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More Sensible School
Regionalization Plan Emerges

Therearetwo housesintheLegisla-
ture, of course, and two major political
parties, so there are automatically four
groups — the House Democrats and the
HouseRepublicansandthe Senate Demo-
crats and the Senate Republicans — that
regularly meet as a caucus to deliberate
among themselvesand develop (or try to
develop) unified positions on bills be-
forethe Legislature.

But themajor party caucusesare not
the only caucuses in town. There are
other groups of legislators who share
some common attribute or sensibility
that also regularly convene for the same
purpose. These caucusesare often bipar-
tisan or completely nonpartisan in na-
ture, and are therefore sometimes ex-
tremely effectivein penetrating through
what some might think of as arbitrary
political boundaries to stake out the
common ground.

The so-called Rural Caucus has be-
come very active recently in the school
regionalization debate. After the Appro-
priations Subcommittee finished devel-
oping its school regionalization plan
(described in detail in the April 13 edi-
tionof theLegislativeBulletin), theRural
Caucus began to get involved. The 20-
or-so regular membersof the Rural Cau-
cus meet in the early morning two or
threedaysaweek, and over thelast three
weeks the members of the Rural Caucus
have been articulating their concerns
with the school regionalization plan as
developed by the Appropriations sub-
committee. After listing out those con-
cerns, a legislator from the Education
Committee, Rep. David Farrington of

Gorham, accepted the task of crafting a
school regionalization plan that both
addressesthe concernsof the Rural Cau-
cus and gets the job done.

The major concerns the Rural Cau-
cus expressed with the Appropriations
Subcommittee plan arethat it would: (1)
not allow for alocal vote to ratify the
creation of anew school system; (2) re-
quire the consolidation of school sys-

Consolidating

The membersof the Legal and Vet-
eransAffairsCommittee should becom-
mended for their quick action on LD
1871, Resolve, Authorizing Municipali-
ties to Consolidate Voting Districts for
aSpecial Election. Duetothegoodwork
of the Committee, LD 1871 is now al-
most completely through the legislative
process.

This emergency legislation, spon-
sored by Rep. Patsy Crockett of Augusta,
authorizes municipalitiesto consolidate
polling places for the upcoming June
12thbondreferendum. Asproposed, any
community interested in consolidating
its multiple polling places would be
authorized to do so, provided the mu-
nicipal officers hold a public hearing
and notify the Secretary of State of the
change 35 days before the election.
Under existing laws municipalities can
consolidate polling places, but the deci-
sion to do so must occur 90 days before
the election. Since, the June primary is
just over amonth away, municipal offi-
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tems in an impossibly compressed, 14-
month time frame; (3) vest too much
unilateral authority to the Department of
Education and State Board of Education
to orchestrate and in some cases compel
school consolidations; (4) establish a
2,500 student minimum requirement for
al school systems that would result in
some districts of enormous geographic
size in rural Maine; (5) abolish the op-
portunity to consolidate administration
through the school union structure; and
(6) de-emphasize the development of
educational collaboratives as a comple-
mentary way to achieve efficiencies.

In response to those concerns, Rep.
Farrington assembled languagefrom the

(continued on page 2)

Polling Places

cials do not have the time necessary to
undertake the consolidation process for
the special bond election.

Augusta City Clerk, Barbara
Wardwell, testified tothe Committeethat
some communities did not plan for the
June 2007 election and find themselves
without the necessary resources to
quickly preparefor afull-scale election.
For example, some of the polling places
normally used, especially privately
owned buildings, are unavailablefor the
June election. In addition to space is-
sues, the lack of timeis making finding
election day staff for all polling places
difficult. As proposed, LD 1871 will
enable municipal officials to make the
decisions necessary to appropriately
conduct the election.

On Thursday this week, two-thirds
of both the House and Senate voted to
supportthebill. Oncethe Governor signs
the bill, municipalities will be able to
move forward with the polling place
consolidation process.



half-dozen school regionalization plans
that have been developed thus far, both
within the Education Committee and the
Appropriations subcommittee. Rep.
Farrington presented what he described
asthe“Blended Plan” to the Rural Cau-
cus on Thursday this week.

Detailsof the Blended Plan

Voter Participation. Perhaps the
placeto start with the blended planisthe
premise that the local voters deserve a
say in the creation of their new local
governments. It would seemto be acon-
cept that would go without saying, but
the Appropriations subcommittee’ splan
dispensed with alocal ratifying vote in
exchange for expediency. Under Rep.
Farrington’s Blended Plan, the creation
of any newly created school systemwould
be presented to the affected voters at the
November 2008 general electionfor rati-
fication.

Time Frame. Allowing the voters
to have asay inthe creation of their new
school systems slightly decompresses
the decision-making process. Under the
AppropriationsCommitteeplan, thenew
school systems would alegedly be up-
and-running 14 months from now, by
July 1, 2008. Under the Blended Plan, an
aggressive but somewhat more rational
time frame would look like this:

e The Regional Planning Commit-
tees (see below) will be established by
September 30, 2007.

e |nitial reorganization plans will
be submitted by March 1, 2008.

« Final reorganization planswill be
submitted by June 30, 2008.

e Thelocal vote on the plan will be
held on the general election in Novem-
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ber 2008.

e The new school systems will be
up-and-running on July 1, 2009.

Who develops the reorganization
plans? Under the Appropriations sub-
committee plan, the so-called “con-
vener” —theentity that bringsthevarious
school committeestogether withinlarger
regionsand recommends consolidations
— was the Department of Education. In
fact, the Department and the State Board
of Education were provided unilateral
powers to force consolidations in some
circumstances. TheBlended Plan creates
Reorganization Planning Committees
(RPCs) made up equally of school offi-
cials, municipal officialsandthegeneral
public for the purpose of convening the
school boards/general publicinthelarger
regions and developing reorganization
plans. The RPCswould be provided data
and other supportive assistance fromthe
Department of Education.

Minimum school system size. In
response to the concerns expressed by
the Rural Caucus, the Blended Plantruly
blends the minimum-size standards in
thevariousreportsby setting thefollow-
ing standards. By July 1, 2009 all mu-
nicipal school systems, school districts
or school unions should be serving at
least 2,500 students in York and
Cumberland counties and at least 1,200
students throughout the rest of the state.

Exceptions. Asisthe case with ev-
ery plan devel oped thusfar, therewould
be some exceptionsto theminimum size
reguirements. One exception would be
island- school snot connectedtothemain-
land by road or bridge. Another area of
exception created in the Blended Plan
would beregions of the state with avery
low population density. The purpose of
creating the population density standard
isto objectively definethe circumstance
of “geographic isolation” on the main-
land. In the Blended Plan, that density
thresholdispegged at | essthan 30inhab-
itants per square mile, accordingto U.S.
Census data.

Consequences for “opting out”.
Because the Blended Plan respects the
right of the local voters to ultimately
ratify or reject theproposed consolidated
school systems, it creates a financial
penalty for “opting out” of a proposed
consolidated system. That consequence
would be a50% reduction in state sup-
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port for school system administration.

Collaboration. Because the
Blended Plan does not require the con-
solidated school systems to be up-and-
running until July 1, 2009, it also thor-
oughly develops a complementary way
to achieve savingsmoreimmediately by
establishing away for all school systems
—large and small —to easily join educa-
tional service collaboratives to support
the achievement of the FY 09 local cost
saving requirements. Educational Ser-
vice Collaboratives are simply service
delivery vehicles, like Councils of Gov-
ernments on the municipal level, that
would make it easy for many school
systems to share common personnel.

Stateand local savings. TheBlended
Plan achieves the same level of state
savings in the upcoming biennium —
$36.5 million — as most of the other
plansdevel oped thusfar, including Gov-
ernor Baldacci’s original consolidation
proposal. It achieves that result by ad-
justing the Essential Programs and Ser-
vices school funding model for FY 09 to
reflect non-instructional cost savings
attributable to both the required school
system cost reduction plansand reduced
allocations for “system administration”
(aterm that means “ superintendent of-
fices”). The Blended Plan would require
all school systems—Iargeand small and
whether reorganized or not—to planfor
reductions in local non-instructional
coststhat parallel the EPS-based reduc-
tions on the state level. In thefirst year,
the utilization of the Educational Ser-
vicesCollaboratives, asdescribed above,
would be the tool to implement those
plans.

Budget transparency. Similartothe
approachinthe Appropriations subcom-
mitteeplan, theBlended Plan establishes
a uniform school budget format for all
school systemsto follow when present-
ingtheir budget tothevoters. Theformat
breaks down the proposed budget into
eight major cost-center categories and
allowsfor acomparison of the proposed
budget in each category with the corre-
sponding amount for that school system
according to the Essential Programsand
Services (EPS) school funding model.

Other elements. The Blended Plan
also:

* Preserves school choice

(continued on page 8)



Tax Committee Returns to Reform

Action on excise taxes,
property tax exemp-
tions slows down

TheTaxation Committee postponed
itsregular schedulefor much of thisweek
in order to return to its comprehensive
tax reform package, whichwasdescribed
in some detail in the April 6 issue of the
Legislative Bulletin, but has been on the
shelf since then.

Before shifting back to the tax re-
form project, however, the Committee
sharpeneditsfocusto somedegreeonthe
motor vehicleexcisetax and gave public
hearing to a bill that would expand the
tax exemptionfor personal property even
before the exemption goes into effect
next year.

Over the last several years, the
Legislature spropensity to exempt taxes
(especially thoseit does not rely on) has
grownto historicproportions. Two of the
largest property tax exemptions ever
contemplated by any Maine Legislature
— the personal property tax exemption
andtheunreimbursed homestead exemp-
tion —were enacted into law in 2005 and
2006.

Existing exemptions breed spin-off
exemptions at a pace that would make
rabbits blush, and the businesses and
nonprofitsarelining up thissessionto be
forgiven from their obligations to con-
tribute to the local public charge.

LD 528. Expanding the personal
property tax exemption. The exemp-
tion granted last year to non-retail busi-
ness personal property was marketed as:
(1) apurely “going-forward” exemption
that would not in any way affect the
existing property tax base; and (2) an
exemption designed to create an incen-
tive for Maine's businesses to invest in
new, modern and more efficient manu-
facturing and processing equipment.

LD 528, An Act to ImprovetheBusi-
ness Equipment Tax Exemption, would
expand the personal property exemption

to include pre-existing personal prop-
erty as long as it was being taxed to a
“new owner”.

L D 528 seemsto recognizehow easy
itistocreatea“new” businessowner by
merely shifting declared ownership
within afamily or business consortium,
or by creating a corporation for the
purpose of ownership. That recognition
is evident because the bill requires the
municipal assessor to make a finding
prior to determining eligibility that the
primary motive behind the acquisition
of the used property by the new owner
was something other than making the
property eligible for the tax exemption.

Eventhoughthe Maine State Cham-
ber of Commerce was most vociferous
last year that the personal property tax
exemptionwasapurely “going forward”
exemption and specifically designed to
reward the purchase of new, efficient
equipment, the State Chamber now sup-
ports LD 528, which completely contra-
dicts both of those assertions. The most
graciousway to explaintheabout-faceis
that the Maine State Chamber must pos-
sess an extremely short memory.

Alsotestifyingin support of LD 528
wastheMaineFarm Bureau becausefarm-
ers believe they pay too much in taxes
(even though they enjoy a“ current use’
property tax break), the Maine Aquacul -
ture Association because the fish and
shellfish farmers believe they pay too
much in property taxes, and the National
Federation of Independent Businesses
(NFIB) becausesmall businesseshelieve
they pay too much in property taxes.

When the Business Equipment Tax
Reimbursement program was created in
1995, the L egislaturemade sureit would
be a purely prospective program by not
allowing used property to be recycled
into the world of BETR benefits. That
same, going-forward approachwasprom-
ised to the municipalities by the Admin-
istration, the Legislature and the Maine
State Chamber of Commerce when the
BETR program was converted into an
exemption.

Less than a year later, the Maine
State Chamber has already changed its
tune. We'll haveto seeif theLegislature
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and the Administration share the
Chamber’ sremarkable memory loss.

Motor vehicle excise taxes. Over
the past several weeks, the Tax Commit-
tee has held public hearings on a slew of
bills designed to reduce the motor ve-
hicleexcisetax. The predominant theme
that runs through that legislation is to
reducetheexcisetax mill rateonthenew
vehicles, intheir first and second yearsof
registration. Most of the billssimply did
that....reduced the excise tax rate for
new vehicles and made the municipali-
tieseat therevenueloss. A coupleof bills
made a stab at revenue neutrality by
reducing the rate on the newer vehicles
and increasing the rates (or decreasing
the reduction in the excise tax rate over
timemore slowly) for the older vehicles.

On Friday last week the Committee
organized its approach to the subject by
killing most of the bills and retaining as
a“vehicle” bill only oneLD onthedirect
issue of motor vehicle excise tax rates.
That bill —LD 789, An Act to Decrease
the Excise Tax Imposed on Motor Ve-
hicles—issponsoredby Rep. Larry Sirois
of Turner. LD 789woulddropthetax rate
inthefirst year from 24 millsto 20 mills
and inthe second year from 17.5millsto
16.5 mills. The statewide financial im-
pact of LD 789 is a $12 million annual
lossin municipal revenue. Presumably,
that is not what the Tax Committee is
ultimately going to support, but we'll
have to stay tuned.

The Committee also gave prelimi-
nary support toabill that would createan
excise tax exemption for Maine resi-
dentswho aremilitary personnel perma-
nently stationed at a military or naval
post, station or basein Maine. Thehill is
LD 893, An Act to Exempt from Excise
Tax Maine Military Personnel Who Are
Serving Their Tours of Duty in Maine.
Theexemptionisprovided under federal
law for military personnel who are non-
residents, and the excise tax collector in
Winthrop is urging the Legislature to
create a parallel exemption for Maine
residents. A majority of theCommitteeis
supporting this exemption, but the final
vote has been postponed until the Com-
mittee can get a clear estimate of the
fiscal impact to municipalities. If the
impact is significant, the support for the
bill will falter.



Informed Growth and
Large Retail Development

On Friday last week, the State and
Loca Government Committeeheard over
four hours of testimony on LD 1810, An
Act to Enact the Informed Growth Act.
The bill, sponsored by Rep. Chris
Barstow of Gorham, would require all
developersof retail devel opment projects
of 75,000 square feet or more to pay for
a comprehensive impact study.

The purpose of the study isto iden-
tify the positive and negative economic
and environmental impacts a proposed
large-scaleretail project will have onthe
municipality and region. Funding for
thestudy would comefroma$40,000fee
assessed to the devel oper of aqualifying
project. The State Planning Office is
tasked with preparing alist from which
the municipality would choose a“ quali-
fied preparer” to conduct the impact
study. Theresultsof the study would be
made available to the developer, mu-
nicipal officials and the public.

Proponents, including the bill’ s au-
thor, the Institute for Local Self-Reli-
ance, believe the change is necessary in
order to provide municipalities with the
tools necessary to address large-scale
development. Proponentsare concerned
that someof the state’ ssmallest commu-
nities are unprepared to address the im-
pacts of larger scale projects and often
react in a disorganized way when pre-
sented with unexpected large develop-
ment. Supportersof LD 1810believethe
bill is pro-business because it provides
some level of certainty as to what is
expected.

In addition to pointing out that un-
der home rule authority municipalities
are free to adopt any development im-
pact ordinancetheresidentsdeem neces-
sary, thebusinesscommunity raised sev-
eral concernswiththebill asprinted. As
drafted, the opponents believe the hill
sends the message that Maineis an anti-
development, anti-growth state and that
distinction will have a detrimental im-
pact on business devel opment.

MMA provided testimony “neither
for nor against” the bill. While munici-

pal officials support the concept of pro-
viding municipalities the tools neces-
sary to manage devel opment withincom-
munity boundaries, they are concerned
with the mandatory, one-size-fits-all,
application of the bill. Thereisnothing
inexisting law or rulethat preventscom-
munities from adopting thistype of ord-

nance now. Rather than requiring all
municipalities to use the same process,
municipal officials believe that a model
should be made available to the local
legislative body to use and amend to fit
their community’s unique needs.

The work session on LD 1810 is
scheduled for next Monday, May 7".
Municipa officials are encouraged to
contact the members of the State and
Local Government Committee and ask
them to amend the bill to provide mu-
nicipalities with a tool rather than a
mandate.

Sex Offender Residency

On Monday this week, the Crimi-
nal Justice Committeeheld public hear-
ings on several bills seeking to regu-
late where convicted sex offenders can
live, work and recreate. Of particular
interesttomunicipalitiesisLD 815, An
Act to Amend the Laws Governing the
Establishment of Residency for Con-
victed Sex Offender safter Releasefrom
Prison.

Many of the proponents of theleg-
islation wereresidentsof Parsonsfield,
whowereupset withthe Maine Depart-
ment of Correction’s effort to provide
housing for aconvicted sex offender in
their community. As a result of the
state’ sdirect involvement inthe place-
ment of the offender, the community
asked Sen. Richard Nass(Y ork Cty.) to
sponsor LD 815. As printed, the bill
makes it illegal for a convicted sex
offender to live in a community that
does not provideresident law enforce-
ment services. The bill also prohibits
the state from using its financial re-
sourcesto house convicted sex offend-
ers.

MMA provided testimony in op-
position to LD 815. Municipal offi-
cials oppose the bill because it places
an undue burden on communities that
have municipal police departments,
whichtendto bethestate’ slarger com-
munities. While it would have been
easy for Maine'srural communitiesto
voteto support the bill and simply shift
this element of society to the more
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urban communities, their commitment
to addressing this problem
collaboratively with urban communi-
ties prevented that response.

In addition to MMA, Kennebec/
Somerset County District Attorney
Evert Fowle provided testimony in
opposition to the bill. DA Fowle cau-
tioned that many of the ideas being
considered by the Committee could be
at cross-purposes. WhileLD 815would
push convicted sex offenders into the
urban communities, proposal sprevent-
ing offendersfrom living within 1,000
feet of a school or other areas where
children gather would push offenders
into the rural communities. If both
initiatives were enacted, it is possible
that sex offenders would be prohibited
from residing in many Maine commu-
nities. In addition, DA Fowle sug-
gested that theterm“ sex offender” asit
is currently defined in statutes is too
broad and changes are necessary.

Theneedto classify an offender by
type of crime was a common theme
during several of the hearings on the
sex offender bills. For example, propo-
nents of the classification system ar-
gue that there is a significant differ-
ence between an eighteen year old who
had sexual relations with a sixteen-
year-old girlfriend and aviolent preda-
tor who assaulted a child. Supporters
of the classification system believethe

(continued on page 5)



Bill Might Force Schools
to Have Indoor Recess

On Tuesday, amagjority of the Judi-
ciary Committee gave tentative support
toanamendedversionof LD 223, An Act
to AmendtheMaine Tort ClaimsAct. As
drafted, thebill would require schoolsto
“be insured to cover a student who is
injured on a playground” during the
school day. The bill as drafted also
preserves any governmental immunities
that currently exists under the Maine
Tort ClaimsAct (MTCA).

Theobviousquestionis: Why force
schools to buy insurance if they are im-
mune from lawsuit? In other words, are
schoolsliablenow for injurieson school
playgrounds?

The general MTCA ruleisthat the
government may not be sued for injuries
caused by itsnegligence. TheMTCA has
created some very big exceptionsto that
general rule. Thebiggest exceptionsare
that governmentsareliablefor their neg-
ligent ownership, operation or mainte-
nance of a motor vehicle. The biggest
exceptions are that governments will be
liable for their negligent ownership,
operation or maintenance of motor ve-
hicles or buildings and their appurte-
nances.

So, if aschool busisin an accident,
the school will be held liable for the
driver’s negligence. If achild gets hurt
in a school building, the school will be
held liable for any of its building main-
tenance negligence related to the injury.
However, if a child gets hurt on a play-
ground swing-set, it appearsthat aschool
will not be liable. The reason is that
swing-setsare probably not an“ appurte-
nance” to the school building. But, this
is not clear.

Somemembersof theJudiciary Com-
mittee do not see any meaningful dis-
tinction between injuries to students
inside the school versusthose that occur
outside on a playground. Accordingly,
they are proposing to amend the bill in
order to repeal the existing MTCA im-
munity for school playgrounds.

The amended hill language is not
available so we don’t know yet how far

immunity is being proposed to be ex-
tended.

Even though some on the Commit-
teedid notimmediately seeadistinction
between indoor injuries and outdoor in-
juries, those distinctions do exist.

For the most part, students indoors
arewalking down halls, sitting in chairs
and going and up and down stairs. This
isnormal, non-dangerousactivity. Plus,
the opportunitiesfor the school to negli-
gently cause an injury to students en-
gaged in these activities are limited.

The kinds of activities children en-
gage in outdoors on playgrounds are
quite different. Dodge ball, where the
object of thegameisto blast your fellow
student with a red, rubber ball, is an
activity wheremost peoplecouldforesee
aninjury occurring. Monkey bars, where
young children climb, swingand do other
bodily contortions, can hardly be oper-
ated without causing injury.

Recessisnot gym class. It'satime
where kids run around, in unorganized
activities outdoors. Bloody noses,
sprained ankles and other assorted inju-
ries are pretty commonplace.

If this bill were to pass with some
broad wording, school superintendents
and school boards are going to be faced
with the question: Isit worth it?

Isit worth it to let kids outside on
snowy dayswherethe playground might
beicy? Isit worth it to let kids outside
when the basketball court hasn’t been
properly swept and policedfor debris? Is
it worth it to buy swings, monkey bars,
see-saws and other playground equip-
ment that keep emergency roomsnation-
wide busy?

Some might say that there is only
liahility if the school was somehow neg-
ligent. Maybe so. But what isthe* neg-
ligentownership” of aplayground? More
importantly, there is a pretty expensive
process for determining the answer —its
called litigation. The costs of litigation,
even when you “win”, are oftentimes
enough deterrent to undertaking the ac-
tivity in the first place.
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For places of public recreation, the
Legislature hasalready specifically said
that there is no government liability.
Why? Because no sensible government
would buy a recreational mock “rock
climbing wall”, invite the entire public
to come and play, and then agree to be
subject tolawsuits. Thewall would sim-
ply be taken down.

Will recess survive this legidlative
session? Stay tuned.

system needs to be refined before the
residency limits proposed in the legis-
lation are enacted. With a classifica-
tion system, the limits could be tar-
geted to the most violent offenders.
Effortsto define the type sex offender
are currently underway.

At the public hearing, members of
the Committee asked how many mu-
nicipalities provide resident law en-
forcement services. Theanswer to that
guestion depends on the definition of
law enforcement services. According
to MMA resources, 126 communities
have police departments. If thedefini-
tion of law enforcement services in-
cludes the contracts municipalities
havewith countiesand the statefor law
enforcement services, the number of
communitiesimpacted wouldincrease.
If the definition of law enforcement
services were defined as a 24-hour,
seven day per week law enforcement
presence, then the number of commu-
nities impacted by LD 815 would de-
crease.

MMA was asked to provideinfor-
mation on the number of communities
that contract with county sheriff de-
partments and the State Police for law
enforcement services. While MMA
does not keep track of that data, we do
want to provide the Committee with
the information. If your community
contracts with the county or the State
Police for law enforcement services,
please contact MMA’ s Kate Dufour at
1-800-452-8786 or
kdufour@memun.org to share infor-
mation on the scope of the contract
(i.e., hoursper day, number of officers
in community, etc.).




NOTE: You should check your newspapers for Legal Notices as
theremay bechangesinthehearing schedule. Weekly schedulesand
supplementsareavailabl eat the Senate Officeat the StateHouseand
the Legislature sweb siteat http://www.state.me.us/l egis/senate/
Documents/hearing/ANPHFrame.htm. 1f you wishto haveupdates
to the Hearing Schedules e-mailed directly to you, sign up on the
ANPH homepagelisted above. Work Session schedulesand hearing
updatesareavailable at the Legislative | nformation pageat http:/
/www.state.me.us/legis/.

Monday, May 7

Criminal Justice & Public Safety

Rm. 436, State House, 9:30 a.m.

Tel: 287-1122

LD 192 — Resolve, Directing the Department of Public Safety to
Make a Map Available on the Sex Offender Registry.

LD 195 — An Act To Promote the Safety of Children.

LD 294—An Act Concerning Posting the Registry of Convicted Sex
Offenders.

LD 446—-AnAct TolmprovetheUseof Information Regarding Sex
Offenders to Better Ensure Public Safety and Awareness.

LD 518—-AnAct ToProtect Childrenin Public Schoolsby Notifying
all School Personnel of Sex Offenders Residing, Working or
Attending School in the School District.

LD 1391 —-AnAct To Focusthe Use of the Sex Offender Registry
Website on the Most Dangerous Offenders.

LD 1534 — An Act To Examine the Types of Sex Offenses That
Require an Offender To Register with the State.

Health & Human Services

Room 209, Cross State Office Building, 9:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-1317

LD 1812—Resolve, Regardingtheroleof Local RegionsinMaine’'s
Emerging Public Health Infrastructure.

L abor

Room 220, Cross State Office Building, 10:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-1333

LD 1261 —-AnAct To Clarify Intermittent L eave under the Family
Medical LeaveLaws.

LD 814—AnAct Tolncorporate Binding Arbitrationfor Monetary
Issuesin CollectiveBargaining for All State, County and M unicipal
Employees.

State & L ocal Government

Room 216, Cross State Office Building, 10:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-1330

LD 1515—-AnAct To Require That Notaries Public Keep Records
of Notarial Acts.

LD 1618 — An Act To Seek Direct Voter Approval To Exceed
Government Spending Limits.

LD 1636—-AnAct To Extendthe Right To Vote by Absentee Ball ot
at an Annual Town Meeting.

LD 1705 — Resolve, To Study the Enactment Procedures for
Municipal Ordinances.

LD 1776 — An Act To Strengthen Budget Caps for Counties,
Municipalitiesand School Districts.

LD 1804—AnAct ToPermit Greater V oter Participation Regarding

Municipal Expenditures.
LD 1835—-AnAct ToAmendthelLawsRelatingto NotariesPublic.

Taxation

Room 127, State House, 2:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-1552

LD 1299 — An Act To Amend the Farm and Open Space Tax Law.

LD 1010 — An Act To Ensure That Military Services Members
Receive Deferment of Their Property Tax Obligations.

LD 1580—AnAct ToAllow Tree Growth Land Transfer to Family
Members.

LD 1555 — An Act To Remove the Tax-exempt Status on Land
Purchased by Nonprofit Groups for Conservation.

Tuesday, May 8

Business, Research & Economic Development

Room 208, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-1331

LD 662 — Resolve, To Assist Veteransin Need of Shelter.

LD 1773 — An Act To Encourage Availability of Genuinely
Affordable Housing in High-cost Markets.

Transportation

Room 126, State House, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-4148

LD 114 — An Act To Prohibit the Use of Handheld Cellular
Telephone while Operating aMotor Vehicle.

LD 161 — An Act To Prohibit the Use of Cellular Telephones by
Minors while Driving.

LD 576—Resolve, Tolnvestigate Cellular TelephoneUseand Driver
Safety.

LD 1719—Resolve, Tolmprove Regional Transportationin Greater
Portland.

LD 1180 —An Act To Promote Transportation Planning, Increase
Efficiency and Reduce Sprawl.

LD 1720—Resolve, Directing the Department of Transportation and
the Maine Turnpike Authority To Conduct a Study of Possible
Western Connector Roadsto Municipal Centersin Cumberland and
York Counties.

Utilities& Energy

Room 211, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-4143

LD 1754 — An Act To Incorporate the Greater Augusta Utility
District.

LD 1221 — An Act To Amend the Charter of the Kennebunk Light
and Power District.

Wednesday, May 9

Judiciary

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

Tel: 287-1327

LD 1822—-AnAct ToImplement the Recommendationsof the Right
To Know Advisory Committee.

LD 1453 — Resolve, Regarding the Privacy of Social Security
Numbers.

LD 1881-AnAct Tolmprove Transparency and Accountability in
Government.



Thursday, May 10

Education & Cultural Affairs

Room 202, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-3125

LD 1638 — Resolve, To Limit the Department of Education’s
RulemakingintheAreaof Special Educationto MattersRequired To
Align State Ruleswith Federal Law.

Inland Fisheries& Wildlife

Room 206, Cr oss State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-1338

LD 865 — An Act To Reduce the Cost of Hunting and Fishing
Licensesfor CertainVeteransand Membersof theMilitary Service.

Natural Resources

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

Tel: 287-4149

LD 1743 — An Act To Create the Freshwater Resource Board.

LD 1417 — An Act To Assist in the Cleanup of Waste Motor Oil
Disposal Sites.

LD 1887 — An Act To Provide Additional Financing for Costs
Associated with the Remediation of aWaste Oil Sitein Plymouth.

Taxation

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

Tel: 287-1552

LD 885 — An Act To Implement the Recommendations of the
Commissionto Study the Costsof Providing Certain Servicesinthe
Unorganized Territories.

LD 1816—Resolve, Authorizing the State Tax Assessor To Convey
the Interest of the State in Certain Real Estate in the Unorganized
Territory.

LD 1875 — An Act To Establish Municipal Cost Components for
Unorganized Territory Services To Be Rendered in Fiscal Year
2007-08.

Utilities& Energy

Room 211, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.

Tel: 287-4143

LD 1216—Resolve, To Establish a Study Commissionto Stimulate
Telecommunications|nvestment, Economic Devel opment and Job
Creation.

LD 1675 —An Act To Protect Network Neutrality.
LD 1767—AnAct To Encourage Community Network Devel opment.

LD 1360 — An Act To Require Owners of Utility Facilities To
Accommodate the Installation of Traffic control Signals and To
Permit the University of Maine Systemto Construct Lineson Public
Rights-of-way.

Friday, May 11

Business, Research & Economic Development

Room 208, Cross State Office Building, 10:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-1331

LD 1519 — An Act To Amend the Staffing and Reporting

Requirementsfor the Citizen Trade Policy Commission.

LD 1863—AnAct ToAllow PressureBoiler Inspectionsby National
Board-certified | nspectors.

Criminal Justice & Public Safety

Rm. 436, State House, 9:30 a.m.

Tel: 287-1122

LD 1323—Resolve, To Requirethe Department of Public Safety To
Determinethe Requirementsfor Regional FirefightersConcerning
Assisting Other Municipalities.

LD 1733—-AnAct To Provide Additional Funding for the Regional
Emergency Medical Services Councils and To Establish a Study
Group To Examine Funding for the Emergency Medical Services
System in Maine.

LD 1841 — An Act To Improve the Efficiency of the Maine
Emergency Medical Services System.

State & L ocal Government

Room 216, Cross State Office Building, 11:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-1330

LD 1846 —-AnAct ToAllow Bayville Villageto Separate from the
Town of Boothbay Harbor and Affiliatewiththe Town of Boothbay.

LD 1867 —AnAct To Clarify the Intergovernmental Relationship
between the Town of Boothbay Harbor and Bayville Village
Corporation.

LD 1878—-AnAct To Generate Savings by Changing Public Notice
Requirements.

LD 1191-AnActToAuthorizealL ocal BondIssuefor Solid Waste,
Storm and Drainage I ssues and Transfer Stations.

Taxation

Room 127, State House, 10:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-1552

LD 1504 —AnAct To Make Minor Substantive Changesto the Tax
Laws.

LD 1739—AnAct Concerning Technical ChangestotheTax Laws.

Transportation

Room 126, State House, 9:00 a.m.

Tel: 287-4148

LD 1726 —Resolution, Proposing an Amendment to the Constitution
of Maine To Guarantee the Integrity of the Highway Fund.

LD 1808 — An Act to Improve Road Safety and Update Bicycling
Laws.

LD 1572—-An Act To Encourage Community-oriented Campaigns
for Appropriate Sign Laws.

LD 1818 — An Act To Enhance Public Safety, Facilitate the
Coordination of Traffic Control Signal Systemsand PromoteMore
Equitable Use of Public Highway Rights-of-way.

LD 1847 —Resolve, Directing the Department of Transportation To
Conclude Its Study of the Alternative Routes for the Wiscasset
Bypass, Choose a Route and Establish a Timetable.



» Requires a supermajority of the
school district board to initiate an el-
ementary school closure

» Requires atown referendum vote
before closing an elementary school

» Requiresathorough review of all
state mandates on the school with the
goal of trimming those that are unneces-
sary or overly expensive

» Requiresall newly created school
systems to effectively assume the local
debt associated with any school property
that they take, unless otherwise negoti-
ated

Where it all goes from here. The
Appropriations Committee and legisla-
tive leadership are now in the process of
putting together the state’ shiennial bud-
get. The school regionalization planisa
part of the budget but by no means the
only part. With respect to the school
regionalization plan, itisnot at al clear
what happens next procedurally. After
the presentation by Representative
Farrington, the Rural Caucus gave an
overwhelming vote of support for the
Blended Plan, but the Rural Caucus is
not the Appropriations Committee,
which hasthefinal say on the shape and
substance of the budget proposal before

it goesto thefull Legislature for debate.
All municipal officials should take a
strong look at the Blended Plan and give
their legislators their full input.

There is finally a plan on the table
that squares all the goals of the earlier
consolidation proposals with the mini-
mum standards of respect that one hopes
would always be accorded thelocal vot-
ers and the community-based decision
making process.

Anyone who wants a copy of the
Blended Plan should contact MMA’s
Laura Veilleux at 1-800-452-8786 or
Iveilleux@memun.org




