….is to
grow trees to be harvested for commercial
use and other uses, such as preservation, conservation, recreation, scenic or
aesthetic uses, are subordinate to this
primary use.”
• For new Tree Growth enrollments
where there are buildings located in the
shoreland zone, or when a residential
building is being constructed on Tree
Growth land in the shoreland zone after
August 1, 2012, this legislation requires
the removal from Tree Growth enrollment
the full swath of land including the developed area where the building exists down
to and including the minimum shoreline
waterfront area.
• Closing a loophole that currently
allows landowners to convert their Tree
Growth enrollment to an Open Space
enrollment immediately before withdrawing the property entirely from current use
taxation, all to avoid the Tree Growth
withdrawal penalty. This legislation would
provide that when a landowner transfers
enrolled property from Tree Growth to
Open Space after August 1, 2012, and then
subsequently withdraws from current use
taxation altogether, the withdrawal would
be subject to the Tree Growth penalty
rather than the softer Open Space penalty
for the first 10 years after the transfer.
Compliance deadlines. This part of
the package was pushed by the Small
Woodlot Owners Association of Maine
(SWOAM) which has long been interested
in reducing the financial penalty for failing
to update the forest management plan by
the 10 year deadline. There is no sugarcoating the fact that this part of the package
annoys municipal assessors because of the
degree the law conscripts them to the task
of handholding and continually nagging

landowners to become compliant with this
tax program’s reporting deadline. Here is
how the new compliance deadline system
works under LD 1138.
1. Year 10, Deadline year. The town
remains required to send out the so-called
120-day notice informing the landowner of
the exact date of the impending deadline
and the landowner’s obligation to get the
certification that the plan has been updated
to the town. Current law allows that notice
to be sent by regular mail. It would now
have to be sent by certified mail.
2. If the landowner still fails to get the
proper certification to the town assessor by
the deadline established in the 120-day notice, a $500 administrative penalty would
be supplementally assessed against the
landowner. That is, the financial penalty
would be assessed against the property
just as a property tax is assessed, with
all the associated power of enforcement.
The property remains enrolled in the Tree
Growth program and in addition to the
penalty, the landowner would have to pay
his or her Tree Growth taxes.
3. The notice of the supplemental assessment must be sent to the landowner by
certified mail, along with the instruction
that the landowner must provide either
the necessary certification that the forest management plan has been updated
or submit an application to enroll in the
Open Space program within six months
from the date of that notice.
4. If the landowner still fails to provide
one or the other of these required submissions by that newly established deadline,
a subsequent administrative penalty of an
additional $500 would be supplementally
assessed against the property. The property
would remain in the Tree Growth program
and the landowner would also have to pay
his or her Tree Growth taxes.
5. The notice of this second supplemental assessment would again be sent
to the landowner by certified mail, along
with instructions that the landowner has
an additional 6 months to either become
compliant with the 10-year (now 11-year)
management plan update requirement or
apply for the Open Space program.
6. No additional noticing would be
required. If the landowner fails to follow
those instructions in the six-month period,
the land would be removed from the Tree
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Growth program and the withdrawal penalty would be applied.
New Open Space category. Finally,
as indicated above, the package includes a
proposed new “managed forest” category
in the Open Space tax program.
With respect to enrollments in the
Open Space tax law generally, a parcel
is eligible only if the property’s non-development provides an articulable public
benefit to the community by conserving
scenic resources, enhancing public recreation, promoting game management,
or preserving wildlife or wildlife habitat.
For the purposes of calculating the taxable value of an Open Space parcel, a
non-mandatory “alternative valuation
method” system is available in law that
creates certain categories of Open Space
property, including the deed restricted
category, the forever wild category, and
the public access category.
“Managed forest” Open Space is
essentially an alternative to the existing
“forever wild” Open Space category. To
obtain “forever wild” status, the landowner
must enter into a 3rd-party enforceable
easement that completely restricts timber
harvesting activities. Under the “managed
forest” Open Space alternative, the property must contain at least 10 forested acres
and the landowner must be managing the
land according to a forest management
plan prepared by a licensed professional
forester. That forest management plan
must be updated every 10 years with
certification that the plan being retired
has been complied with. The only real
difference between the standards of the
“managed forest” Open Space category
and the standards for property management to be in the Tree Growth tax program
is that the landowner’s “primary use” of the
property does not have to be commercial
timber harvesting. The primary use of the
property could be conservation, aesthetics,
or wildlife management.
As municipal assessors are well aware,
the taxable value ascribed to property
enrolled in the Open Space program is
the value the assessors believe the property could command on the market if the
property was required to remain forever in
its particular open space “public benefit”
category (conserving scenic resources,
(continued on page 6

Taxation
Room 127, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1552
LD 1878 – An Act To Allow Reimbursement and Abatement of Property
Taxes Paid or Owed on a Primary Residence Destroyed by Fire.

LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS
Tuesday, March 20
Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1316
LR 2847 (Governor’s Second Supplemental Budget) – An Act To Make
Supplemental Appropriations and Allocations for the Expenditures
of State Government and To Change Certain Provisions of the Law
Necessary to the Proper Operations of State Government for the Fiscal
Years Ending June 30, 2012 and June 30, 2013.
With the Joint Standing Committee on Labor, Commerce, Research
& Economic Development. (Part of the discussion will include the
Community Development Block Grand Program)
1:30 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committees on Agriculture,
Conservation & Forestry; Environment & Natural Resources; Marine
Resources; and Inland Fisheries & Wildlife.
2:00 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committee on Energy, Utilities
& Technology.
2:15 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations &
Financial Affairs. (Part of the discussion will include the Maine Public
Employees Retirement System)
2:30 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committees on Criminal Justice &
Public Safety and Transportation. (Part of the discussion will include
the State Board of Corrections)
4:00 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committee on Judiciary.

Tree Growth (cont’d)
enhancing public recreation, promoting
game management, or preserving wildlife
or wildlife habitat). The assessor’s right
to independently determine the value of
the “managed forest” Open Space parcel
still applies under LD 1138.
If the assessor is uncertain about what
that value should be, the assessor is free to
utilize the valuation guidelines provided
under the “alternative valuation method”
provided in law.

Wednesday, March 21
Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1316
LR 2847 (Governor’s Second Supplemental Budget)
With the Joint Standing Committee on Veterans & Legal Affairs.
2:00 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committee on Taxation.
3:00 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committee on Education & Cultural
Affairs. (Part of the discussion will include General Purpose Aid for
Local Schools)

Thursday, March 22
Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1316
LR 2847 (Governor’s Second Supplemental Budget)
With the Joint Standing Committee on State & Local Government. (Part
of the discussion will include the State Planning Office)
2:30 p.m.: With the Joint Standing Committee on Health & Human
Services. (Part of the discussion will include General Assistance
Reimbursement to Cities and Towns)

Under that alternative methodology,
an Open Space property is given:
• A 20% reduction from its full market value just for being enrolled in the
program.
• An additional 30% reduction if the
landowner places a 3rd party enforceable
easement on the property permanently
preventing development.
• An additional 25% reduction is the
landowner is willing to allow public access on the property.
• An additional 20% reduction if the
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landowner places a 3rd party enforceable
“forever wild” easement on the property.
• Under LD 1138, as an alternative
to the “forever wild” category, an additional 10% reduction would be provided
if the parcel meets the “managed forest”
standard.
If the property owner fails to comply
with the forest management plan, which
is the key to eligibility for this Open
Space program, LD 1138 provides that
the landowner is excluded from the 10%
additional benefit for a 10-year period.

