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Governor's Tax Reform Proposal
Governor Baldacci released his

long-awaited tax reform package on

Thursday this week. The Governor

immediately emphasized that he con-

siders the plan described in a 14-page

concept draft to be a “fiscal reform” –

rather than a “tax reform” – package.

That package appears to have been

developed with the considerable influ-

ence of the idustrial and business lobby

and Evan Richert, the former director

of the State Planning Office under the

administration of Angus King.

The Governor’s proposal is spe-

cifically and expressly designed to be

placed on the ballot on November 4,

2003 as a “competing measure” against

the citizen-initiated School Finance

and Tax Reform Act of 2003. The School

Finance Act was initially drafted by a

group of municipal officials working

within MMA and is now being ad-

vanced by a wider group, the Citizens

for Local Property Tax Relief State-

wide. The initiated measure received a

record 100,000 signatures in a single

day of petitioning last November and

is widely acknowledged, by critics and

proponents alike, to have brought the

tax reform debate center stage.

Apparently, the specific compet-

ing measure proposed by the Governor

will not be available until next week as

an actual bill. Until then, a clear finan-

cial analysis of the Governor’s fiscal

reform plan will be largely guesswork

because the conceptual proposal is

fuzzy on the math.

The Governor’s plan comes in three

phases and is designed to be rolled out

over an extended period of time. The

press packet released on Thursday fo-

cuses most specifically on Phase I.

Phase II and Phase III, whenever they

kick in, are described in their entirety

as follows:

“Phase II builds on the efforts of

Phase I to reduce tax burden and in-

crease competitiveness by attacking

the issue of sprawl which is driving

costs across all levels of government,

by assembling a comprehensive relief

package to strengthen Maine’s service

center communities, by actively seek-

ing energy efficiencies and by imple-

menting key recommendation from the

Blaine House Conference on Natural

Resource-Based Industries (including

working waterfront proposals) and the

Creative Economy….Once efficiencies

are in place, Phase III will consider

further re-balancing of the system to

achieve the other principles of reform

such as stability, fairness, tax mix and

exportability.”

Phase I. The more immediate ele-

ments of the Governor’s tax reform plan

are as follows:

Repeal the Homestead Exemp-

tion. The Homestead property tax ex-

emption would be repealed and most of

those $35 million in state “savings”

would be converted into an expansion

of the Circuit Breaker property tax and

rent rebate program. Instead of an up-

front exemption, the property tax and

rent relief would be delivered as a check

in the mail from Augusta to income

qualified applicants.

Personal Property Tax Repeal.

The personal property tax on business

machinery and equipment would be

repealed in a going-forward manner,

effectively eliminating approximately

10% of the municipal tax base state-

wide after the repeal is fully phased in.

That tax base, however, is concentrated

in approximately 50 industrial and

service center municipalities, where the

property tax burden would be shifted

from the industrial to the residential

and small business sectors. From some

perspective, the proposal is seductive

because in the first year the burden

shift is subtle, but the negative prop-

erty tax impacts increase significantly

over time. Although the written pro-

posal is silent on the subject, the appar-

ent intention is to reimburse munici-

palities for 50% of the lost tax revenue

as required by the Constitution when-

ever the Legislature enacts a new prop-

erty tax exemption. Ultimately, 15 years

out and after netting-out the presumed

municipal reimbursement, the proposal

represents the elimination of about $80

million in municipal revenue in today’s

currency With the phased-in repeal of

the personal property tax, the state will

gradually reduce its exposure to the

100% Business Equipment Tax Reim-

bursement Program and replace it with

a 50% municipal reimbursement obli-

gation. That marginal differential in

reimbursement obligations, which is

practically nonexistent over the next

two biennia, is apparently the major

funding source for the “fiscal reform”

package.

Small Counties. Touted as the

“Sinclair Act II”, in reference to what

the Governor referred to as the “highly

successful” law that created Maine’s

School Administrative Districts

(SADs), the proposal provides for the

creation of a new level of government

that would be multi-municipal districts

consisting of at least 5 merged  munici-

palities, 2 merged school administra-

tive units, with a minimum population

of 20,000 people. These ”Municipal

(continued on page 2)
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Legislative proposals that have

fiscal impacts on the state treasury and

are poised to be finally enacted by the

Legislature are sent to “special tables”

where they sit until the budget bills are

finally adopted and an analysis is made

of how much free-floating state  rev-

enue still exists to fund the individual

bills. Even in the best of times, compe-

tition for funding among the bills on

these special tables is fierce.

The following is a sampling of

some of those bills on the “Special

Appropriations Table” and “Special

Highway Table” that have municipal

impacts. Final passage of these bills is

never assured until their funding is

finally secured.

LD 48 – An Act to Reduce Jail

Overcrowding.  (Sponsored by Rep.

Watson of Bath)

This bill requires that a person

whose probation is revoked must be re-

sentenced to that person’s original

Service Districts” or small counties

would be required to enact a charter

and form a representative, rather than

direct,  form of government.  To

“incentivize” the multi-municipal

mergers, the law would create a 5-year

window of opportunity to sign-up.

Towns that agree to the merger would

be provided four incentives: (1) tech-

nical assistance grants to facilitate the

merger; (2) state takeover of portions

of the county assessments; (3) a 10%

bonus in General Purpose Aid to Edu-

cation for a 5-year period; and (4) state

takeover of 50% of the municipal  debt.

The expected outcome of this new-

governance vision is described in the

Governor’s proposal as follows:  “Over

time, an estimated 60-80 municipal

service districts in Maine, each with an

elected council and a single school

board, would be created. Most would

be town or  small-city sized in terms of

population, but with much more clout.

They would control larger tax bases

and larger land areas, with many more

options for local economic develop-

ment, while maintaining  local identi-

ties. For example, a mid-sized munici-

pal service district might have a popu-

lation of 25,000, a tax base of $1 to $2

billion, and a jurisdiction of 300-500

square miles. It would have much

greater opportunities for economies of

scale, efficient growth, and reduced

costs.”

Local Option Sales Tax. The

Governor’s proposal would allow

Maine’s “service center” communities

and the new “Municipal Service Dis-

tricts” to impose a local option sales

tax to fund regional infrastructure

projects, such as civic centers or re-

gional auditoriums. Based on the nar-

rative description, the local option pro-

posal is essentially the same as devel-

oped by Evan Richert in 2001 and

promoted, albeit unsuccessfully, by the

administration of Governor King.

Essential Programs and Services.

The Governor’s plan urges the adop-

tion of the Essential Programs and Ser-

vices (EPS) school funding model, but

it doesn’t specify at what percentage of

state funding. EPS, by itself, doesn’t

specify what share of the statewide

school budget will be picked up by the

Legislature, but the Governor’s pro-

posal appears to be supporting the 5-

year phase-in of increased state fund-

ing for EPS so that in 2008 the state

share will be at 50%, where it will

remain. That proposal would override

and overturn the legislative intention

to provide at least 55% of the costs of

K-12 education, which has been in

Maine law since 1985 and never ful-

filled. Perhaps the Governor’s inten-

tion as to the enforceable state share of

education will become clearer when

the competing measure is printed as a

bill. If not, it would appear that the

Governor is supporting the phased-in

approach where EPS would come out of

the gate in an 84% “percentage reduc-

tion” format, whereby the state pledges

to pay 49% of 85% of the EPS alloca-

tion. “Percentage-reduction” method-

ology is where we are right now with

the GPA system, and it is also the sys-

tem Congress uses to avoid paying 40%

of the costs of special education, even

though 40% special education fund-

ing is Congress’s stated intention.

The narrative description  in the

press packet documents issued by the

Governor’s Office address the point as

follows: “My proposal gets us to 55%

education funding over 5 years in 2

ways: 1) It builds on the Essential Pro-

grams and Services method of school

funding currently before the Educa-

tion Committee. We need the Legisla-

ture to pass the Governor’s bill (sic)

this session; 2) And, it provides signifi-

cant State funds to municipalities that

form Municipal Service Districts and

direct (sic) savings to property tax re-

lief and education.”  It certainly re-

mains to be seen how we get to 53% of

education funding through a five-year

phase-in of “percentage reduction”

EPS, combined with municipal

districting incentive funds that are pro-

vided by capitalizing on a tax revenue

loss to municipalities.

Converted Income Tax Relief.

Current law ensures that the  four in-

come tax brackets are indexed annu-

ally for inflation so that a person   who

gets a cost-of-living pay raise won’t

get pushed into a new rate bracket. The

Governor’s proposal would exchange

at least some of the benefits that are

provided across all income  levels

through the bracket indexing process

for a reduction in the highest marginal

income tax rate from 8.5% to 7.5% over

time. The stated purpose of this con-

version of income tax benefit from

bracket relief to the highest marginal

rate is because the highest income tax

rate is considered by the business and

finance community as a major disin-

centive to investing in new businesses

and growing existing businesses.

(continued on page 6)
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The Department of Education dis-

tributed two spreadsheets on Wednes-

day this week to the members of the

Education and Taxation Committees,

who were convened in a joint work

session.  In different ways the spread-

sheets describe the implementation of

the Essential Programs and Services

(EPS) school funding model for each

school administrative unit in Maine.

Anyone interested in obtaining a copy

of those spreadsheets should feel free

to contact MMA’s Laura Veilleux at 1-

800-452-8786.

The 10-mill Cap Spreadsheet. The

most informative spreadsheet of the

two describes the impact of fully imple-

menting the EPS school funding model

and establishing a 10-mill property tax

cap for education.  This represents an

element of the tax reform plan under

consideration by the Taxation Com-

mittee. According to the Department’s

most recent fiscal analysis of the pro-

posal, establishing a 10-mill property

tax cap for education, with the state

paying the difference according to the

EPS model, would move the state share

of education funding from 43% of the

total to 51%, 4 percentage points shy

of the Legislature’s 20-year old, unful-

filled statutory intention.

The first column of that spread-

sheet identifies for the first time the

“total EPS allocation” for each school

administrative unit the state. The total

EPS allocation represents what the EPS

benchmarking formula calculates as

the total amount of combined state and

local funding each school administra-

tive unit should have to provide an

adequate education to meet the “Learn-

ing Results” standard.  The total EPS

allocation includes all funding for

operations, program costs (special ed.,

transportation, etc.) and debt service.

The only costs not reflected in the EPS

calculation are the so-called “adjust-

ments”, which are special subsidies for

out-of-district special education place-

ments, wards of the state, geographic

This session, two bills were sub-

mitted to address an existing Depart-

ment of Transportation (DOT) funding

practice that requires Maine’s larger

communities to contribute up to 15%

of the cost of state principal arterial,

minor arterial and major collector road

construction projects. That policy has

been operating for years without the

guidance of a statute, rule or any writ-

ten  policy statement whatsoever.  LD

832 would have required the state to

fund the entire cost of improvements to

state arterial and major collector roads,

unless the local legislative body voted

to financially participate in the project.

LD 1392 would have brought an “eq-

uity” to the process by reducing the

rate of contribution required by

Maine’s urban communities and recu-

isolation, etc.

The spreadsheet also describes the

maximum local contribution to that

total EPS allocation that would be re-

quired according to the 10-mill cap

proposal.  If the municipality support-

ing the school system is able to raise

the EPS allocation with a tax effort of

less than 10 mills, it would get no

subsidy from the state.  Otherwise, the

maximum amount the municipality

would have to raise to meet its educa-

tion obligation would be 10 mills, and

the state would provide the difference

up to the total EPS allocation.  The

voters would be free to raise more than

the total EPS allocation, but the state

would not participate in over-EPS

spending.

And the spreadsheet identifies the

state share for education that would be

provided under this new system for

each school unit, which is simply the

difference between the local revenue

raised under the 10 mill cap and the

total EPS calculation. Radically simple

in its design, the mill cap proposal

would effectively replace the current

school funding distribution calcula-

tion, which is based on a school unit’s

“fiscal capacity” (85% valuation, 15%

income) and is the focus of perennial

storms of political controversy.

For comparison purposes, the

spreadsheet finally describes the

amount of revenue raised locally for

education in FY 03 and each

municipality’s mill rate effort, mea-

sured in “full value”. As provided to

the Committee, the spreadsheet infor-

mation enables a rough assessment of

the financial impact of the 10-mill cap

proposal for any municipality in the

state.

EPS and “Percentage Reduction”

Methodologies. The second spread-

sheet is an attempt to show the first-

year impacts of implementing the EPS

system in a phased-in manner over the

next five years, without any tax reform

and with only a modest increase in

state funding for education. This infor-

mation provides a good idea of what

the Department of Education and Gov-

ernor Baldacci, apparently, will be rec-

ommending if no tax reform or major

education funding reform is embraced

by the Legislature.   In order to accom-

plish this phased-in approach, EPS

would only be funded at an 84% “tran-

sition percentage”, and the state would

only participate at a 49% share of that

“transition percentage”.  In essence,

EPS would be implemented but the

model would be manipulated to fit a

status-quo level of legislative appro-

priation. This phased-in proposal looks

very similar to the current “foundation

allocation” system, where the state

share is manufactured to fit the level of

appropriation, rather than the other way

around.

Although there is a growing inter-

est in adopting the EPS funding model

along with a mill rate cap system to

establish the maximum local share re-

quirements, no coherent proposals have

been identified to actually fund the

state’s proper share of school funding.

The spirit is willing, but the flesh is

weak.

Essential Programs &
Services and Tax Reform

DOT Stalls on
Info Request

(continued on page 6)
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As the June 18th statutory adjourn-

ment date approaches, the Legislature

continues to process bills of municipal

interest.  This week, the Legislature

took action on bills proposing to amend

the foreclosure process, implement the

Governor’s Pine Tree Zones economic

development proposal, establish a

$0.20 per gallon fee on the retail sale of

paint to fund household hazardous

waste collection programs, direct the

Department of Environmental Protec-

tion (DEP) to develop a mechanism for

the safe disposal of arsenic-treated

wood and limit municipal authority

over the adoption of ordinances regu-

lating the operation of ATVs.  Two

other initiatives, a bill proposing to

prohibit retroactive municipal ordi-

nances adopted through the citizen

initiative process and a bill to allow the

self-governance of water districts, re-

main solidly tabled in the Senate.

Foreclosure.  Both the House and

the Senate have now voted to support

the “ought not to pass” recommenda-

tion on LD 937, An Act To Require the

Net Proceeds from the Sale of a Fore-

closed Property To Be Returned to the

Former Owner.   A 5-member minority

of the Taxation Committee was push-

ing for an amended version of the bill

that would have required municipali-

ties to specially manage the funds re-

sulting from the sale of tax-acquired

property and reimburse the former

owner certain residual proceeds, as

banks would be required to do.

Arsenic-treated Wood Disposal

Process.   An amended version of LD

1309, An Act to Protect Public Health

by Reducing Human Exposure to Ar-

senic, received initial support from the

House and Senate this week, and it is

currently being held in the Senate.  The

most municipally relevant section of

the bill directs Maine DEP to develop

a plan to safely dispose of arsenic-

treated wood.  As directed by the bill,

the plan must include recommenda-

tions for: 1) separating and segregating

arsenic-treated wood at solid waste

Floor Work on Municipal
Issues Winds Down

handling facilities, 2) restricting the

combustion of arsenic-treated wood at

incineration facilities, biomass boilers

and other boilers; and 3) restricting the

disposal of arsenic-treated wood at

unlined landfills.   The proposed plan

must be submitted to the Legislature

by January 1, 2005.

Pine Tree Zones.   Both the mem-

bers of the House and Senate supported

an amended version of LD 1385, An Act

to Establish the Pine Tree Develop-

ment Zones Program.  This bill would

create the Pine Tree Development Zones

program. The program would be ad-

ministered by the Department of Eco-

nomic and Community Development

(DECD). Up to 8 Pine Tree Develop-

ment Zones would be created state-

wide, four in already-determined loca-

tions (Aroostook County,

Androscoggin Valley region,

Penobscot Valley region, and the Wash-

ington County-downeast region) and

four in other locations that meet cer-

tain criteria. For each Pine Tree Devel-

opment Zone, the legislative body or

bodies of a municipality or a group of

municipalities would have to vote to

designate the zone within their respec-

tive jurisdictions. If adopted by the

municipali ty or multi-municipal

groups, certain qualified businesses in

the manufacturing, technology and fi-

nancial services sectors would be en-

titled to a cluster of tax breaks if they

establish themselves within the desig-

nated zones. The tax breaks would run

for a 10-year period for qualifying busi-

nesses, and no tax benefits created by

the bill could be provided the qualify-

ing businesses after December 31,

2018. Those tax breaks would be: (1) a

sales tax exemption for the construc-

tion materials to build the facilities;

(2) a sales tax exemption for any tan-

gible personal property purchased for

use directly and primarily for that busi-

ness; (3) a 100% premium tax credit

(for the first 5-year period) and a 50%

premium tax credit (for the second 5-

year period) for qualifying insurance

companies; (4) a 100% income tax

exemption for the first 5-year period

and a 50% income tax exemption for

the second 5-year period; (5) a reim-

bursement to the qualifying business

for 80% of the employee withholding

(income) tax the business would other-

wise have to remit to the state; and (6)

whatever property tax benefits the

municipality with taxing jurisdiction

may provide through the Tax Incre-

ment Financing (TIF) program.  With

respect to TIFs, the bill provides that

the standard TIF limitations regarding

the maximum allowable value created

within a TIF district and the maximum

allowable land area designated as a TIF

district do not apply to TIF programs

created within Pine Tree zones.  DECD

is further directed to submit rules to the

Legislature by January 15, 2004 for the

implementation of the Pine Tree De-

velopment Zones program.  Since esti-

mates show that over the next four

years (2004-2007) the program’s in-

come and sales tax incentives will cost

the state $2.2 million, the bill has been

placed on the Special Appropriations

Table for funding before it can be fi-

nally enacted by the Legislature.

ATVs.  As reported last week, an

amendment to LD 1482, An Act To

Revise Certain Provision’s Of Maine’s

Fish and Wildlife Laws, would have

prohibited municipalities from enact-

ing ordinances that affect the “opera-

tion” of All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs).

The proposal was not part of the origi-

nal bill and MMA was surprised to

discover it in the unanimous “commit-

tee report” on LD 1482. Due to the

significant municipal feedback, a com-

promise was reached whereby munici-

palities will continue to have author-

ity to regulate ATVs with respect to

town-owned property, right of ways

and easements.  Otherwise, the opera-

tion of ATVs on private property many

not be regulated by municipalities ac-

cording to the bill.  The Governor has

just created by Executive Order a 13-

member group to study ATV regula-

tion, which does not include a munici-

pal representative.  Hopefully, munici-

palities will get an audience before

that task force so that the remaining

concerns with ATV activity on the lo-

(continued on page 5)
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cal level and the impact of deeply re-

stricting municipal regulatory author-

ity over that activity will get a fair

hearing.

Paint Fees.   The House and Senate

provided preliminary support for an

initiative imposing a $0.20 per gallon

fee on paint and $0.20 per container fee

on pesticides sold in Maine.   Ninety

percent of the revenue generated by the

fees imposed in LD 1549, An Act To

Fund Municipal Collection of House-

hold Hazardous Waste will be dedi-

cated to the Maine Solid Waste Man-

agement Fund and used as the state’s

cost-share to municipalities for the

operation of household hazardous

waste collection and recycling pro-

grams.  Up to 5% of the collected rev-

enue will be used by the Department of

Environmental Protection or State Plan-

ning Office to conduct education and

outreach programs, and up to 5% will

be used by the Department of Agricul-

ture to support the pesticide use mini-

mization goal established in statute.

Tabled Bill.  Two bills supported

by MMA’s Legislative Policy Com-

mittee (LPC) remain tabled in the Sen-

ate.  Since its May 13th debut, LD 1359,

An Act to Establish the Locally Gov-

erned Water Districts has been on the

Senate’s table. The bill would create a

4-year pilot program authorizing water

districts to be self-governed rather than

regulated by the Public Utilities Com-

mission, upon receiving approval from

the municipal officers in the munici-

palities where the water district is lo-

cated. Proponents of LD 1359 have

offered an amendment that limits the

number of participating water districts

in the program to 8; structures the pro-

gram so that the Portland Water District

is not obligated to participate, and

maintains PUC oversight of rate in-

creases for those communities served

by an “interconnection agreement”.

LD 389, An Act to Amend the Laws

Governing Municipal Citizen Initia-

tives and Referenda is also tabled in

the Senate.  The amended version of the

bill supported by the members of the

House would prohibit citizen petitions

on the municipal level that would ini-

tiate ordinance or bylaw changes that

have retroactive impacts if the munici-

pality uses a permitting process that

includes at least one advertised public

hearing.  The prohibition created by

this initiative would not apply to any

final approval regarding the disposal

of sludge or septage.   LD 389 has

received initial support from the House.

Fee Bills.    Perhaps fueled by the

Governor’s no tax increase pledge, pro-

posals seeking to increase existing fees

or adopt new fees have been popular

this session.  The Legislature has en-

acted the hunting and fishing licenses

fee increases in the Governors Part I

budget and has provided initial sup-

port for a proposed fee on gallons of

paint and containers of pesticides.

However, the interest in enacting other

fee increases seems to be waning as two

bills seeking fee increases are meeting

resistance in Legislature.

On Wednesday this week, a bill

that received unanimous support at the

Committee level was defeated in the

House by a margin of 82-63.The bill

was LD 1186, An Act To Revise the

Reimbursement by the County Jail Pris-

oner Support and Community Correc-

tions Fund and To Provide Additional

Support to County Jails. As amended,

the bill would change the formula used

to provide state financial assistance to

counties for the provision of county

jail and community corrections ser-

vices by reimbursing each county a

percentage of the total actual costs.

Also, in order to increase the state’s

share of funding county jail and com-

munity corrections, a 10% surcharge

would be assessed on every fine, forfei-

ture and penalty imposed by any Maine

court, except that the proposed sur-

charge would not be applied to fines on

overweight commercial vehicles.

Members of the House in opposi-

tion to the fine increases focused their

debate on two arguments.  First, the

opponents believe that fine increases

are inappropriate because the courts,

under their own authority, have recently

increased all court fines, and the pro-

posed surcharge would be piling-on to

that recent increase.  Second, some

members of the House believe the fee

increases are unfair because most of the

increased fine revenue is generated by

persons paying fines for traffic offenses

that do not typically require jail sen-

tences.

The Senate disagreed with the

“ought not to pass” recommendation

from the House and on Thursday re-

quested that the House join in a “com-

mittee of conference” to try to resolve

the conflict.

Following House passage of an

amended version of LD 1545, An Act To

Amend the Animal Welfare Laws, the

Senate narrowly rejected the bill, putting

its fate in limbo. The primary thrust of the

bill was the doubling of fees for licensing

dogs.  Almost all of that increased rev-

enue was directed to the state’s Animal

Welfare program, with municipalities

receiving just a $2 increase for each li-

cense for a non-neutered dog.  The

Senate’s rejection of the bill is primarily

due to objections to the stiff fee increase.

Accordingly, the House is proposing an

amendment that reduces the fees some-

what.

The table below outlines the dog

licensing fees under current law, the

bill rejected in the Senate, and the new

House amendment.

Under the amendment, the fees will

only jump to $6.00 and $11.00 instead

of doubling to $8.00 and $15.00.  How-

ever, municipalities will not be receiv-

ing the $2 originally provided with

respect to licensing the non-neutered

dogs.  In short, municipal animal wel-

fare programs will get nothing more for

local enforcement from the proposed

increases to the general fee structure.

FLOOR WORK (cont'd)

Spay/ Spay/ Spay/
Neuter M-F Neuter M-F Neuter M-F

State Animal Welfare $1.00 $6.50 $5.00 $12.00 $3.00 $9.00
Municipality $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0.00
Clerk Fee $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00
Total $4.00 $7.50 $8.00 $15.00 $6.00 $11.00

LD 1545 Current Law Rejected Bill New Amendment
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perating the lost revenue by requiring

all communities with state arterial and

major collector roads to contribute to

the cost of improvements to those roads.

Although both bills provided the

Legislature with the opportunity to

articulate a position on the existing

DOT practice, the Committee instead

killed both bills and decided to extend

the practice of delegating revenue-rais-

ing authority to DOT.  Specifically, the

Committee asked the Department to

work with the Service Center Coalition

and the Maine Municipal Association

to develop and implement, as soon as

possible, a practice requiring a local

match of up to 7.5% on improvements

made to sections of state arterial and

major collector roads with posted

speed limits of 35 miles per hour.

Since May 2nd, MMA has made

repeated requests to DOT for a copy of

the Committee letter and, more impor-

tantly, a list of the communities im-

pacted by the new funding proposal.

Unfortunately, DOT has yet to respond

to that request.  For that reason, MMA

is undertaking its own effort to identify

the impacted communities.  In order to

collect the most accurate information

we need your help.  If there are any state

arterial or major collector roads with

posted speed limits of 35 mph or less  in

your community, please contact Kate

Dufour (kdufour@memun.org or 1-

800-452-8786).   Also, please contact

Kate if you are interested in receiving

updates on the progress of DOT’s new

funding initiative so that you can be

included on our state road funding “in-

terested parties” list.   Thank you for

your assistance.

place of imprisonment, which would

often be a state correctional facility

rather than a county jail.  The bill also

includes a $2 million fiscal note to

fund the increased FY 04-05 biennium

cost that will be borne by state correc-

tional facilities if the bill is finally

enacted.

LD 1577 – An Act To Amend and

Improve the Education Laws.  (Spon-

sored by Sen. Douglass of

Androscoggin County)

This bill makes a number of changes

to the laws governing public educa-

tion, including: (1) incorporating what

appears to be updated federally-man-

dated language regarding homeless

students; (2) clarifying the prorated

tuition cost charges for students at-

tending a school who also receive some

of their education from applied tech-

nology centers; (3) adding “emotional

disability” to the list of defining dis-

abilities of “exceptional students”; (4)

amending the section that governs state

grants to schools for their “gifted and

talented” programs from a required 2:1

state-local match to whatever the De-

partment of Education requires; (5)

mandating each school administrative

unit to fully implement its plan for

phasing-in its “gifted and talented”

DOT (cont'd)
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program in FY 05; (6) providing any

school administrative unit with an

opportunity to appeal the mandated

FY 05 implementation of the gifted

and talented program to the Commis-

sioner of Education on the basis of

“undue burden”; and (7) defining “un-

due burden” with respect to a school

system’s appeal that it should be al-

lowed to extend its lease for temporary,

“non-administrative” space (i.e., por-

table classrooms) beyond the 5-year

maximum limit. The bill identifies the

mandated full implementation of gifted

and talented programs as “insignifi-

cant”.

On the Special Highway Table:

LD 1414 – An Act To Amend the

Laws Regarding Storage of Sand and

Salt and To Provide Funding for State

and Municipal Storage Facilities.

(Sponsored by Rep. Usher of

Westbrook)

This bill provides the Department

of Transportation (DOT) with certain

exemptions from being found in viola-

tion of best management practices gov-

erning sand and salt storage facilities if

DOT abides by certain reporting re-

quirements to the Legislature with re-

gard to the availability and the use of

state funding to DOT for the construc-

tion of sand-salt facilities.  The bill

also appropriates $3 million over the

FY 04 – 05 biennium to support the

construction of both state and munici-

pal sand-salt sheds.  Out of that $3

million appropriation, $600,000 would

be available each year of the biennium

for municipal sand-salt facilities.


