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Gat chi ngUp Wt hAopropri at 1 ons

TheAppropriationsCommittee has
held public hearings for the last two
weekscovering all elementsof Gover-
nor King' sproposed supplemental bud-
get which attempts to bridge a $272
million gap between revenues and ex-
penditures over the remaining 17
monthsof theFY 02-03 biennium. The
publictestimony hashel ped better iden-
tify theimpacts of the proposed budget
on municipal government. What fol-
lows is a list of those municipal im-
pacts roughly assembled according to
their financial priorities.

GPA. Just as Governor King an-
nouncedwhen heinitially unveiled his
budget on January 8, the document
proposes no reduction to the $718 mil-
lion appropriationfor General Purpose
Aidto Educationfor FY 03. Although
many legislators left the State House
last spring with the intention of boost-
ing next year’ sGPA appropriationthis
session, thelegislative and gubernato-
rial game plan for education subsidy
has now switched from offense to de-
fense. Many of the proposed cutsinthe
supplemental budget, as unpalatable
asthey are, areonly there becausethey
areslightly lessunpal atablethan whole-
salereductionsin state subsidy for K-
12 education. The municipalities rec-
ognize how difficult it is to protect
such a large part of the overall state
budget from reductions, and they very
much appreciatetheeffortsof the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature to do so.

Curtailment of special education
reimbursement for state agency cli-
ents. Protection of the $718 million
FY 03 appropriation of GPA isagood
thing, but at the same time there are
growing signs that the gross appro-
priation for GPA isinadequate. In the

list of hitsto municipalities, the most
pernicious is actually nowhere to be
found within the supplemental budget
document. Itistherecently announced
curtailment by the Department of Edu-
cation of reimbursement to munici-

palitiesfor the special education costs

associated with state agency clients.
“State agency clients” are chil-
dren who are wards of the state and
who livein foster care or group home
settings throughout Maine. It is the
state’ s policy to pay 100% of the spe-
cial education coststhat amunicipality
(continued on page 2)

MVAPosi tion M sreport ed

In its January 17, 2002 issue of
Impact, the Maine State Chamber of
Commerce published alist of organi-
zations that opposed the proposed lo-
cal option salestax, LD 883, The Debt
AvoidanceAct.

Inthat publishedlist of opponents,
the Maine State Chamber erroneously
included the Maine Municipal Asso-
ciation. MMA’stestimony in support
was not particularly subtle or hard to
follow, so it is difficult to understand
how the business |obby might confuse
our supportivetestimony with opposi-
tion.

Many of the state’ s service center
communities need some help, it is as
painfully simple as that. Throughout
the last several weeks of formal and
informal debate on the local option
sales tax proposal, no one has denied
theneedfor theregional capital invest-
ments envisioned in the bill. Thereis
also a general recognition of the need
to finance these investments with a
mechanism other than the property tax,
which is maxed-out in many of the
communitieswherethisinfrastructure
belongs.

MMA’s 70-member Legislative
Policy Committeevoted almost unani-
mously infavor of the Debt Avoidance
Act and that vote was conveyed to the
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Taxation Committeeat the public hear-
ing on LD 883. The municipalities
favor thelocal option becausethe Debt
Avoidance Act provides a reasonable
tool for communitiesthat strongly sup-
port regional economiesandit hasbeen
tailored for maximum accountability.
It can only be employed by a vote of
thepeople, for specific capital projects
that benefit aregion, to raise specific
amounts of money, and for limited
durations.

At this same public hearing, the
Maine State Chamber agreed that the
regional service center communities
needed to be abletofinanceimportant,
regionally valuable projects. The
Chamber of Commerce objected, how-
ever, to the proposed local option tax
as a solution. Instead, the Chamber
argued somewhat cryptically, govern-
ment should be organized more effi-
ciently and regional governance au-
thorities should be created and autho-
rizedtofinanceregional facilities. This
new level of district governance, the
Chamber issuggesting, wouldresultin
greater efficiency.

Therecord should show that not-
withstanding the Maine State
Chamber’ sreporting, MMA strongly
supports the Debt Avoidance Act.
(GH)



APPROPR ATI ONS(cont ' d)

might be exposed to with respect to
these children, but that policy doesnot
have the force of law because it only
applies to the extent the Legislature
appropriates money for that purpose.
The appropriation for this purposeisa
“special adjustment” line within the
overall GPA appropriation. For the
present fiscal year (FY 02) the
Legislature’ sappropriation for special
ed reimbursement for state agency cli-
entswas$21 million. The Department
of Educationrecently revealed that the
appropriation would be insufficient,
andthat these state agency client reim-
bursements for the current fiscal year
(FY 02) will be postponed into FY 03,
and those state obligations as well as
the FY 03 obligations will be “pro-
rated” among the affected school sys-
tems, rather than fully funded.

There are between three and four
thousand “state agency clients” in
Maine, approximately 1,400 of whom
receive special education services.
Short fundinginthisareahasoccurred
beforeduringthe 1990s, and it appears
that within the turbulent political dy-
namic that ultimately results in the
Legislature's appropriation for GPA,
there are political pulls and tugs be-
tween the various structural lines that
make up the whole GPA
appropriation...atension between the
various special adjustment lines, the
hardship cushion appropriations that
have become a structural part of the
GPA formula, and the general opera-
tional and program “allocation” lines.
All of these tussles can result in this
special education appropriation being
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short-changed.

Failure to properly reimburse for
the special education costs associated
with stateagency clientsisakick inthe
teeth. Thisdecision, whichisultimately
theLegislature’'s, putsimmediate, un-
expected and significant holesin exist-
ing school operating budgets, affect-
ing both rural and urban school dis-
tricts throughout the state. The pro-
jected shortfall in this reimbursement
line for the current fiscal year is $8
million. Even though the Department
is recommending shifting some ac-
counts around to provide a 25% in-
creasetothisappropriationfor the next
fiscal year, the costs of special educa-
tion servicesfor thesechildren arespik-
ing so fast, even a budgetary boost of
that magnitude will be too little, too
late. The grosstransfer to the property
tax and the extraordinary disincentive
thisdecision createswith respect tothe
establishment of group homes add up
to remarkably bad public policy.

M edicaid cutsand ambulance co-
pays. There are a range of cuts in
Governor King's proposed budget in
the Medicaid area including reducing
Medicaid reimbursements to nursing
home and physician providers, drop-
ping of some extended Medicaid ser-
vicessuch aspodiatry and chiropracty,
and of particular interest to munici-
palities the “Medicaid Part B Cross-
over” cut that would discontinue cov-
ering a portion of the ambulance fee
that is charged to senior citizens who
require ambulance services and who
arealso Medicaid eligible.

Thegovernment based senior citi-
zen medical insurance program, Medi-
care, covers80% of the purported (but
lessthan actual) costs of an ambulance
chargeto asenior citizen. The Medic-
aid Part B Crossover program allowed
for the 20% co-pay to becovered under
the Medicaid program for all senior
citizenswho qualify for Medicaid. This
co-pay coverage would be eliminated
according to the proposed supplemen-
tal budget, “saving” the state about
$300,000 for thisfiscal year and $1.25
million for FY 03. Thiscut also helps
relievethefederal budget by twicethose
sums becausetwo federal dollarsmatch
every state dollar under Medicaid.

These “savings’ for the state and fed-
eral government aredirect lossesat the
local level because those ambulance
transports for the senior citizens will
still beprovided, but the municipal and
municipally subsidized ambulance
companies will simply have to eat the
CO-pay.

This Medicaid cut is one among
several that the Governor has already
proposed to restore should the state
revenue projection improve when the
Revenue Forecasting Committeel ooks
into its crystal ball again at the end of
February. If the staterevenue doesnot
improveand the L egislatureenactsthis
particular Medicaid cut, municipal of-
ficials can expect immediate requests
for increased support from the prop-
erty tax for ambulance services,
whether provided by a municipal de-
partment or under contract with apub-
licor privateregional ambulancecom-
pany.

The LURC tax. The proposed
budget also tossesin arevenueraising
proposal to shift some support for the
Land Use Regulatory Commission
(LURC) fromthestate’ sGeneral Fund
to the property tax. LURC isthe plan-
ning board for theunorganized territo-
riesand 39 plantationsand municipali-
ties that were unorganized territories
30yearsagowhen LURC was created.

Therevenue-raising schemewould
assessanew $5,000 tax against each of
the 39 organized municipalitieswithin
LURC’ sjurisdiction.

Ron Lovaglio, the Commissioner
of the Department of Conservation,
toldthe Appropriations Committeethat
LURC provides about 450 land use
permits ayear to property ownersliv-
ing in the 39 organized communities.
During thelast six year period, people
in the most populous of these small
communities received as many as 55
permits per year on average but in the
smaller plantationsthe annual permit-
ting rate is less than 1 permit a year.
Despite that disparity in activity, the
proposal would allow LURC to assess
$5,000 annual assessmentsagainst each
community. These proposed assess-
mentsareinadditiontothepermitfees
that the applicantsarerequired to pay.

(continued on page 8)



Sol 1 dWast e and t he
Publ | cBenef it Test

The Natural Resources Commit-
tee held awork session thisweek on
LD 2005, An Act to Ensure the Pub-
lic Benefits of Solid Waste Facilities
(Sponsor Rep. Glenn Cummings,
Portland).

Supported by MMA’s Legisla-
tive Policy Committee, LD 2005
would extend the applicability of the
public benefit determination test to
include large commercial transfer
stationsand would also require solid
waste disposal facilities that cur-
rently have alicense for a particular
classification of waste to receive a
determination of substantial public
benefit prior to accepting another
class of waste.

The Committee seemed to be all
over the place on this bill. The first
motion coming right out of the gate
was “ought not to pass’.

Rep. Dick Crabtree (Hope)
wanted to penetrate the issue alittle
deeper. Framing the question, Rep.
Crabtree asked his colleagueson the
Committee why it shouldn’t be the
case that when the Legislatureiden-
tifies a problem (e.g., solid waste
disposal) and then through legal
mandates, regulatory mandates and
“regulatory enthusiasm” inducesthe
municipalities to build and operate
waste to energy facilities at a long-
term financial commitment, the L eg-
islature should provide some protec-
tion to those financial commitments
as a matter of public policy?

Sen. John Martin (Aroostook
Cty.) agreed that it was legislative
action that enticed municipalities
such as Regional Waste Systems to
go into operation.

Rep. Scott Cowger (Hallowell)
said he would have a difficult time
placing transfer stationsin the same
category as end-use disposal facili-
ties and thus he would not support
that component of the bill. On the

other hand, Rep. Cowger thought an
application to receive another class
of waste may bethe appropriatetime
to revisit the disposal permit since
Maine haslimited disposal capacity.

Rep. Bob Daigle (Arundel) stated
that he could not support LD 2005.
Rep. Daigle believesthe moreratio-

nal solutionisto remove solid waste
disposal from the competitive mar-
ket and deem it a utility, thereby
falling under the Public Utility
Commission’ sregulation.

In an attempt to wade through
the disparate opinions, Sen. Martin
suggested that the private disposal
facilities, quasi-municipal facilities,
and DEP hammer out a framework
agreement that would govern theflow
of municipal solid waste for the ex-
tended duration. The Committeewill
be reviewing the efforts of the three
interest groups at the next work
session on February 5. (KH)

O g Saf e Bl ues

On Thursday thisweek the Utili-
ties and Energy Committee held a
public hearing on LD 2024, An Act to
Improve the Safety Provided by the
Underground Facilities Protection
Law. Developed by the Public Util-
ity Commission, this bill would
sweep municipalities with water or
sewer systemsinto “Dig Safe” mem-
bership, for afee.

From the municipal perspective,
one of the most troublesome aspects
of the bill isthe mandatory Dig Safe
membership by public water and
sewer systems. The PUC testified
that the purpose of the Dig Safe sys-
tem is to avoid hitting underground
facilities during excavation. His-
torically, the system was created to
ensure safety during excavation with
respect to gas and electric lines bur-
ied below the ground, but the PUC
testified that including sewer and
water utilitiesin the program would
provide an increased public benefit,
not to mentionincreased feesfor the
program.

The Committee heard testimony
from the Superintendents of the Au-
gusta Sanitary District, Kennebunk
Water District, the Assistant Gen-
eral Manager of the Brunswick Sewer
District and MMA that the costs as-
sociated with participation in the

system would be an unwelcome ex-
pense to pass on to the ratepayers.
According to Dale Glidden, Super-
intendent of the Augusta Sanitary
District, mandated participation
would hit the Augusta ratepayers
twice, once on the sewer bill and
once on the water bill.

A representative of the Maine
Water Utilities Association testified
that there is a lack of documented
incidents and violations that could
havebeen avoidedif the utilitieswere
Dig Safe members. A representa-
tive from the Maine Waste Water
Control Association, aswell as sev-
eral other water utilities echoed this
sentiment.

Thesecond component of thebill
that was particularly troublesomefor
public utilitiesistherequirement that
the utility would also become re-
sponsiblefor locating the sewer lines
from the road to the home owner’s
property. According to the Maine
Waste Water Control Association,
accurate records depicting these pri-
vate lines do not exist and further-
more, they are under the ownership
and control of the individual home-
owner rather than the utility. The
Maine Rural Water Association tes-
tified asto theintrinsic difficulty of
locating these private lines. (KH)



Reapportionnent B | |

Support ed

On Monday of thisweek, the State
and Local Government Committee
unanimously voted to support an
amended LD 1943, An Act to Clarify
Municipal Reapportionment Author-
ity.

As originally proposed, LD 1943
would have amended Title 30-A, sec-
tion 2503 to enable local officialsin
municipalities with election wards to
maximizethetimeallotted in existing
law to enact reapportionment ordi-
nances. Current law suggests that
municipalities have 18 months after
the release of U.S. Census data to es-
tablish new ward boundariesto ensure
that each ward contains an equal num-
ber of voters in order to preserve the
one-voter-one-voteprinciple.

Some lawyers interpret that law,
however, to mean that the effective
widow of reapportionment is much
shorter than that 18 month period be-
cause that same statute requires that
reapportionment to also occur 90 days
before any elections held after the re-
lease of U.S. Census data.

For example, the official release
date of the 2000 US Census data was
March 2001. If the existing law is
strictly applied, municipalities with
wardsand November electionshad only
five months in which to adopt a reap-
portionment ordinance. Because the
general election isheld in November,
municipalitieswould have had to adopt
a reapportionment ordinance by Au-
gust 6, 2001, which was ninety days
before the November election. The
penalty for failingto meet thedeadline
isto elect candidates “ at large” rather
than by ward, completely disrupting
the local ward process.

Although the printed bill was
merely clarifying the existing process
to make it more workable for munici-
palities, another issue cropped up dur-
ing the debate. Thanksto the efforts of
the bill’ s sponsor Rep. Bill Schneider
(Durham), the second issue was ad-
dressed as well, and LD 1943 was

By MVA

amended to allow a municipality to
postpone adopting itsreapportionment
ordinance up to twelve months after
the Legislature has reapportioned its
own legislativedistricts.

According to the Maine Constitu-
tion, theLegislatureisrequiredto adopt
its own reapportionment recommen-
dations for the legislative districts in
every year that endsin‘3’. Dueto the
timetablesestablishedin current Maine
law, municipalities must adopt their
ordinances nine months before the
Legislature adoptsit new districts.

The municipal officials in ward
municipalities believe that allowing
municipalities to reapportion local
wards based on the outcome of the
reapportioned state districtswould as-
sistin alleviating some of the election
day problems that can occur. Often
whenthewrong state ballot isissued to
avoter, itisbecausethestateand | ocal
districts do not coincide. In some of
Maine'slarger cities, it is possible for
two neighborsin oneward to berepre-
sented by onemunicipal councilor, but
by two different House members.

MMA believesthat LD 1943 will
assist municipalitiesin creating local
election wardsthat coincideinsofar as
possiblewith state districts, all for the
purpose of enhancing the el ection pro-
cess. The Stateand Local Government
Committee has given a unanimous
“ought to pass as amended” report to
LD 1943. (KD)

Tl F Qver haul

OnTuesday, January 29"the Taxa-
tion Committee held a public hearing
on, LD 1966, An Act to Amend the
Laws Relating to Development Dis-
tricts. LD 1966 restructures the tax
increment financing laws (TIF) that
since 1985 have been amended into an
unorganized, user-unfriendly patch-
work.

AccordingtoAlanBrigham, Policy
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Director for Maine’s Department of
Economic and Community Develop-
ment (DECD), LD 1966 addresses
many concerns that have been raised
over the past few years regarding the
confusion and lack of organization
within the existing TIF law.

Although most of the twenty-four
pages of underlined text in the bill is
merely existing TIF law in a reorga-
nized format, LD 1966 does address
two new policy issues.

Under existing TIF laws the cost
of improvementsmade outsidethe TIF
district with the increment’ srevenues
are limited to those that directly or
reasonably relate to the district, such
as hard costs for water and sewer and
related soft costsfor public safety, eco-
nomic development and employee
training.

As proposed, a new provision in
the TIF law would authorize munici-
palities to utilize revenues generated
in one TIF district for reinvestment
downtown. For example, the change
would authorizethe City of Augustato
invest TIF revenue generated by a
cross-town mall development in the
City’ sdowntown tax increment financ-
ing district. The intent of this provi-
sionistoprovidemunicipalitieswitha
tool to mitigate the adverse impacts
new mall development could have on
an existing downtown.

A second policy change proposed
in LD 1966 more narrowly targets the
use of revenue generated in special
exception TIF districts.

Under existing TIF laws the as-
sessed value of aproposed TIF district
cannot exceed 5% of a community’s
total assessed valueasthegeneral rule.
Thereis an exception, however, when
the development in the TIF district
exceeds $10 million. Currently, asis
the case with regular TIF districts, a
municipality can use the TIF revenue
generated by these larger projectsout-
sidethe TIF district when those expen-
ditures are directly or reasonable re-
lated to the district. LD 1966 amends
TIFlaw tolimit the use of these special
exception revenuesto purposes exclu-
sively within the TIF district.

The Taxation Committee will be
working the bill on Friday, February
1. (KD)



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
Houseand at the Legislature’ swebsiteat http://janus.state.me.us/
legis. If you would like to be notified by e-mail of updates to the
schedule and web page, send your name, e-mail address, and a
messagethat includes“ ANPH UPDATE” tothe Senate Webmaster
at webmaster_senate@state.me.us.

Monday, February 4
Inland Fisheries & Wildlife
Room 206, Cross State Office Bldg., 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1338
LD 1895 — An Act to Clarify the Lines of Effort in a Search and
Rescue Operation. (Sponsored by Sen. Cathcart of Penobscot
County; additional cosponsors)

Natural Resources

Room 437, State House, 1:30 p.m.

Tel: 287-4149

WORK SESSION: LD 1964 — An Act to Amend Certain Laws
Administered by the Department of Environmental Protection.
(Sponsored by Sen. Martin of Aroostook County; additional
COSpOoNsor)

Tuesday, February 5
Education & Cultural Affairs
Room 214, Cross State Office Building
Tel: 287-3125
1:00 p.m. (Work Session will immediately follow hearing)

LD 2074 — An Act to Increase the Debt Limit of the Calais School
District. (After Deadline) (Emergency) (Sponsored by Sen.
Shorey of Washington County; additional cosponsor)

Judiciary

Room 438, State House, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-1327

LD 2019 — An Act to Protect Victims of Domestic Violence,
Sexual Assault and Stalking. (Sponsored by Speaker Sax| of
Portland; additional cosponsors)

LD 1904 — An Act to Require Tax-exempt Corporations to File
Copies of Federal Internal Revenue Service Form 990 with the
Secretary of State. (Sponsored by Sen. Bennett of Oxford County)

LD 2083 — An Act to Correct Errors and Inconsistencies in the
Laws of Maine. (Emergency) (Reported by Rep. LaVerdiere for
the Revisor of Statutes pursuant to Maine Revised Statutes, Title
1, section 94)

Labor

Room 220, Cross State Office Bldg., 1:30 p.m.

Tel: 287-1333

WORK SESSION: LD 1946 — An Act to Safeguard Volunteer
Firefighters’ Regular Employment. (Sponsored by Rep. Hutton of
Bowdoinham; additional cosponsors)

Wednesday, February 6
Transportation
Room 126, State House, 1:30 p.m.
Tel: 287-4148
LD 2020 — An Act to Promote the Fiscal Sustainability of the
Highway Fund. (Sponsored by Rep. Fisher of Brewer; additional
COSpoNsors)

Thursday, February 7
Legal & Veterans Affairs
Room 436, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1310
LD 2063 — An Act to Require Timely Consideration of Appeals of
Decisions of the Registrar of Voters. (After Deadline) (Presented
by Rep. Lemoine of Old Orchard Beach)

Marine Resources

Room 437, State House, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-1337

Draft proposal to make changesto thelaws governing acquaculture
leasing.

Monday, February 11
Inland Fisheries & Wildlife
Room 206, Cross State Office Bldg., 10:00 a.m.
Tel: 287-1338
LD 2081 — An Act to Implement the Unanimous and the Mgjority
Recommendations of the Commission to Study Equity in the
Distribution of Gas Tax Revenues Attributable to Snowmobiles,
All-terrain Vehicles and Watercraft. (Reported by Rep. Clark for
the Commission to Study Equity in the Distribution of Gas Tax
Revenues Attributable to Snowmobiles, All-terrain Vehicles and
Watercraft pursuant to Resolve 2001, chapter 68)

Natural Resources

Room 437, State House, 9:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-4149

LD 2049 — An Act to Authorize the Transfer of Development
Rights. (Reported by Rep. Koffman for the Joint Study Committee
to Study Growth Management pursuant to Joint Order 2001, H.P.
1330.)

LD 2094 — An Act to Encourage Regionalism in Municipal
Growth Management. (Reported by Rep. Koffman for the Joint
Study Committee to Study Growth Management Pursuant to Joint
Order 2001, H.P. 1330)

LD 2070 — An Act to Establish the Community Preservation
Advisory Committee. (Reported by Rep. Koffman for the Joint
Study Committee to Study Growth Management pursuant to Joint
Order 2001, H.P. 1330)

LD 2061 — An Act to Establish a Pilot Project Program to Provide
Incentives for Multimunicipal Development. (Reported by Rep.
Koffman for the Joint Study Committee to Study Growth
Management pursuant to Joint Order 2001, H.P. 1330)

LD 2062 — An Act to Clarify the Use of Municipal Rate of Growth
Ordinances. (Reported by Rep. Koffman for the Joint Study
Committee to Study Growth Management pursuant to Joint Order
2001, H.P. 1330)

LD 2071 — An Act to Amend the Law Relating to Growth-related
Capital Investments. (Reported by Rep. Koffman for the Joint
Study Committee to Study Growth Management pursuant to Joint
Order 2001, H.P. 1330)



IN THE HOPPER

(The bill summaries are written by MMA staff and are not
necessarily theproposed bill’ ssummary statement or an excer pt
of that summary statement. A more comprehensivelist of LDs
(of municipal interest) that have been put in the Hopper can be
found on MMA's website, www.memun.org)

Natural Resour ces
LD 2094 —AnActto Encourage RegionalisminMunicipal
Growth Management. (Reported by Rep. Koffmanfor the Joint
Study Committee to Study Growth Management Pursuant to

Joint Order 2001, H.P. 1330)

This bill would define a single municipality or a group of
municipalities as a “planning district” and then sweep through
Maine’s Growth Management Act replacing the term
“municipality” wherever it is found with the term “planning
district”, all onthetheory that the new designation would encourage
regional approaches to planning. The bill would also add some
new concepts and requirements to the Growth Management Act,
such asdefining: (1) designated “rural areas” as places “away from
which most development projected over 10 yearsis diverted”: (2)
“critical rural areas” as subsections of the rural areas that deserve
maximum protection, further suggesting that the “planning
districts” should identify their critical rural areas and implement
“proactive” management strategies; (3) “transitional areas’ as
designated portions of the “planning district” that can accept some
growth but not the amount of growth that should be directed to the
growth areas; and (4) “critical waterfront areas”.

APPRCPR ATI ONS (cont ' d)

The Commissioner said that the pro-
posal was seeking a certain type of
equity because 10% of theentireLURC
budget i sassessed agai nst the property
owners in the unorganized territories,
but there is no parallel assessment
against the organized communities.
On arelated issue, MMA testified
that some of the affected communities
have begun to ook into the process of
establishingamunicipal land useregu-
latory system to get out from under
LURC, but the rules governing that
process are not entirely clear. Some
parts of the law suggest that the adop-
tion of some minimum ordinances is
all that isnecessary; otherssuggest the
need to develop a full-blown growth
management programincluding acom-
prehensiveplandeterminedto be* con-
sistent” with the Growth Management

Act by the State Planning Office (SPO).
MMA suggested that as a matter of
fairness the process to get out from
under LURC should beclarified if the
new taxes are going to be levied.
Comprehensive Planning Grant
Reductions. The Governor’ sproposed
budget cuts $75,000 in Growth Man-
agement planning grants to the mu-
nicipalities in the present fiscal year.
To put that cut into context, theannual
legislative appropriation to provide a
range of land use planning grants is
$250,000, 10% of which is used by
SPO for technical assistance purposes
and 90% of which is distributed as
grantsto thetownsand cities. Accord-
ingtotheland useplannersat SPO, this
33% cut tothe state’ sGrowth Manage-
ment budget represents approximately
5 comprehensive planning grants that
won't be offered, or 8 implementation
grants or 7 grants for comprehensive

plan updates.

In another context, over the next
several weeksagaggleof growth man-
agement billswill be reviewed by the
Natural Resources Committeeand con-
sidered by the L egislature. Most of this
legislation was generated by alegisla-
tively-created growth management
study group or SPO directly. Several
of these billsin different waysrestrict
homeruleauthority regarding land use
regulation, establish additional com-
prehensive planning requirements, pro-
mote“ planning districts”, preempt lo-
cal minimum lot sizes in sewered ar-
eas, and add yet another layer of pref-
erential priority for “smart growth”
communities to access economic de-
velopment capital fromthe CDBG pro-
gram and a similar state program that
has never in its history been capital-
ized. (GH)



