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Municipal Losses Confirmed

Personal Property Tax Repeal

A fiscal analysis of LD 2056, the
prospective repeal of most municipal
personal property taxesproposed by Rep.
David Bowles (Sanford) and especially
championed by the Republicans on the
Taxation Committee, was presented to
the Committee on Thursday thisweek by
Maine Revenue Services (MRS).

The MRS analysisconfirmsthe pro-
jection MMA has previously provided;
namely, that the prospective repea of
certain businesstaxesasproposed by LD
2056 will begin cutting of f tax revenueto
the municipalities soon after its imple-
mentation, and ten years after its enact-
ment the annual revenue loss to the mu-
nicipalitieswill be$40million. Andthat’s
after the state reimbursesthe municipali-
ties for 50% of their tax revenue losses.

It actually could be worse than that,
according to the state’ sown fiscal analy-
sis. If the Legislature in future years to
decidesto only reimburse municipalities
to the degree it is constitutionally re-
quired, the annual municipal revenue
loss ten years after enactment would be
over $46 million ayear.

If the Legislature chooses to honor
all itsreimbursement promisesin LD 2056
in future years (which virtually no one
believeswill happen, most especially the
supporters of LD 2056) the municipali-
tieswill belosing $34.5millionayear ten
years after enactment.

Either way, whether cutting munici-
pal revenue by $46 million ayear or $35
million ayear, the legislators supporting
LD 2056 appear indifferent.

According to the MRS analysis, the
worst case/best case scenarios regarding
the municipal tax losses, along with the
state' s savings from no longer having to

honor business tax breaks, would play
out as shown below:

The Republican proponents of LD
2056, House Speaker Rep. John
Richardson (Brunswick), the industrial
lobbyistswho actually wrotethebill, and
Governor Baldacci’ s lobbyists from the
Department of Economic and Commu-
nity Development (DECD) dismiss the
negative municipal impact analysis and
the tax shifts to residential homeowners
who will either haveto pick up thetabin
their property tax bills or accept cutsin
local services.

One Republican legislator propo-
nent of LD 2056 indicated that the resi-
dential property tax increases that will
occur in response to the special exemp-
tion for industrial corporationswould be
an entirely acceptable trade-off. Other

legislators onthe Tax Committee openly
supporting LD 2056 just repeat over and
over again the claim that therewill be no
financial impact regardless of what the
independently-verified various analyses
show.

Theother major argument that DECD
and the industrial lobbyists are pushing
in their support of LD 2056 isthat to the
extent municipalities may experience a
loss of funding to support local services,
they really don't need the tax revenue
anyway...the claim is that they already
give it away through Tax Increment Fi-
nancing agreements (TIFs). Municipal
leaders may be surprised to learn that the
industrial beneficiaries of TIFs are now
testifying tothe Legislaturethat TIFsare
living proof that municipal tax revenue

(continued on page 2)

Municipal Tax Losses from LD 2056
Worst Case Best Case
Municipal Municipal
Y earsafter exemption Revenuel oss RevenuelLoss State’'sSavings
1 $8.2 million $4.7 million
2 $15.5 million $12.3 million
3 $22.0 million $17.2 million
4 $27.7 million $21.6 million $2.5 million
5 $32.5 million $35.3 million $6.5 million
6 $36.5 million $28.4 million $10.3 million
7 $39.7 million $31.1 million $13.8 million
8 $42.0 million $32.7 million $16.7 million
9 $44.5 million $32.7 million $16 million
10 $46.4 million $34.4 million $17 million
*From Maine Revenue Services’ Fiscal Analysis
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REPEAL (cont'd)

should be cut.

The Tax Committee work sessions
on LD 2056 thisweek were predictable,
if unimaginative. Aside from the finan-
cial impactstothestate (whicharefavor-
able, as explained above), the Commit-
tee only asked for information about the
types of persona property that would
become exempt under LD 2056 (an odd
guestion given that it is the exact same
property that the state has been effec-
tively exempting-through reimburse-
ments-under the BETR program for the
last 10 years).

A clear impressionthat isbeing sug-
gested is that the decisions about LD
2056 are not going to be made by the
Taxation Committee. Much of thetime,
many of the Taxation Committee mem-
bersare not present during thework ses-
sions. At one point, an assessor for sev-
eral of Maine' sindustrial municipalities
was providing detailed information that
the Committee had actually requested
on the substantial differences between a
municipal TIF agreement and the im-
pacts of LD 2056, and there were only
three Committee members (out of 13)
sitting around the horseshoeto hear what
was being explained.

What the Committee is not asking
forismoretelling that theinformation it
is requesting. The Committee has not
asked for any more detail about an alter-
native approach — known as the “jall
swap” aternative— that was devel oped
by a working group of municipal offi-
cials in response to a request by the
Governor and aparallel request by group
of legidlative leaders. The jail-swap al-
ternative achieves the economic devel-
opment goals of LD 2056 in a revenue
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LD 2056 Impacts on Website

The Maine Revenue Services statewide impact analysis of LD 2056 has
been posted onMMA’ swebsite (www.memun.org). Just click on“LD 2056, The

rates to address those concerns.

leadership.

Repeal of the Personal Property Tax”.

Also posted at that same website locationis MMA’ s town-by-town impact
analysis. Thetown-by-town analysisissimilar to the analysisrecently mailed to
each municipality, although it has just been dlightly revised. Critics of the
original town-by-town analysis suggested that the methodol ogy was skewed by
inflated depreciation rates. The revised analysis utilizes revised depreciation

Additional information about LD 2056 is also posted on the website,
includingthealternative“jail swap” planthat was devel oped by aworking group
of municipal officials at the request of Governor Baldacci and legislative

neutral way without shifting property
tax burden onto Maine's residents. At
thepublichearingon LD 2056, that alter-
native approach was described in broad
concept for the Committee, but at this
week’ swork sessions, zerointerestinthe
details of that alternative approach was
expressed. It is as though the word from
aboveistokeepthefocus, suchasitis, on
nothing other than LD 2056. Alterna-
tives are not to be nurtured.

High Hand/Low Hand. In some
poker games the high hand wins, in oth-
ers the low hand wins. Still other poker
games alow the player to try for high
hand or low hand, playing the best 5
cardsout of 8. Themost aggressive play-
ers in these games, in order to win the
whole pot, try to take both the high and
the low hands.

The Taxation Committee, or at |east
some of its members, seem interested in
going both high and low with respect to
the elimination of the personal property
tax. If the big exemption won't get it all,
asmaller exemption will help sweep up
the remainder.

Low Hand. Onaparallel track with
LD 2056, the Taxation Committee gave
strong majority support (8-3) for LD
2052, Resolution, Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution of Maine to
Create a Property Tax Exemption for
Property Ownerswith Limited Personal
Property Assessments.

Assupported by the Committee, LD
2052 would send out to the voters a
proposed amendment to the Constitu-
tion that would exempt from taxation all
personal property accounts with a just
value of $20,000 or less.
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The Committee opted for the so-
called “cliff” approach, where two al-
most identical taxpayerswouldbetreated
very differently. The taxpayer owning
$20,000 worth of persona property
would be exempt from taxation, the tax-
payer owning $20,001 worth of personal
property would beliablefor thefull taxes
on all $20,001 worth of personalty.

The $20,000 figure would be annu-
ally adjusted, presumably at the rate of
inflation as measured by the Consumer
Price Index. Because the exemption
would be created by a constitutional
amendment, there would be no munici-
pa reimbursement associated with the
new exemption. The Committee mem-
bers did not ask for an impact analysis
before they cast their votes, but MMA
calculatestheannual statewidelost prop-
erty tax revenue at $5.6 million. This
estimate is based on a sampling from
municipalities of various sizes. Accord-
ing to the samplings conducted, munici-
palities with populations of over 20,000
people would average annual losses of
$165,000; municipalities with popula-
tions between 5,000 and 20,000 would
average annual losses of $41,000; mu-
nicipalities with populations between
2,000 and 5,000 would average annual
losses of $15,000; and the smallest mu-
nicipalities would average annual rev-
enue losses of $2,000.

Some of the Committee members
supporting LD 2052 describe the bill as
away to reduce administrativeresponsi-
bilities at the local level. It actually
doesn’'t achieve that goal because in or-
der to determine eligibility or ineligibil-

(continued on page 4)



State Gives ATV Riders More
Rights on Town Roads

The Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
Committeetook testimony on LD 2057
on Tuesday afternoon and unanimously
supported the bill at the work session
held immediately thereafter.

The bill, An Act To Implement the
Recommendationsof the ATV Trail Ad-
visory Council, had several sections
dealing with ATV issues such as age
restrictions, training requirements and
registration fees.

Section 6 of the bill changes the
law regarding the operation of ATVs
on publicrightsof way. Currently, the
operator of an ATV isallowedtotravel
no more than 300 yards along a public
right of way for the purpose of crossing
aroad. Thestatute doesnot requirethat
the crossing be done so that the rider
can get from one trail to another. A
rider may cross aroad for any purpose
— seeing afriend, going to the store or
simply to get to the other side.

LD 2057 would increase the dis-
tance from 300 yards to 500 yards — a
full quarter mile.

Three groups spokein favor of the
bill, ATV Maine (an umbrellagroup of
ATV clubs), the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife and the Depart-
ment of Conservation. No one spoke
against the bill although MMA pro-
vided testimony expressing concern
with this section.

Current law allows amunicipality
to increase the distance an ATV may
travel on a public way beyond the 300
yard limit. However, beforethe exten-
sion is allowed, the law requires that
the municipality make a determina-
tionthat ATV travel on the public way
can be done safely and will not inter-
ferewith other vehicles. Further, signs
must be posted alerting the public to
thefact that ATVswill betraveling on
that portion of theroad. Asaresult of
this bill, no one will be conducting a
review of theroad or thetraffic pattern
for use of apublic way when that useis
less than a quarter mile.

Only one argument was advanced

in favor of the change — consistency.
Currently, there is a separate right to
travel on a public right of way for 500
yardsif that right of way isabridge or
underpass/overpass. Y et, thisvery lim-
ited 500 yard exception was only cre-
ated, according to the Department of
IF& W, because bridgeswerebeing built
longer and longer such that the stan-
dard 300-yard exception wasoutdated.
So in classic, bootstrapping fashion,
the limited exception is now being
identified as the justification for mak-
ing the exception the rule.

A warden with the wardens’ ser-
vice actually stated that the current

distinction was causing confusion.
Apparently, someriderswere crossing
culverts(for whichthe300yard excep-
tion applies) and claiming they thought
they thought they were bridges (for
which the 500 yard exception applies).

LD 2057 wascompletely amended
by the Committee except for Section 6
dealing with this 500-yard issue. Sec-
tion 1 of the bill, regarding license
suspension, was re-written and then
adopted. Sections 2, 3, 4 and 5 were
deleted because they were controver-
sial and so that the interested parties
could continue to work on the issues
over the summer. MMA simply asked
that Section 6 also be deleted so that
municipal concernscould be heard and
potential alternative solutions could
be explored.

The Committee rejected this re-
quest.

TABOR Public Hearing on Thursday

The Taxation Committee has scheduled the public hearing on LD 2075,
AnActto Createthe Taxpayer Bill of Rights, for 1:00 p.m. next Thursday (March
30™) in Room 127 of the State House (Taxation Committee Room).

Commonly referred to as TABOR, LD 2075 is the citizen initiative that

attemptsto import into Maine law some constitutional law from Colorado that
would impose on top of LD 1 an entirely new system of spending caps on
municipalities, counties, schoolsand utility districts, and establish aminority-
rulesystemin order to overridethoselimits. The proponentsof Maine TABOR
have significantly amended the Colorado version asit appliesin Colorado to
local governments to make it incoherent, irrational and extremely hostile to
local decision making. Some school budgets under the Maine version of
TABOR would be required to be cut by over 30%. Otherswould be alowed to
grow by 40%, 50% and even 500%.

TABOR would al so establish aminority-rule system, plusarequired town
or city-widereferendum, before any municipal tax rate could increase, any new
fee could be created, or any existing fee could be increased.

If TABOR wasalready thelaw, all the municipalitiesin Mainewould have
had to operate under significantly reduced growth rates compared tothe LD 1
limits, and 10% of Maine's municipalities would have had to actually reduce
their budgets this year compared to the previous year.

33% of all school systems in Maine would have also had to cut their
budgets this year from the previous year.

A completeanalysisof TABOR was providedinthe December issue of the
Maine Townsman. With itsirrational spending restriction formulas and insis-
tence on minority-rule decision making, TABOR is extremely hostile to
fundamental issues of local decision making and local governance. Municipal,
school and county officials should try to attend the public hearing on TABOR
on Thursday or contact their legislatorsto expresstheir concernsabout TABOR
at their earliest convenience.




100% of the Tax Committee Opposes the “90% rule”

Rep. Glenn Cummings (Portland)
introduced a*“ concept draft” bill to the
Taxation Committee several months
ago, LD 1809.

The “concept” being proposed by
the bill was “to require municipalities,
beginning in fiscal year 2006-2007, to
use 90% of any increase in state fund-
ing for education for property tax re-
lief.”

Until recently it was entirely un-
clear what Rep. Cummings actually
meant to accomplish. If every school
community had to reduce the property
tax effort to support education by 90%
of any increase in state funding for
education, school budget increases
would be negative or flat. Even if the
property taxes to support the school
budget were frozen, the capping of all
school budgets at 10% of the increase
in state funding would typically allow
only minor year-to-year increases in
school budgets, way below the rate of
inflation. 10% of the increase in state
funding for most school systemsrepre-
sents a very small percentage of the
school’s overall budget.

Thedetail of LD 1809finally came
out this week. As drafted by Rep.
Cummings, with input from the De-
partment of Education, the bill moves
away from theimposition of any “90%
rule”. Instead, LD 1809 would create a
new and special benchmark for the
voters to consider before adopting a
school budget. The supplementary step
would be required only when the
school’s proposed spending plan not
only exceedsthe EPS-based budget for
that school system, but is also greater
than the previous year’s budget at a
rate of growth that is outpacing the
EPS-based rate of growth for that par-
ticular school system.

An example, perhaps, would be
helpful.

Community School District #10,
located in Readfield, had a 100% EPS
allocation for the current fiscal year of
$7,621,736.

For the upcoming fiscal year, the
100% EPS allocation will be
$7,804,171, which represents an in-
crease of $182,435, or 2.4%.

L ast year, because the budget pro-
posed by the school committee was
greater than the EPS allocation, a spe-
cial article was on the warrant and a
special vote had to be taken by written
ballot in order to approve that budget.
By awide margin, the voters approved
abudget that was greater than the EPS
allocation.

Now let’'s suppose that the pro-
posed budget for CSD #10 this year
also will exceed the 100% EPS alloca-
tion, and let’ s further suppose that the
proposed FY 07 budget is 4% greater
than the current FY 06 budget.

Theway LD 1809 has been devel-
oped, the voters would be asked an-
other question before that proposed
budget could be adopted. The supple-
mental question would be whether the
voters supported the budget knowing
that it was increasing at the rate of 4%
even though the EPS allocation for
CSD #10wasincreasing only at therate
of 2.4%.

The theory is that the voters in
some communities may very well be
inclined to support a budget that ex-
ceedsthe EPSmodel — every year and
asageneral rule. The EPSmodel, after
all, does not pretend to be more than a
model that defines an adequate spend-
ing benchmark, and there are certainly
public schools in Maine that will pre-
dictably spend over the EPS model for
the foreseeable future. That doesn’t
necessarily mean that thevoterswithin
that school system are supportive of a
school budget that is growing at arate
that is outpacing the EPS model’ s rate
of growth.

LD 1809, as presented to the Tax
Committee on Wednesday this week,
wouldformally providethevoterswith
additional information on the budget
approval articleif the proposed school
budget was both greater than the EPS
allocation and was outpacing the year-
to-year EPS allocation growth rate for
that particular school system.

Municipal officials would likely
support the increased voter informa-
tion provided by this approach.

After reviewingthebill asdrafted,
and after considering but not moving
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forward with an amendment to the bill
that would requirereferendum votesin
those special circumstances, the Demo-
cratsand the Republicans on the Taxa-
tion Committee went into their private
caucuses, which they now routinely do
before voting on any bill of substance
or controversy.

When they returned from their cau-
cuses, the Committeevoted unanimously
that LD 1809 “ought not to pass’.

REPEAL (cont'd)

ity for theexemption, the same adminis-
trative work that currently needs to be
done would till be required.

The supporters of LD 2052 appear
also indifferent to the fact that it would
bevery easy for ataxpayer tomanipulate
this exemption. The personal property
tax is assessed against the owner of the
persona property, and ownerships of
specific items of personal property are
very easy to create. Single ownership,
joint ownership, ownership by several
individual family members, ownership
by shell corporations...there are any
number of ways that the ownership of
hundreds of thousands of dollars of per-
sonal property could be divided among
enough separate legal “persons’ so that
not one of them would have atax obliga-
tion.

It shard to tell what the L egislature
actually intendstodowithLD 2052 The
Committee, liketheentireL egislatureof
whichitisapart, seemsintent onkicking
the property tax code around like a cat
with a catnip ball. Maybe the Legisla-
ture actually believes the assessment of
small scalepersonal property ismatter of
such highimportancethe state’ s Consti-
tution must be amended. On the other
hand, L D 2052 may beapieceof distrac-
tion legislation...a throw-away bill.

Our advice isto not get distracted.
Focus on the high hand and contact your
legislators about the big repeal of the
personal property tax — LD 2056 — and
ask themto explainthestate’ sownfiscal
noteand how, based onthat information,
they are able explainwhy LD 2056 will
not result inahigher property tax burden
on their residential constituents.



Natural Resources Update

The Natural Resources Committee
recently reported out two billsrelativeto
solid waste issuesthat have been repeat-
edly debated by the Committee for
months. And then brought a third bill
back for reconsideration.

Another Solid Waste Study. LD
1777, Resolve, To Direct the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection to
Consolidate the Management of Solid
Waste, as amended by the Committee,
establishes a“blue-ribbon” commission
to study waste management policy in
Maine. The group would study issues
such as out of state waste, disposal of
constructionand demolitiondebris, land-
fill capacity, recycling and host commu-
nity benefits.

The bill callsfor 10 meetings, SPO
staffing, and woul d appropriate approxi-
mately $15,000 from the Solid Waste
Management Fund. The Solid Waste
Management Fund was established to
provide funding for “actions by the de-
partment necessary to abate threats to
public health, safety and welfare posed
by the disposal of solid waste” and for
“the devel opment and operation of pub-
licly owned facilities.”

The Blue Ribbon Commission’s
work will follow immediately on the
heel sof thelegidl atively-mandated, SPO-
staffed, 5-year review of solidwastepolicy
issues by the Solid Waste Management
Task Force, a study which has cost the
state $18,000. The Task Force held four
meetings and included approximately
40 stakeholders, ranging from environ-
mentaliststo waste haulers, consultants,
state and local officials and owners and
operatorsof disposal facilities. TheTask
Force Report should be available by the
end of the legislative session.

Out-of-state Waste. The Commit-
tee reached some compromise on LD
1795, An Act To Ensure the Long-Term
Capacity of Municipal Landfills. The
original bill would have prevented mu-
nicipal landfills from accepting out-of-
state waste. While the proposal raised
some constitutional concerns regarding
the Commerce Clause in the U.S.
Constititution, the Attorney General’s
Office felt the ban would be on fairly
solid footing.

The Committee made two basic
changesto thehill. First, the Commitee
added state-owned facilities to the ban.
The state is the owner of the landfill in
Old Town formerly owned by Georgia
Pacificand the Committeerightly recog-
nized that “protecting” municipal land-
fill capacity while ignoring state-owned
landfills was an inconsistent policy.

The second change the Committee
made was to make this ban temporary.
The Committee did not want to enact
something that would be so politically
difficult to undo until the Blue Ribbon
Commission had reviewed thisissuefur-
ther.

Construction and Demoalition De-
bris. Finally, the Committee brought
back LD 141, An Act To Ensure Proper
Disposal Of Debrisand Protection of the
Environment. This legislation has fo-
cused on avery contentious issue of the
use of construction and demolition de-
brisin energy producing biomassfacili-
ties. Approximately 45 municipalities
currently segregate their CDD pilesand
then have their wood chipped for usein
biomass facilities. The coststo dispose
of CDD in this manner is cheaper than
normal landfill tipping fees for those
communities.

The concern with burning CDD
wood chipsis that some non-wood ele-
ments such as plastics, paint and other
contaminants also get burned.

The Department of Environmental
Protection recently proposed rules on
this topic and the rules are currently
before the Board of Environmental Pro-
tection. The DEP is proposing what
appear to be the first-in-the-nation fuel
quality standards for biomass facilities.
These facilities have long had air emis-
sions licensing standards. Further, dis-
posal of the remaining ash has also been
regulated. The rules add an additional
layer of regulation.

The rules set fairly high standards
for thechipsthat will beusedinfacilities
that burn a50-50 mix of CDD chipsand
“clean” chips produced from the forest.
While the CDD chips most municipal
suppliersproducefail atleast someof the
proposed standards, thestandardsshould
be attainable.

The proposed rules are even higher
for afacility that would burn 100% CDD
chips. (Nofacilitiescurrently burn 100%
CDD chips, but adevel oper hasproposed
a $100 million plant in Athens.) Many
individuals and environmental groups
objected to allowing a plant to burn
100% CDD.

The Board of Environmental Pro-
tection (BEP) has held a public hearing
and three work sessions on the proposed
rules. At the last work session held on
March 16, amajority of the BEP stunned
most of the observers and the DEP by
proposing to dramaticaly tighten the
DEP's standards. BEP members who
supported the revised rules understood
that their proposal would requiresignifi-
cant adjustments in the world of CDD,
but they felt significant adjustmentswere
needed.

In particular, they observed that the
current process of demolishing a build-
ing, and thereby creating the CDD pile,
wasthereal problem. Several BEPmem-
bers indicated they thought a building
could be disassembled rather than de-
molished. The increased time and cost
would beworth it for the environmental
benefits, they asserted.

TwoBEPmMembersfelttheruleswere
sufficient as proposed by the DEP.

When the Natural Resources Com-
mittee voted on this issue a few weeks
ago in connection with LD 141 the vote
wassplit6-6-1. Six Committeemembers
would only allow theburning of CDD in
a50-50 mix with clean chips. Six Com-
mittee members voted ought not to pass
(with the presumption being that they
would support alowing 100% burning
of CDD —albeit with more environmen-
tal controls than would be required for
50% mixes) and one vote to prohibit the
use of CDD in biomass facilities alto-
gether.

A central reason for bringing the
issueback, besidesgiving themselvesan
opportunity to avoid a 6-6-1 vote, isthe
recent announcement to close the Geor-
giaPacificmill in Old Town. Theowner
of themill hasindicated that it will only
keep the mill operational for another 60
days. That 60 day period will end before
the BEP will be able to make any final
ruling on fuel quality standards.

(continued on page 6)



LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS

Tuesday, March 28
Appropriations& Financial Affairs
Room 228, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1316
LD 1909 —An Act To Make Minor Technical Changesto Maine’'s
Spending Growth Benchmarks. (Sponsored by Rep. Woodbury of
Y armouth.)

LD 1960 — An Act To Authorize a General Fund Bond Issue To
Create aBlock Grant Program To Promote Economic and Cultural
Development. (Sponsored by Rep. Cummingsof Portland; additional
COSpoNsors.)

Natural Resources

Room 214, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-4149

LD 2070 — An Act To Ensure the Availability of Public Drinking
Water Supplies. (Sponsored by Sen. Watson of Waldo; additional
COSpoNsors.)

Taxation

Room 127, State House, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-1552

LD 2073 -AnAct To Bring Maine's Sales and Use Tax Law into
Conformity with the Streamlined Sales and Use Tax Agreement.
(Reported by Rep. Woodbury of Yarmouth for the Dept. of
Administrativeand Financial Services.)

LD 2079 — An Act To Encourage the Preservation of Historic
Structures. (Sponsored by Sen. Gagnon of Kennebec Cty; additional
COSponsors.)

Utilities& Energy

Room 211, Cross State Office Building,

Tel: 287-4143

LD 2078 — An Act To Establish the Island Falls Water District.
(Sponsored by Rep. Joy of Crystal; additional cosponsors.)

LD 2080 — An Act To Accelerate Private Investment in Maine's
Wireless and Broadband Infrastructure. (Governor’s Bill)
(Sponsored by Rep. Pingreeof North Haven; additional cosponsors.)

Thursday, March 30
Taxation
Room 127, State House, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1552
LD 2075—-AnAct ToCreatethe Taxpayer Bill of Rights. (Transmitted
totheClerk of the 122" Maine L egisl ature by the Secretary of State
on March 15, 2006 and ordered printed.)

IN THE HOPPER

Natural Resour ces

LD 2070 — An Act To Ensure the Availability of Public
Drinking Water Supplies. (Sponsored by Sen. Watson of
Waldo; additional cosponsors.)

This bill would provide that the withdrawal of water from a
water source by a public water utility must be consistent with the
sustainableyieldfor thewater sourceasdetermined by the Drinking
Water Program withinthe Department of Healthand Human Services.

RESOURCES (cont'd)

This impacts the sale of the mill because one of the mill
assetsisabiomassfacility. Oneof the primary problemsfaced
by the mill asreported in the mediaisthe high cost of energy
in Maine. The biomass facility allowsthe mill to generate its
ownenergy fromitswood by-productsaswell asCDD. TheGP
biomassfacility hasbeen held dark pending the establishment
of fuel quality standards. Thus, aprospective buyer of the GP
mill will not know the viability and value of the biomass asset
before the 60-day window closes.

Accordingly, the Natural Resources Committee felt com-
pelled to bring the bill back to Committee and seeif they could
resolve these vexing issues in a more expedited manner than
could the Board of Environmental Protection.



