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Governor Baldaccl’s
Proposed Biennial Budget

On Friday last week, Governor
Baldacci released his proposed state
budget for the2010-2011 biennium. The
budget lays out a spending plan that
bridges an $840 million gap between
projected staterevenuesinthisslumping
economy and the state expenditures that
would be madeover thenext two yearsif
state spending obligations were put on
autopilot and left unadjusted.

Nearly 25% of that $840 “structural
deficit” is bridged in the proposed bud-
get by flat-funding K-12 education for
both years of the biennium at the soon-
to-be reduced level for the current fiscal
year. Theflat-funding “saves’ the state
approximately $200 million over the
biennium it would otherwise need to
provideinorder tofundthepublic school
systems at the 55% level.

Itwill takemoretimeand additional
fiscal informationtoidentify all theways
the“ structural deficit” isbrought to zero
in this budget. More information, for
example, will likely be forthcoming
about a significant chunk of the budget
proposal which is predicated on receiv-
ing an extra $100 million in federal
Medicaid resources.

If thefederal government isprovid-
ing special resourcesto the state to help
them weather the economic downturn,
that policy of top-down assistance from
the larger government to the smaller ap-
pears to end there. In addition to the
proposal to flat-fund K-12 education for
the next two years, the Governor’ s bud-
get clearly details about $40 million in
cuts to municipal government.

The non-education municipal cuts

in the proposed budget are as follows:

Revenue Sharing: Elimination of
the “5.2%” — $2.66 million. In 2000,
the Legislature enacted a change to the
revenue sharing program which had two
major parts. First, it created theso-called
“Rev |” and “Rev II” distribution sys-
tems. Second, to capitalize the “Rev I1”
distribution system, the law enacted in
2000 increased the total amount of rev-
enue sharing from 5.1% to 5.2% of all
sales and income tax revenue. Although
enacted into law, that 0.1% increase in
total revenue sharing has never been
implemented. I nstead, it hasbeen punted
from each bienniuminto the next. Under
the Governor’'s proposed budget, that
increase is eliminated entirely. If the
never-implementedincreasewasallowed
to go into effect, the total revenue shar-
ing distribution would increase by $2.66
million.

Revenue Sharing: CuttoRev | —
$26.5 million. Under the Governor’s
budget, therewould beastatutory reduc-
tion of the value of municipal revenue
sharing, from 5.1% to 4.6% of all sales
and income tax revenue. That 10% re-
duction to municipa revenue sharing
cuts $26.5 million over the biennium to
help balance the state budget at the ex-
pense of municipal budgets. $13 million
would be cut out of revenue sharing in
FY 2010, and $13.5 millionin FY 2011.

The10% approachisfoundthrough-
out the Governor's proposed budget.
What followsarejust afew of thelinesin
the proposed budget that are cut by 10%.
The first few are examples not directly
related to local government, such as:

« State funding for the Humanities
Council

* Maine Centers for Women, Work
and Community under the L abor Depart-
ment

* Pine Tree Legal Assistance

« Maine Public Broadcasting

Other programs that fall into the
10%-cut category fall closer to home,
including:

« Shelter Operating Subsidy under
the Maine State Housing Authority

e Maine Rural Water Association
under the Maine Municipal Bond Bank

e The JETCC wastewater operators
training program

e The Business Equipment Tax Re-
imbursement Program (BETR)

« The" Circuit Breaker” property tax
and rent rebate program

* Tree Growth reimbursement (see
below)

Something of ajustification for the
revenue sharing raid seems to be pro-
vided in the Governor’s press release
detailing the various elements of the
budget. That press release discusses a
report issued by a management consult-
ing firm called McKinsey and Co. (see
sidebar to this article). The McKinsey
report apparently identifies between
$100 and $180 million in potential sav-
ingsover athree-year period. One of the
areas of savings identified in the report
focuses on “greater municipal coopera-
tion on management, purchasing, ad-
ministrativefunctionsand servicedeliv-
ery”. Putintothat context, thisproposed
cut tomunicipal revenuesharing, in con-
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BUDGET (cont'd)

junction with the proposed use of the
Local Government Efficiency Fund
(which is capitalized with revenue shar-
ing dollars, see below), seemsto be of -
fered with the suggestion that the lost
revenue could be made up in savings if
only municipal clerks did the school
district’ s"back office” businessor, inthe
alternative, the school district personnel
performed the duties of the town clerks
and municipal administrators through-
out the school region.

Jacking down the revenue-sharing
percentageto 4.6% signalsaninterest on
thepart of the Administrationfor making
this adjustment to revenue sharing per-
manent. Previousraidsto municipal rev-
enue sharing in 1991 and 2006 have
simply appropriated the amount of rev-
enue to be raided out of the Loca Gov-
ernment Fund, but retained the ongoing
structureof therevenuesharing program.

In addition to structurally changing
the underlying value of revenue sharing,
the Governor’s budget places the entire
impact of the reduction on the so-called
“Rev 1” revenue sharing distribution,
and essentially preserves the amount of
resources that are distributed through
the “Rev 1" distribution system. The
Rev Il distributionisdesignedto provide
a greater benefit to the municipalities
with higher property tax mill rates.

MMA'’sKate Dufour hasdevel oped
the spreadsheet that detail sthe town-by-
town impacts of the proposed revenue
sharing cut in 2010 compared to the
distribution without the cut. We have
posted that spreadsheet on our website,
andanyonewhowouldlikeacopy should
contact Laura Veilleux at 1-800-452-
8786.

RevenueSharing: Continuingraids
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on the Local Government Efficiency
Fund—$4million. Ever sincethevoters
of Maine created the L ocal Government
Efficiency Fundin 2004, the Legislature
has raided the account, usualy in its
entirety. It is hard to think of another
program created by the voters that has
been treated with such a deep disrespect
by the Legislature. Even though the
Efficiency Fundwasentirely capitalized
with al ready-existing municipal revenue
sharing resources and required zero ad-
ditional money fromthe state, theLegis-
lature has used the Efficiency Fund as a
convenient vehicle by which to raid
municipal revenue sharing dollars.

That tradition is continued in the
Governor’'s budget which proposes to
raid the Efficiency Fundtothetuneof $4
million over the biennium.

After theraid, $1.5millionisleftin
the Efficiency Fund over the two-year
period. The Governor’ sbudget allocates
$500,000 in FY 2010 and $1 million in
FY 2011 foranarrow, newly-established
“Efficiency Fund’ purpose. The only
grants that could be made available in
this new version of the Efficiency Fund
would be to those municipalities that
enter into cooperative agreements with
their Regional School Units (RSUSs) in
order to share administrative services.
Again, therational e behind thisproposal
isthe “significant local savings’ identi-
fied in the McKinsey report associated
with “municipal consolidation of ad-
ministrative functions’...a phrase that
has become a shopworn mantra used to
justify al political decisions to reduce
school or municipal subsidy.

L ocal Road Assistance(URIP)—$5
million. The Governor’s proposed bud-
get also cuts $5 million out of the URIP
local road assistance program for the
second year of the biennium (FY 2011).
When the URIP program was created in
2000 as arestructuring of the pre-exist-
ing Local Road Assistance Program, it
was agreed that URIP would be funded
with 10.4% of the amount of revenue
appropriatedtotheMai ne Department of
Transportation for highway and bridge
purposes. Sincethe creation of the URIP
program, that amount has been in the
neighborhood of $24 million annually.

Under theGovernor’ sproposed bud-
get, that agreement asestablished in stat-
ute is superseded (the statutory term is
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“notwithstood”) and $5 million is taken
out of the FY 2011 URIP appropriation,
dropping it to $19 million, in order to
help balance the state budget.

10% cut to Tree Growth reim-
bursement — $1.2 million. In the ab-
sence of any legislative raid, $5.85 mil-
lion would be distributed in 2010 and
$6.25millioninFY 2011inTreeGrowth
reimbursement to make up for the lost
property tax revenueassociated with that
type of “current use” tax break. At that
level of funding, the so-called “90% re-
imbursement” (which, for a variety of
reasons, is not actually 90% reimburse-
ment) wouldbeachieved. TheGovernor's
bill reduces the reimbursement by 10%
each year, saving the state and costing
the towns $1.2 million over the bien-
nium.

Code Enfor cement Officer train-
ing. — $270,000. The Governor’s pro-
posed budget authorizes the State Plan-
ning Officeto establishfeesto bepaid by
all municipal code enforcement officers
whenthey taketherequired SPOtraining
coursesto meet the mandatory certifica-
tionrequirements. Until now, therequired
certification training courses were pro-
vided by the SPO without charge. The
fee-system is expected to generate
$135,000 a year to pay for the Senior
Planner position andtheother costsasso-
ciated with thetraining program. Appar-
ently to keep the imposition of the fee
from being identified as a “state man-
date”, the budget proposal removes the
current obligation for municipalities to
hire certified code enforcement officers,
and putsthe obligation on theindividual
codeenforcement officersto becertified
if they want to work for the municipali-
ties. A distinction without a difference.

TheGPA statistics:

« The proposed budget reveals that
thetotal stateandlocal dollarsthe Essen-
tial Programsand Services(EPS) school
funding model calculated as necessary
to provide an adequate public education
inthenextfiscal year (FY 2010)is$1.921
billion. That “ EPSallocation” represents
a 3.2% increase over the current year's
total EPS alocation of $1.861 hillion.

« The proposed budget setsthe state
share of that allocation at just under
$959 million, which represents 49.9% of

(continued on page 6)



Corrections Corner — A New Edition
to the MMA'’s Legislative Bulletin

During last year's legislative ses-
sion, Maine's lawmakers enacted LD
2080, An Act to Better Coordinate and
Reduce the Cost of the Delivery of
Stateand County Corrections Services
(PL 2007, chap. 653). The new law
consolidates the management of the
state prisons and county jails into a
unified correctionssystem. Of particu-
lar interest to municipal officialsisthe
section of the law that caps the amount
of taxesproperty ownersin each county
must contribute toward county jail
operations to the amount assessed in
2008. According to the calculations
conducted by county officials, in 2008
that figure was $62.5 million and the
cap for each county was codified into
statute. In other words, this year and
going forward, county taxpayers will
not have to pay more than $62.5 mil-
lion (statewide) to fund county jail
operations.

Since the enactment of the law
much as been done to unify the state
prison and county jail systems. Most
importantly, the State Board of Correc-
tions (SBOC), whichisresponsiblefor
overseeing the unification process, has
convened several times over the last
six months. Irving Faunce, selectman
inthe Town of Wilton, isthemunicipal
representative on the Board. The Cor-
rections Working Group, made up of
county and state officials and created
to assist the SBOC in its unification
efforts, has also met numerous times
over the last six months to get the
unification process moving forward.

Although county and municipal
officials are involved or familiar with
the process, some officials are more
informed than others, and at times con-
fusion arises about the implementa-
tion of the unification legislation. As
a result, MMA will be periodically
publishing a“Corrections Corner” ar-
ticleintheLegislative Bulletintoiden-
tify theissuesand concernsraised. This
article is the first installment.

Funding County Jailsfrom Two

Different Sources. As noted above,
the property taxpayer obligation to
fund county jails has been capped at
the2008level. Anyincreasesincounty
jail operations over the capped prop-
erty tax revenue amount must be ap-
proved by the SBOC and funded with
staterevenues. Oneof theissuescounty
officials are facing with the dual fund-
ing sourcesystemisthat for the* calen-
dar year” counties the two sources of
revenue to fund the jail system — the
state revenue and the property tax rev-
enue— arebeing appropriated to cover
two overlapping fiscal years. For the
counties that operate on a calendar
year budget, the property tax revenues
are collected to cover the January to
December time span. In contrast, the
state revenue is provided to cover a
July 1% to June 30" fiscal year.

As aresult, counties operating on
a calendar year budget will receive a
portion of the funds necessary to run
county jail operations through its as-
sessments to the municipalities. The
remainder of the necessary revenues, if
approved by the SBOC, will be pro-
vided through the state's fiscal year
budget process, which falls six months
out of synchwiththeyear for whichthe
property tax revenuewasappropriated.

Inadditionto establishing thetwo-
tiered revenue system, for those coun-
ties operating on a calendar year bud-
get cycle, the unification law provides
aprocess for enabling but not mandat-
ing the changeto a state fiscal year for
all county operations (i.e., jails, deeds,
probate, rural patrol, etc.).

Since the two issues (county jail
funding and fiscal year change) are
addressed in the same bill, some coun-
ties have interpreted this to mean that
they are mandated to change their fis-
cal yearsfor county jail operations. As
a result, some county officials have
been informing municipalities that in
2009, 18-months of county jail opera-
tions revenue will need to be raised.

Unless the county is actually
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changing thefiscal year, that is not the
case.

The fiscal year change provision
of the unification law merely enables
countiesto changethefiscal year. This
isnothing new for counties, which have
been authorized by statute to change
their fiscal year for avery longtime. An
addition to the underlying law govern-
ing a county’s fiscal year change pro-
vided in the unification legislation en-
able the counties to minimize the im-
pact of the fiscal year change by pro-
viding municipal officials the option
to pay for the additional six months of
county property tax assessmentsover a
five year period. Another addition
authorized the county commissioners
for one time only to issue bonds or
notes in anticipation of taxes to cover
the six-month transitional budget.
Counties seeking achangeinthefiscal
year must change the budget year for
total county operations, not just for the
operations of county jails.

Counties that are not seeking to
changethefiscal year tothestate’ sJuly
1 to June 30 budget year will simply
need to deal with the offset timing of
state jail resources by recording the
finances carefully on their books and
planning for the use and distribution of
thoserevenuesto preserve appropriate
cash flow throughout their fiscal year.
In short, there is no authority for the
municipal assessment to be any larger
than the annual statutory cap except in
the circumstance where the county’s
actual fiscal year is being changed.

Our goal isto continually provide
information about the unification pro-
cess to municipal officials and other
interested parties. If any municipal or
county official hearsor encountersany
problems, issues or concerns with the
process, please contact MMA'’s Kate
Dufour at 1-800-452-8786 or
kdufour@memun.org and we will try
to address your concern in a future
edition of the “Corrections Corner”.



McKinsey Efficiency Report

Lastweek, thepressreported that the
Governor has received areport from the
management consulting firm, McKinsey
& Company, that outlined a possible
$180 million in annual savings that the
state could achievethrough variousgov-
ernment efficiencies.

MMA requested acopy of thereport
fromtheGovernor’ sOfficeandreceived
a 30-page power point presentation that
appears to explain and highlight some
conclusions. It’snot clear to usif there
is another document which is an actual
report or if this power point isthe entire
report. Anyonewhowouldlikeacopy of
this power point presentation may con-
tact MMA’s Laura Veilleux at
Iveilleux@memun.org

The power point had five areas of
focus. Thereisnoexplanationfor why it
focused on these five areas rather than
fiveothers. Theareasare: K-12 educa
tion, health care, corrections, purchas-
ing and municipalities. What followsis
a brief review of the two municipally
related sections regarding K-12 educa-
tion and municipalities.

Education

Seven pages of the report were de-
voted to K-12 education. McKinsey
indicated that there areannual savingsof
$30-50 million to be had with greater
efficiencies in K-12 education. The
sources of those savings are two-fold.
First, McKinsey recommends adjusting
(reducing) the EPS targets for non-in-
structional expenses.

McKinsey’ sargumentisthat thereis
great variability in the amount of per
student spending among school districts
of similar size and character. As evi-
dence, it cited Dixmont’ sper pupil spend-
ing at $7,453 and Chelsea’s per pupil
spending of $10,462. McKinsey further
argues that there is no correlation in
Maine between per pupil spending on
“non-instructional” costs and student
performance. Fromthesetwoarguments
McKinsey concludes that schools that
spend morethan average on non-instruc-
tional services could reduce that spend-
ing without impacting student perfor-
mance. Thus, itwould appear, McKinsey

is recommending that the state reduce
the amount it provides to schools by
reducing the non-instructional compo-
nentsin the Essential Programs and Ser-
vices (EPS) model.

Is this reasonable? Without much
more detail than was been provided in
the McKinsey power point, the validity
of this recommendation is difficult to
assess. It should be noted, however, that
the Legislature and Department of Edu-
cation spend a significant sum every
year in contracts with the University of
Mainefor the specific purpose of assess-
ing the EPS model. These ongoing as-
sessments of themodel are donein order
to review the very kinds of issuesraised
by McKinsey. The Department and the
L egislature should either follow therec-
ommendations of those assessments or
stop spending money on them.

McKinsey's second recommenda-
tion is to standardize and consolidate
teacher health contracts. Thepower point
asserted that K-12 schools paid $237
million in teacher benefits in 2004-05
(excluding the state's contributions to
teacher retirement). McKinsey believes
that the local bargaining process could
benefit from additional transparency.
McKinsey asserts that savings could be
achieved if school districts “worked to-
gether” to increase negotiating lever-
age. Finally, McKinsey arguesthat health
care costs could be reduced if schools
created incentivesfor preventative care.

McKinsey also indicated that there
would be benefits from further consoli-
dation and regionalization of special
education services. It noted thedisparity
between districtsregarding special iden-
tification rates. For example,
Androscoggin County has 17% of its
students assessed as having “emotional
disability.” Franklin County schools
have only 4% of their students so identi-
fied. Penobscot County schools have
9% of their students assessed as autistic;
Lincoln County has a 3% autistic iden-
tification rate. The power point did not
identify a dollar amount of savings that
could be achieved from more consis-
tency but suggests that service delivery
would be improved as would equity
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among the systemsif there were greater
consistency.
Municipalities

The section on municipalitiesinthe
McKinsey power point consists of two
pages. McKinsey asserts that there are
$15-30 million in annual state savings
from “municipal consolidation” and
additional “significant local savings’ of
anundisclosed amount. Thepower point
doesn't explain how this amount was
calculated. In fact, the report doesn’t
really promote the consolidation of mu-
nicipalities per se. Instead, it promotes
regional servicedelivery for certaintypes
of municipal operations, particularly
“back office”, “management”, “service
operations’ and “purchasing”.

The only specific recommendation
isto require all municipalities to adopt
the state’ s “model chart of accounts’ as
apreconditiontoreceivingrevenueshar-
ing. Thereissomeirony about thisrec-
ommendation.

AsMMA hasnoted many timesover
the past few years, municipalities took
the lead on promoting regional service
delivery in 2002 when they included in
the school funding citizen initiative
(Question 1A) the establishment of the
local government efficiency fund. This
fund, to be used for the very purposes
identified by McKinsey —local govern-
ment efficiency throughregional service
delivery —wascapitalized with 2% of the
municipalities existing revenue shar-
ing stream. In other words, therewasno
cost tothestatefrom theestablishment of
thisfund. Themunicipalitieswere using
their revenue sharing dollars to capital-
ize thisfund. Unfortunately, almost all
of the revenues in this fund have been
raided by thel egislatureevery year since
Maine' svoters adopted the program. In
fact, currentlaw saysthat thefund should
receive approximately $5.5 million over
the biennium from the municipal rev-
enue sharing distribution. The
Governor’s budget takes 75% of that
revenueto help balancethe state budget.
Thus, municipalities might be able to
achieve greater efficiencies through re-

(continued on page 6)



IN THE HOPPER

(Thebill summariesarewritten by MMA staff and arenot necessarily
the bill’s summary statement or an excerpt from that summary
statement. During the cour se of thel egislative session, many more
billsof municipal interest will be printed than thereisspaceinthe
Legislative Bulletin to describe. Our attempt is to provide a
description of what would appear to bethebillsof most significance
tolocal gover nment, but wewoul d advisemunicipal officialstoalso
reviewthe comprehensivelist of LDsof municipal interest that can
be found on MMA'’ s website, www.memun.org.)

Education & Cultural Affairs
LD 95 - An Act To Eliminate Penalties for Nonconforming
School Administrative Units. (Emergency) (Sponsored by
Rep. Edgecomb of Caribou)

Thisemergency bill eliminatesthefinancial and other penalties
that would be applied under current law to those school systemsthat
failed to consolidate under the terms of the 2007 and 2008 school
consolidationlaw.

LD 115 - An Act To Repeal the Laws Governing
Consolidation of School Administrative Units. (Emergency)
(Sponsored by Rep. Edgecomb of Caribou; additional
COSpoNsors.)

Thishill repeal sthe school consolidation law enacted in 2007
and amended in 2008.

Health & Human Services
LD 119 - An Act To Amend the Laws Governing Public
Water System Operation Fees. (Sponsored by Sen. Courtney
of York County; additional cosponsors.)

Thishill increasestheannual basefeeimposed by the Department
of Health and Human Serviceson public water systemsfrom $50to
$75. Thebill alsoremovesthestatutory $30,000 cap on the maximum
feethat can be charged against any single water system.

Labor
LD 84 - An Act To Ensure Fair Pay. (Sponsored by Sen.
Simpson of Androscoggin County; additional cosponsors.)
This bill prohibits an employer from interfering with,
discharging, or otherwisediscriminating agai nst any employeewho
inquiresabout, discloses, comparesor otherwisediscussesemployee
wages.

Legal & VeteransAffairs
LD 116 - AnAct To Allow Political Signson Private Property
Only. (Sponsored by Rep. Eberle of South Portland,;
additional cosponsors.)

This bill allows political signs to be placed only on private
property with the express permission of the property owner andis
writtento prohibit the placement of political signsinthepublicright
of way.

LD 129 - Resolve, Directing the Secretary of State To
Conduct a Pilot Program for Early Voting for the November
2009 Election. (Sponsored by Sen. Mitchell of Kennebec
County; additional cosponsors.)

Thisresolvedirectsthe Secretary of Stateto administer apilot
programthat allowssel ected municipalitiesto conduct early voting
procedures at polling places up to 10 days prior to election day on
November 3, 2009. The Secretary is further directed to submit a
report by January 12, 2010tothe L egislaturedetailing theresults of
the pilot program.

LD 150 - An Act To Allow Voters To Choose Ongoing
Absentee Voter Status. (Sponsored by Rep. Hinck of Portland;
additional cosponsors.)

Thisbill allows aregistered voter to apply for ongoing status
as an absentee voter, in which case an absentee ballot will be
automatically delivered by themunicipal electionclerk tothevoter
until thevoter dies, isremoved fromthecentral voter list, theabsentee
ballot isreturned to the municipality asundeliverable, or the voter
asksin writing to have the automatic absentee status withdrawn.

State & L ocal Government

LD 130 - AnAct To Allow a Municipality Greater Flexibility
To Disburse State Fees. (Sponsored by Sen. Perry of
Penobscot County; additional cosponsors.)

Thisbhill allowsthemunicipal officerstoadopt awritten policy
that permitsthefeerevenuecollected by themunicipality on behal f
of the state to be disbursed back to the state on awarrant signed by
one or more of the municipal officers. There is similar authority
under current law with respect to payroll warrants and the school
warrants. The policy must befiled with themunicipal clerk andthe
municipal treasurer and renewed annually by avote of the municipal
officers.

LD 143 - An Act To Amend the Process for Secession from
a County by a Municipality. (Sponsored by Rep. Robinson
of Raymond; additional cosponsors.)

This bill amends the process governing municipal secession
fromacounty toallow amunicipality tojoinacounty withwhichit
does not share a boundary.

Taxation

LD 87 - An Act To Allow the Same Homestead and V eterans'
Exemptionsto a Person Who HasaLife Lease as Are Allowed
to Those Who Have a Life Estate. (Emergency) (Sponsored
by Sen. Jackson of Aroostook County; additional
COSponsors.)

Thisbill extends both the homestead property tax exemption
and the veterans' property tax exemption to otherwise qualifying
individualswhoseinterestintheresidential property isa"lifelease".

Transportation
LD 110 - An Act To Allow School Buses To Travel at the
Posted Speed Limit on the Interstate and the Maine Turnpike.
(Sponsored by Rep. Cray of Palmyra; additional cosponsors.)
Current law establishesthe maximum speed of any school bus
at 55 miles per hour. Thisbill allows school bussesto travel at the
posted speed limit oninterstate highways.

LD 112 - An Act To Prohibit the Use of Handheld Cellular
Telephones while Driving. (Sponsored by Rep. Crockett of
Augusta; additional cosponsors.)

Thisbill prohibitsthe useof ahandheld cellul ar telephonewhile
operating amotor vehicleand makesthe offenseatrafficinfraction.
Among other types of drivers, the bill allows law enforcement
officers, firefighters, driversof emergency vehicles, and municipal
public works personnel to use handheld cellular telephones when
they are driving within the scope of their employment.

LD 126 - An Act To Amend Certain Laws Affecting
Transportation. (Sponsored by Rep. Hogan of Old Orchard
Beach)

This bill makes several technical amendments to Maine's
transportationlaws, including areorganization of thelaw governing
the relative obligations of the Department of Transportation and
abuttersto state or state-aid roadsregarding initial and subsequent
driveway culvertinstallation.

LD 145 - An Act To Require the Secretary of State To Notify
Vehicle Owners of Impending Registration Expiration.
(Sponsored by Rep. Richardson of Warren)

(continued on page 6)



BUDGET (cont'd)

the EPS alocation. About $2 million
worth of that appropriation isidentified
as funding 23 personnel positionsin the
Department of Education, or 25% of the
Department’s 91 “General Fund” em-
ployees.

«If thecircumstancesweredifferent,
and the 55% funding level was to be
achieved this year, the General Purpose
Aid to Local Schools appropriation
(GPA) would have been approximately
$100 million more ($1.056 hillion).

* At thislevel of state funding, the
proposed budget establishestherequired
“mill expectation” for the next school
year as 6.68 mills.

REPORT (cont'd)

gional service delivery if the state gov-
ernment would merely stop raiding rev-
enue sharing's Efficiency Fund.

Unfortunately, thereisno substance
toreact to inthe McKinsey power point.
We can not judge the validity of the
power point’s argument.

One potential problem the analysis
may suffer fromisthefallacy of assuming
that just because one municipality was
ableto achieve some savingsfrom some
consolidation, that all 491 municipali-
ties could achieve similar savings from
the same consolidation. For example,
without any identification, the report
notes that some municipalities some-
where saved some money by consolidat-
ing the assessing service, others by bulk
purchasing their fuel. That may betrue.

You cannot, however, assume that the
same level of savings can be achieved
throughout the state.

Assessing, for example, isaservice
that is widely provided by the private
sector in Maine. Over 150 municipali-
tiescurrently contract with one of seven
private companies for their assessing
services. In this respect, the service is
already provided in a regional manner
among those communities(and othersin
smaller private-sector relationships) ina
healthy balance of regional efficiency
and local oversight.

Withrespect to the bulk purchase of
fuel, our experience suggeststhat thisis
not the year to be bragging about the
savings associated with bulk fuel pur-
chase. Any number of municipalities
deeply regret signing up within larger
consortiumsfor thebulk purchaseof fuel
last summer because they were influ-

enced in that process to jump at “lock-
in” rates that easily double the current
price at the pump.

Finally, itisentirely unclear howthe
state (rather than the municipalities)
would achieve“savings” if theassessing
servicewereprovidedregionally or more
towns purchased their fuel through co-
operatives. Municipalities receive no
support from the state that is related to
specificexpendituresonassessing or any
other municipal activity. The $15- $30
million in “savings’ to the state associ-
ated in the McKinsey report with mu-
nicipal administrative consolidation ap-
pears to be a self-fulfilling reference to
the proposed reductioninmunicipal rev-
enue sharing.

We expect that there will be more
than two pages of justification for these
cursory assertionsbeforethey areimple-
mented.

HOPPER (cont'd)

Thishill would requirethe Secretary of Stateto providethe ownersof motor vehicles
with formal notice of their impending registration expiration. Apparently for the purpose
of funding the notification requirement, thebill al soincreasesthe motor vehicleregistration

fee by $1, from $35 to $36.

LD 152 - An Act Relating to Autocycles.

Kennebunk; additional cosponsors.)

(Sponsored by Rep. Connor of

Thishill definesthe"autocyle" motor vehicleasan enclosed motorcyclehaving nomore

than 3 wheels in contact with the ground, establishes the equipment standards on such
vehiclesthat must bemetin order to beregistered and allowed on theroads, and establishes
thelicensure standards and road restrictions that apply to the operations of an autocycle.

Utilities& Energy
LD 113 - An Act Regarding Construction and Excavation near Burial Sites.
(Sponsored by Rep. Casavant of Biddeford; additional cosponsors.)

Current law generally prohibitsany construction or excavationwithin 25feet of aburial
siteor cemetery, with certain exceptions. Thisbill createsan additional exception, whichis
whentheconstructionisnecessary to connect aprivate sewer linetoapublic sewer system,
no other practicabl e alternative exists, and the construction of the connection is approved
by the municipality's governing body.



