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Municipalities Stand Up Against Proposal to
Dismantle True Revenue Sharing Program
Unprecedented level of cuts to State’s premiere property tax relief program
On Tuesday this week the Appropriations Committee along with the Taxation
Committee held a public hearing on Governor LePage’s revenue sharing proposal in
the recently-released two-year state budget
bill. The Governor is proposing to repeal
the 40-year old municipal revenue sharing
program as a true “sharing” program, and
replace it with an appropriations-based
system that would provide municipalities
over the next two years with approximately
$100 million less in the way of property
tax relief resources than existing law would
dedicate to that purpose.
From Sanford to Caribou and from
Harrison to Ellsworth, approximately 50
selectmen, councilors and town and city
managers attended the hearing to deliver
this heartfelt message:
The municipal revenue sharing
program is the statutory expression of
a partnership between state and local
government. Repealing this compact established with local government in 1971
breaks faith and sends a strong message
that Maine’s towns and cities would be ill
advised to count on the State honoring its
commitments.
Proponent. As presented to the Committees by Sawin Millett, the Commissioner of the Department of Administrative
and Financial Services, the Governor’s
proposal would do the following:
• Repeal the municipal revenue sharing program as a sharing program, where
5% of sales and income tax revenue is
dedicated by law to municipal distribution
for the purpose reducing each town’s and
city’s property tax commitment.

• Replace the repealed revenue sharing program with an appropriation-based
program; and
• Appropriate $94 million for each
year of the biennium for the program
that replaces the current revenue sharing
distribution.

to municipal officials for local budgeting
purposes.
Aside from the Commissioner, no one
spoke in support of the proposal.
Opponents. Manager of the Town of
Sanford and MMA President Mark Green
led off the opposition testimony by lay-

Distribution:
current law

Distribution:
Governor’s proposal

Difference

FY 2012 - $136.3 million
FY 2013 - $144 million

FY 2012 - $94 million
FY 2013 - $94 million

($42.3 million)
($50 million)

Commissioner Millett indicated that
the primary benefit of the appropriation
approach rather than the historical sharing
of revenues was to provide “predictability”

ing out seven core reasons to reject the
proposal. Some of those arguments were
focused on the proposed structural change
(continued on page 2)

Governor’s GA Proposals
on Next Week’s Docket
Next Monday, March 7th, starting at
10:00 a.m., the Appropriations Committee
and Health and Human Services Committee will be jointly convened to receive
public comments on the public assistance
elements of Governor LePage’s proposed
2012-2013 biennial General Fund budget.
Of particular interest to municipal officials
are the sections of the budget impacting
the administration and funding of the
state/municipal General Assistance (GA)
program. The Governor’s proposed GA
program changes are found in Part JJ of
the two-year budget.
As proposed, the bill makes several
significant changes to the way the GA
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program is administered. Some of the
changes are supported by municipal officials, while others are not.
Municipal officials strongly opposed
the Governor’s proposal to convert GA
from a “monthly” program to “annual”
program. As originally proposed, GA
applicants would only be able to apply
for GA once per calendar year. It is our
understanding the Governor has since
withdrawn this proposal from the proposed
state budget.
The elements of the proposal supported by municipal officials seek to
strengthen the GA program by holding
(continued on page 3)

Revenue Sharing (cont’d)
that replaces the historical shared-revenue
program with an appropriation-based
program. Some of the arguments were
focused on cutting nearly $100 million
from the property tax relief program
over the next two year period. The seven
arguments were:
• Trust. Breaching a 40-year old
compact with local government severely
damages the trust relationship between
the State and local government.
• Economic partnership. A genuine
revenue sharing program directly engages
municipalities with the economy.
• Tax exemptions. A genuine revenue
sharing program recognizes the impact of
the tax exemptions enacted over the last
40 years, from the repeal of the inventory
tax in 1973 to the repeal of the personal
property tax on business equipment and
machinery in 2008, and the dozen-plus
property tax exemptions enacted in
between.
• Shared service delivery. A genuine
revenue sharing program recognizes the
shared state-local service delivery system,
including everything from conducting
elections to providing free services to
the colleges and hospitals to collecting
an array of licensing and registration
revenues for the state to enforcing codes
and state land use standards to building
infrastructure that supports significant
economic development…the list is a
long one.
• The Maine way. A genuine revenue
sharing program is Maine’s alternative
approach to local option taxation, which
is the system of alleviating the property
tax burden utilized in 38 other states.
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• Anti tax reform. What is happening in the state budget is not tax reform.
Property taxes currently generate 43% of
the total amount generated by the three
major taxes, income taxes generate 33%
and sales taxes generate just 24%. The
deep cut in revenue sharing goes in the
wrong direction with respect to the state’s
overreliance on the property tax by making property taxes assume an even higher
share of overall governmental revenue.
• The Disconnect: bigger state budget, even bigger cut to revenue sharing.
The proposed state General Fund budget
for the next two years is $475 million
larger than the state budget adopted for
the current biennium. All previous cuts
to revenue sharing have occurred when
state revenues were declining. A deep cut
in revenue sharing is harder to understand
when state revenues are exceeding earlier
projections, as is now the case. The state
is receiving more money than expected
but at the same time cutting property tax
relief at unprecedented levels.
Over 25 municipal officials followed
Mark Green with poignant testimony
articulating the deep municipal concern
with the state unilaterally taking 30% of
the resources dedicated to property tax
relief in order to fund a state budget that is
experiencing a solid 6% budget-to-budget
growth rate.
The testimony came from two primary
perspectives.
Service Center Testimony. Elected
and appointed officials from two dozen
service center communities gave real-life
examples about the services they provide
for the general benefit of the State of Maine
as well as their communities and how the
municipal revenue sharing program was
designed to support that collaborative
shared-service delivery system. Those
communities:
• Host major tax exempt organizations;
• Create the infrastructure supporting
myriad economic development efforts;
• Maintain the state’s roads in the
“urban compact” areas;
• Provide, as do all municipalities,
the widest possible array of constituent
services for state programs (vital records,
hunting/fishing licenses, dog licensing
and animal control, motor vehicle registration, etc.);
• Provide, as do all municipalities,
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election services for all state elections;
• Provide, as do all municipalities, an
array of land use planning and enforcement functions for the benefit of the state
(e.g., shoreland zoning); and
• Provide, as do all municipalities,
the lion’s share of all fire protection and
emergency medical services.
Another theme in the testimony from
these service center communities described the impacts experienced as a result
of the deep cuts in the economic downturn
and revenue sharing imposed over the last
two years. The testimony systematically
identified the personnel layoffs, program
cuts, and deferred capital expenditures
which the communities that help drive
the state’s economy have already put
into place. A common refrain was that
these towns and cities have been doing
everything that the Legislature has been
asking them to do. To get their revenue
sharing slashed in reward is a mighty cold
shot. Officials from Auburn, Augusta,
Bangor, Belfast, Biddeford, Brewer,
Caribou, Ellsworth, Gardiner, Hallowell,
Hermon, Lewiston, Portland, Presque
Isle, Rockland, Rumford, Sanford, Saco
and Waterville delivered testimony along
these lines.
Smaller community testimony. The
other perspective came from the smaller
communities, including Alfred, Bradford,
Brownville, Edgecomb, Harrison, Knox,
and Sabattus, with numerous colleagues
from other communities lending moral
support from the wings, but perhaps a
little too nervous to testify. As was the
case with the testimony from the service
centers, the officials from the smaller
communities also made ample reference
to the array of “shared services” that are
provided by all local governments.
The other thematic element of the
small town testimony was the strippeddown level of service delivery that is
already being provided as a result of the
strapped fiscal capacity of the property
taxpayers and the deep cuts to revenue
sharing that have been handed down to
municipalities in recent years. In most
of these towns, the property tax base is
nothing other than their citizens’ primary
residents. Every single dollar of reduced
revenue sharing will translate into less
in the way of road maintenance, solid
waste services or the fire/EMS program
(continued on page 3)

Revenue Sharing (cont’d)
or higher property taxes, which are at
their top limit.
Caribou’s City Manager, Steven
Buck, wove the fabric of his testimony
around just four words – “Partnership”,
“Trust”, “Equity”, and “Stability”. By
defining each of these terms in the context
of a healthy, respectful and collaborative
relationship, Steven was able to show
how to ripping revenue sharing out by its
roots screws up the state-local relationship
pretty seriously.
“Predictability”. No one in the room,
at least on the municipal side, was taking any stock in the claim that greater
predictability would be the result of
capitalizing revenue sharing with legislative appropriations rather than a share
of broad-based tax revenue. The revenue
sharing program has been roto-tilled over
the last several years as a result of gubernatorial proposals and actions of the last
Legislature, not by the program’s design.
Although it is true that a genuine revenue
sharing program has an ebb and flow that
follows the economy, the economy-based
fluctuations in revenue sharing pale almost to invisibility when compared to the
big chunks of revenue sharing taken by
the Legislature, with an ever increasing
appetite, over the last 5 years.
Other issues: Tax exempt policy.
Some questions were raised by legislators suggesting that the revenue sharing
program was created in response to
the federal government eliminating the
federal revenue sharing program in the
1980s. That is not the case. The state
revenue sharing program was created in
1971, over a decade before the federal
revenue sharing program ended. The
motive in 1971 was apparently a simple
recognition of the state’s overreliance on
the property tax to generate governmental revenue, and an interest in softening
the high property tax burden with some
broad-based tax revenue. Very shortly
after the revenue sharing program was
created, the Legislature enacted a very
significant property tax exemption by
eliminating the “inventory tax”. Also at
the same time, the state’s “current use”
tax programs were created (Tree Growth,
Farmland, Open Space), and well as the
mandatory shoreland zoning laws, which
municipalities enforce. Many people

believe the revenue sharing program was
created in response to the repeal of the
inventory tax and the resulting negative
impact on property tax rates. In his testimony as a Saco City Councilor, Marston
Lovell did a good job reminding the two
committees that the tax policy changes of
the early 1970s pushed an increased burden onto the state’s residential taxpayers.
That issue hasn’t gone away. There isn’t
a municipality in Maine with any sizable
amount of personal property in its tax base
that isn’t feeling the effects of the 2008
repeal of the personal property tax on
business machinery and equipment, and
those negative effects on the municipal
tax base are just beginning to roll out.
Income tax changes. Several of the
municipal opponents to the Governor’s
revenue sharing plan pointed out the
juxtaposition in the proposed state budget
between the roughly $100 million cut in
property tax relief over the next two years
and the $200 million in proposed income
tax breaks. Dollars are fungible in any state
budget, but an overarching tax policy is
clearly at play. Making cuts to the income
tax is of paramount importance. Property
tax relief programs are clearly not a priority. Depending on the average income of
the beneficiaries of the proposed income
tax cuts, there may be entire regions of
the state that experience a net negative in
this shift between tax burdens.
Where it goes from here. The
Taxation Committee is now charged with
considering all the tax-related proposals in
the state budget and developing a recommendation for the Appropriations Committee to consider. The process utilized to
develop that recommendation, typically,
is for the Tax Committee to review every
tax line in the budget and vote to either
support the specific recommendation or
reject it. If the Tax Committee votes to
reject a specific element of the Governor’s
proposal, it will be expected to make other
adjustments in its overall recommendation
so that the developing state budget will
not be thrown out of balance. In other
words, if the Tax Committee wants to
restore funds to revenue sharing, it will
be obliged by the process to find those
restored funds somewhere within the
taxation part of the budget bill.
The Taxation Committee process with
respect to the revenue sharing proposal is
scheduled to begin on Tuesday, March 8th.
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GA Proposals (cont’d)
recipients accountable for their actions.
These accountability measures include
proposals to increase from 120 to 180
days the ineligibility timeframes for GA
applicants who commit fraud or violate
work requirements. The proposal also
allows administrators to include the value
of the Circuit Breaker benefit as income
in the calculation of GA. Finally, these
proposals hold both initial and repeat
applicants accountable for their own actions when, without just cause, applicants
either refuse to use or voluntarily abandon
available resources.
Of concern to municipal officials is
the Governor’s proposal to reduce “enhanced” state reimbursement provided
to municipalities that because of their
exceptional exposure to the claims of
GA recipients provide especially high
levels of GA benefits as measured by
the taxable value of the municipality.
Although the general level of state
support for a town or city’s direct GA
expenditure is 50%, the reimbursement
level climbs to 90% for these overthreshold expenditures. The Governor’s
proposal drops that reimbursement level
from 90% to 75%.
As a result of that drop in reimbursement rate, $701,250 of burden would be
shifted from the state’s General Fund to
the property taxpayers in approximately
six communities. Although this change
would impact just a few towns and cities,
municipal officials oppose this proposal
because it shifts the burden of funding a
state-designed welfare program from the
broader sales and income tax resources
to the much narrower property taxpayer
in just a half-dozen towns.
Although the hearing is scheduled
to begin at 10:00 a.m., it is a very good
bet that the GA-related sections of the
bill will not be heard before lunch. The
topic of General Assistance is preceded by
hearings on provider medical payments,
ASPIRE and the administration of the
food supplement program.
However, municipal officials are
encouraged to participate in the hearing.
Municipal officials who are unable to
attend the hearing can submit written comments. If you would like to submit comments and need assistance, please contact
Kate Dufour at kdufour@memun.org.

Snow Happens:Truck it
On Wednesday, March 2 nd , the
Environment and Natural Resources
Committee held a public hearing on LD
333, Resolve, Directing the Department
of Environmental Protection to Amend
Its Rules Regarding Snow Dumps. This
resolve directs the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to amend its
rules regarding snow dumps to exempt
snow dump operations conducted by a
municipality for the primary purpose of
removing accumulated snow from public
rights-of-way for the safety and convenience of the traveling public. Currently,
a municipality is exempt from obtaining
a waste discharge license from the DEP
only if certain conditions are met.
Background. The existing rules provide that a waste discharge license shall
not be required for the on-site storage or
disposal of snow removed from parking
areas or the direct discharge of snow
removed from bridges, docks, wharves,
parking areas or roadways which abut water bodies. Snow dumps used for off-site
storage or disposal of snow removed from
parking areas or public and private ways
shall be exempt from the requirement
to obtaining a waste discharge license
provided that eight conditions are met
by the municipality.
The eight conditions for off-site snow
dumps are as follows:
• it is not located on a coastal or
inland wetland;
• it is not on land which is an aquifer
recharge area;
• it is no closer than 500 feet to the
normal high water line of any great pond;
• it is no closer than 100 feet to a
tributary to a great pond or to a river or
stream with a drainage area of 100 square
miles or less above the location of the
snow dump;
• it is no closer than 20 feet to the
maximum high tide line of a tidal water
body or to the edge of a river or stream
which has drainage area greater than 100
square miles above the location of the
snow dump;
• it has a silt barrier placed along the
down gradient edge of the snow dump;
• it will be cleared of all trash and
refuse incidental to snow removal from
the surface of the snow dump area prior

to July 1st of each year; and
• it will have a plant cover maintained between the snow dump and all
permanent and intermittent water bodies
located within 500 feet down gradient
of the snow dump or, if the snow dump
is located on a paved or gravel surface,
dirt, sand and gravel is removed from or
incorporated into the snow dump site by
July 1st of each year.
Finally, the existing rules indicate
that no person may establish or maintain
a snow dump below the maximum high
tide mark of a tidal body of water, on or
in a river or stream or coastal or inland
wetland without first obtaining from the
DEP a waste discharge license and a
wetlands alteration permit or a stream
alteration permit, whichever is applicable.
LD 333’s sponsor, Representative
Sheryl Briggs of Mexico, introduced
the resolve to the Committee members.
Representative Briggs indicated that this
resolve was being brought forth in order
to find the best way to deal with public
safety and its costs while managing municipalities’ resources and protecting the
environment.
Dumpers. The Maine Municipal
Association (MMA) and the Town of
Mexico testified in support of this resolve.
MMA was quick to point out that LD
333 would NOT allow municipalities to
dump snow directly into the fresh waters
of Maine. This clarification was necessary because a number of newspapers had
incorrectly reported that LD 333 would
allow that type of activity. The point of the
bill is that municipalities have very few
options as to where to locate their snow
dumps and therefore, if the determined
location does not meet the exemption
requirements detailed in the DEP’s rules,
the municipalities have to take the time to
apply for a waste discharge license with
DEP and spend the money to obtain the
license. To avoid applying for a waste
discharge license, municipalities can
add unnecessary expenses to the public
works budget and create its own environmental issues due to hauling plowed
snow miles away in order to comply with
the conditions for exemption from the
waste discharge license requirements.
LD 333 would allow the decision about
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where a snow dump is located to be made
at the local level where the individuals
best understand the unique financial,
geographical and environmental needs
of their community. Alternatives to the
bill were also presented to the Committee
for their consideration.
John Madigan, Town Manager of
Mexico, provided specific detail about
the history of snow dumps in that town.
Madigan provided detailed information
about the timeline of dealing with the
location of the snow dump and the difficulties he experienced dealing with the
DEP’s licensing process. This testimony
was described by one Committee member
as being some of the most informative
testimony that committee member had
heard in his 9 years on the Committee.
Dumpees. Six individuals testified in
opposition to LD 333. These individuals
were representatives from the Natural
Resources Council of Maine, the Maine
Congress of Lakes Association, the Maine
Conservation Law Foundation, Maine
Rivers, Friends of Casco Bay and a watershed district. Their unified message
was that snow collects pollutants in the
air and once it lands, and when the snow
melts these pollutants are discharged
into Maine’s waterways. They detailed
various pollutants and materials that can
be found in snow dumps ranging from
asbestos and cyanides to feces and dead
felines. They also voiced concern that this
bill was too broad in scope to deal with a
specific situation and that, if enacted, the
bill could have unintended consequences.
Finally, it was suggested that if the bill
was enacted and discharges were no longer licensed and allowed to be directly
or indirectly discharged into waterways,
then Maine could be in violation of the
Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).
One opponent of the bill suggested
that DEP might want to issue general
permits for municipal snow dumps and
waive all licensing fees, as the State of
New Jersey does.
The Regulator. DEP indicated that
Title 38 MRSA, Section 413 requires
that a license be obtained from the DEP
prior to discharging, directly or indirectly,
any pollutant to waters of the State and
(continued on page 5)

Update: Fire and Rain
Fireworks Show Delayed

What was expected to be a colorful
display of Committee work sputtered on
Monday this week as the Criminal Justice
Committee voted to table action on LD 83,
An Act to Legalize the Sale, Possession
and Use of Fireworks.
Although LD 83 would generally
open up a consumers access to fireworks
in Maine, the bill would authorize municipalities to enact ordinances that either
prohibit or allow the sale, possession and
use of fireworks within municipal boundaries. A detailed description of the bill can
be found in the February 11, 2011 edition
of the Legislative Bulletin.
After quickly accepting several reports
and studies, posing questions to experts in
the audience, and conducting a straw poll,
it was decided that there was sufficient
interest among a majority of the Committee members to pursue the development
of fireworks legislation.
As a result of that interest, the Committee chairs appointed an informal
working group including the bill sponsor,
Rep. Douglas Damon (Bangor); State
Fire Marshall, John Dean; Public Safety
Commissioner, John Morris; and Dan Billings, the Governor’s representative. The
working group was directed to develop a
recommendation that would expand the list
of fireworks that could be sold, possessed
and used in Maine, while keeping in mind
the issues of public safety and the cost of
enforcement. Currently, the fireworks that
are allowed in Maine for general purchase
and use are sparklers.
The working group was further instructed to work with other interested
parties, including representatives from
the fireworks industry, Maine Medical
Association and the Maine Municipal
Association, as determined necessary.
A report back deadline was not set.

Partial Repeal of
Sprinkler Mandate

On Monday this week, the Criminal
Justice Committee voted to support LD
123, An Act to Assist Seasonal Entertainment Facilities with Public Safety Requirements, by a margin of 9 to 4.
As sponsored by Rep. Paul Davis of
Sangerville, the bill exempts from the

state’s sprinkler mandate all commercial
places of assembly that are open no more
than 50 days per year.
Commercial
places of assembly include bars with live
entertainment, dance halls, nightclubs,
assembly halls with large open areas and
restaurants.
As described in the February 11, 2011
edition of the Legislative Bulletin, Rep.
Davis submitted the bill in order to help
save the Wagon Wheel, a seasonallyopened restaurant located in the town of
Abbot. According to the sponsor and the
restaurant’s manager, the owners of the
building would have to invest $30,000 to
meet the state’s sprinkler law.
MMA opposed LD 123. If sprinklers
are necessary for public safety purposes
for places of public accommodation, that
public safety issue applies whether the

nightclub or restaurant is open year round
or just a few months of the year.
The work session discussion on LD
123 focused on the fact that with certain
accommodations (i.e., limiting the type
of live entertainment offered, amending
seating capacity to fewer than 100, etc.)
the establishment could continue to operate without having to meet the sprinkler
mandate.
There was general agreement among
Committee members that under current
Life Safety Code regulations, there exists
the flexibility necessary for the state’s Fire
Marshall to work with business owners
to extinguish sprinkler-related issues. In
short, a majority of the Committee believe
that state-level public safety goals can be
achieved without placing costly mandates
on Maine’s seasonal businesses.

Snow Happens (cont’d)
that this annual waste discharge license
fee costs $319. Again, reference was
made to the CWA as the opponents had
in their testimony. The DEP testimony
went on to say that most municipalities
are exempt from applying for a waste
discharge license, and that currently ten
municipalities are required to get a license.
The testimony was concluded with the
statement that the DEP would be more
than happy to work with the interested
parties to review the rules, which have
not been reviewed in a number of years.
The DEP position is that may be time to
review these rules in order to determine if
there is a better approach, such changing
the licensing regime to a general permitting or permit-by-rule process.
The AG. The Attorney General’s
Office provided the Committee chairs
with an letter dated March 1st detailing
a potential consequence of passing LD
333. Section 402 of the CWA prohibits
point source discharges of pollutants into
navigable waters unless the discharger
obtains a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit from the
United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) or a delegated state, which
Maine is. Due to the fact that Maine is a
delegated state, the discharger only needs
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to obtain a single discharge license from
DEP, as opposed to two for states that do
not have the delegated state designation.
The concern is if the waste discharge
license process that DEP has in place
for snow dumps is no longer in place,
then it could jeopardize EPA’s approval
of Maine’s waste discharge license program. The fear is that if it does jeopardize
EPA’s approval, then it could result in the
loss of the delegated state designation.
Any change in DEP’s rules needs EPA’s
blessing concerning this issue. Hence,
the concern.
The Committee’s Discharge. At
the request of the committee, DEP, the
Town of Mexico and MMA are attempting to meet in order to come up with a
possible solution to this particular issue
before work session, if time allows. In
the meantime, if any municipalities have
some ideas as to how they would like to
see the eight conditions or any other section of the DEP’s rule in Chapter 573 (see
section entitled Background) amended,
please contact Greg Connors at gconnors@memun.org.
Work Session. The work session
has been scheduled for March 15th at
1:00 p.m. in room 216 in the Cross State
Office building.

LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS
NOTE: You should check your newspapers for Legal Notices as
there may be changes in the hearing schedule. Weekly schedules and
supplements are available at the Senate Office at the State House and
the Legislature’s web site at http://www.state.me.us/legis/senate/
Documents/hearing/ANPHFrame.htm. If you wish to have updates to
the Hearing Schedules e-mailed directly to you, sign up on the ANPH
homepage listed above. Work Session schedules and hearing updates
are available at the Legislative Information page at http://www.state.
me.us/legis/.

LD 520 – An Act To Allow a Waiver for On-premise Signs.

Wednesday, March 9
Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1316
LR 2067 (no LD # yet) – (Governor’s proposed biennial budget)
With the Joint Standing Committee on Health & Human Services
(Part of the discussion will include various proposals regarding social
services, children’s services, developmental disabilities, brain injury
and public health.)

Monday, March 7
Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1316

Education & Cultural Affairs
Room 202, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-3125

LR 2067 (no LD # yet) – An Act Making Unified Appropriations
and Allocations for the Expenditures of State Government, General
Fund and Other Funds, and Changing 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. (Governor’s proposed
biennial budget)

LD 389 – An Act To Exempt Certain Necessary School Auxiliary
Buildings for New Mechanical Systems from Referendum Requirements.
Labor, Commerce, Research & Economic Development
Room 220, Cross State Office Building, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1333

With the Joint Standing Committee on Health & Human Services
(Part of the discussion will include various proposals regarding public
assistance, General Assistance, and eligibility.)

LD 516 – An Act To Amend Maine Law To Conform with Federal Law
Regarding Employment Practices for Certain Minors.

Criminal Justice & Public Safety
Rm. 436, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1122

State & Local Government
Room 216, Cross State Office Building, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1330

LD 296 – An Act To Find Cost Savings and Efficiencies in the
Fingerprinting System for Criminal History Background Checks.

LD 497 – An Act To Amend the Powers and Duties of Municipal
Treasurers.

LD 352 – An Act To Amend Laws Governing Criminal History Record
Information.

LD 541 – An Act To Clarify the Boundary between the Town of Cushing
and the Town of Friendship.

Education & Cultural Affairs
Room 202, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-3125

LD 587 – An Act To Reduce the Cost of Delivering Certain State Services.

1:00 p.m.

LD 498 – An Act To Extend the Length of the School Day.

LD 607 – Resolution, Proposing an Amendment to the Constitution
of Maine To Require the Governor Be Elected by a Majority Vote.

Tuesday, March 8

Thursday, March 10

Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1316

Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1316

LR 2067 (no LD # yet) – (Governor’s proposed biennial budget)

LR 2067 (no LD # yet) – (Governor’s proposed biennial budget)

With the Joint Standing Committee on Health & Human Services
(Part of the discussion will include various proposals regarding elder
services and licensure of water system operators.)

With the Joint Standing Committee on Health & Human Services
(Part of the discussion will include various proposals regarding substance
abuse, adult mental health and departmental administration.)

Marine Resources
Room 214, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1337

Energy, Utilities & Technology
Room 211, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-4143

LD 210 – An Act Regarding The Saltwater Recreational Fishing Registry.

LD 493 – An Act To Provide Municipalities with Reciprocal Rights To
Rent Space for Street Lights on Utility Poles in Municipal Rights-of-way.

LD 308 – An Act Regarding the Saltwater Recreational Fishing Registry.

Transportation
Room 126, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-4148

Transportation
Room 126, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-4148

LD 454 – An Act To Permit Variation in Motor Vehicle Registration
Expiration Dates.

LD 576 – An Act To Make Supplemental Allocations from the Highway
Fund and Other Funds 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 Year Ending June 30,
2011.

LD 574 – An Act To Extend the Time of a Temporary Registration Plate.
LD 630 – An Act To Require Disability Registration Plates To Be
Renewed in Person When Registering at a Municipality.

LD 135 – An Act To Allow the Placement of Certain Road Signs That
Advertise a Small Business.
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Friday, March 11

LD 442 – An Act to Allow Year-round Placement of Cobble-trapping
Fences behind Established Seawalls.

Appropriations & Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1316

Labor, Commerce, Research & Economic Development
Room 220, Cross State Office Building, 9:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1333

LR 2067 (no LD # yet) – (Governor’s proposed biennial budget)
With the Joint Standing Committees on Health & Human Services.
The Joint Standing Committees on Criminal Justice & Public
Safety, Education & Cultural Services, Judiciary and Insurance
& Financial Services are invited to participate as well. (Part of the
discussion will include various Fund for a Healthy Maine proposals
in several state departments, and Dirigo Health.)

LD 447 – An Act To Raise the Minimum Wage.

Environment & Natural Resources
Room 214, Cross State Office Building, 9:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-4149

LD 147 – Resolve, To Provide $1,000,000 to the Fund for the Efficient
Delivery of Local and Regional Services.

LD 457 – An Act To Provide a Livable Wage for Maine Families.
Taxation
Room 127, State House, 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1552

LD 312 – An Act To Reinstate the Fund for the Efficient Delivery of
Local and Regional Services.

LD 256 – An Act To Amend the Law Regarding Repairing a Structure
in a Coastal Sand Dune System.

LD 451 – Resolve, To Study Adoption of the Streamlined Sales and
Use Tax Agreement.

LD 387 – An Act To Amend the Natural Resources Protection Act
Regarding Coastal Sand Dune Systems.

LD 623 – An Act To Reestablish the Municipal Revenue Sharing
Program as a Compact between the State and Municipal Governments.

LD 411 – Resolve, Regarding Legislative Review of Portions of Chapter
305: Permit by Rule Standards, Section 16, Activities in Coastal Dunes, a
Major Substantive Rule of the Department of Environmental Protection.

LD 762 – An Act To Provide Equitable Revenue-sharing Distribution.

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. During the course of the legislative session, many more
bills of municipal interest will be printed than there is space in the
Legislative Bulletin to describe. We would therefor 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.)

the counties in the areas of rural law enforcement, the delivery of human
services programs and highway maintenance would provide a savings to
the taxpayers.

LD 644 – An Act To Add Transit Services to the Growth Management
Program Comprehensive Plan. (Sponsored by Rep. Cotta of China;
additional cosponsors.)

This bill adds “transit services” to the list of transportation-related
systems that must be considered in the development of a municipality’s
comprehensive plan.

Criminal Justice & Public Safety

Taxation

LD 760 – An Act To Establish an Animal Abuser Registry. (Sponsored
by Rep. Stevens of Bangor; additional cosponsors.)
This bill requires anyone within the State’s boundaries for more
than 10 consecutive days who has been convicted of animal abuse
to register with the county sheriff. The bill details the information
the animal abuser must provide to the county sheriff as well as the
information the county sheriff must independently obtain about the
abuser. The bill requires each county sheriff to maintain a registry of
all animal abusers residing with the county’s boundaries, forward all
the registration information to the State Bureau of Identification, and
provide the registration information to every residence, school, humane
society, animal shelter and business within a ½ mile radius of the animal
abuser’s residence or location.

LD 500 – An Act To Create an Income Tax Checkoff To Benefit Libraries.
(Sponsored by Rep. Curtis of Madison; additional cosponsors.)
This bill establishes an income tax check-off, with the revenue
collected being used to provide grants to free public libraries to support
the enhancement of priority services established by the State Librarian.

LD 762 – An Act To Provide Equitable Revenue-sharing Distribution.
(Sponsored by Rep. Shaw of Standish; additional cosponsors.)

Municipal revenue sharing funds are distributed from the Local
Government Fund. Under current law 84% of the money in the Local
Government Fund is distributed under the “Rev 1” formula and 16% is
distributed under the “Rev II” formula, and those proportional distributions
are scheduled to change each year by a percentage point until July 1, 2014,
when the proportions get fixed at 80% for Rev I distribution and 20% for
Rev II distribution. This bill would fix the distribution proportions at 89%
for the Rev I distribution and 11% for the Rev II distribution.

Environment & Natural Resources

LD 781 – An Act To Establish Flushability Standards for Consumer
Products Advertised as Flushable. (Sponsored by Rep. Walsh Innes
of Yarmouth; additional cosponsors.)

Transportation

LD 630 – An Act To Require Disability Registration Plates To Be
Renewed in Person When Registering at a Municipality. (Sponsored
by Rep. Crafts of Lisbon; additional cosponsors.)

This bill prohibits the packaging or labeling of paper or woven consumer
products for distribution or sale in Maine if the package is labeled as a
“flushable” product or is otherwise safe for sewer an septic systems unless
the product meets a certain published acceptance criteria for flushability.

State & Local Government

This bill requires an applicant to present a certificate of disability in
person when the applicant applies to a municipality for an extension of a
disability plate or placard.

This “concept draft” bill proposes to have the state enter into pilot
projects with one or more counties to demonstrate whether contracting with

This bill provides that a person may not operate a motor vehicle while
engaging in text messaging.

LD 736 – An Act To Prohibit Texting while Driving. (Sponsored by
Sen. Diamond of Cumberland Cty; additional cosponsors.)

LD 587 – An Act To Reduce the Cost of Delivering Certain State
Services. (Sponsored by Rep. Fossel of Alna.)
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Mixed Bag - Committee Updates
Communities Trusted to
Make Own Big Box Retail
Development Decisions

The Informed Growth Act (IGA),
enacted by the Legislature in 2007, mandates that all retail developments of over
75,000 square feet undergo an impact
assessment, paid for by the developer,
to determine whether or not the proposal
will have a positive or negative impact on
the municipality and the region.
However, that mandate may soon be
repealed. On Wednesday this week the
State and Local Government Committee
voted by a margin of 9 to 3 “ought to
pass as amended” on LD 322, An Act to
Repeal the Informed Growth Act. This
vote signals that local legislative bodies are just as qualified as state-level
policymakers to determine how best to
regulate development at the local level.
As amended by the majority of the
Committee, the bill repeals the mandatory
aspects of the law and instead enables local town meetings or town/city councils
to decide whether or not to adopt the
provisions of IGA.
Although municipal officials sup-

ported the repeal of IGA as originally
proposed in LD 322, the “opt-in” approach achieves the same underlying
goal of enabling the residents, rather
than the state, to establish local-level
development policies.

No “Do Overs” in Elections

On Wednesday this week, the Veterans and Legal Affairs Committee
unanimously voted to support an amended
version of LD 179, An Act to Prohibit the
Issuance of a 2nd Absentee Ballot under
Certain Circumstances. The intent of the
bill is to clarify that a voter’s decision to
change his or her mind after submitting
an absentee ballot does not constitute
“good cause” for the purpose of issuing
a second absentee ballot.
Although the amended language has
not yet been finalized, the law would
clarify that once a voter has marked an
absentee ballot and relinquished custody
of that marked ballot to the municipal
clerk, that voter cannot be reissued the
same ballot. The use of the term “same
ballot” is important, because absentee
voters would still be allowed to mark
a “new” ballot if for some reason the
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originally issued ballot is revised (e.g.,
one of the candidates dies.).
Municipal officials support LD 179.

Split Vote on Fee Increases

On Thursday this week, the Transportation Committee evenly split its vote
on LD 288, An Act to Amend the Laws
Governing the Municipal Motor Vehicle
Registration and License Agent Fees,
with six members in support and six in
opposition to the initiative.
LD 288 increases the fees municipalities can charge for providing vehicle
licensing and registration services. As
proposed, the fee for new registrations
would increase from $4 to $6 and from
$3 to $5 for renewals. The increase to
the fees charged would help alleviate
the administrative cost incurred by municipalities to provide this public service.
This fee was last adjusted in 1991.
While there was general agreement
that municipalities are providing a good
service on behalf of the state, one-half of
the members believe that now is not the
right time to shift additional burdens on
the tax and fee paying residents of Maine.
Municipal officials support LD 288.

