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Conclusion
We in the middle of an epidemic in youth e-cigarette use. Parents, school officials, and health
care providers from across the country have recognized that a new generation of young people
are becoming addicted to nicotine with potentially devastating long term consequences. In
addition, largely because of the marketing of flavored cigars and menthol cigarettes, higher
rates of smoking and other forms of tobacco use persist among populations the tobacco
industry has targeted, especially African Americans, burdening these communities with higher
rates of cancer, heart disease, and pulmonary disease attributable to tobacco use. These
challenges will not go away absent strong, clear and decisive government action.

The scientific evidence leaves no doubt that flavored tobacco products, including flavored ecigarettes and menthol cigarettes, increase the number of people, particularly kids, who initiate
tobacco use and become addicted. Prohibiting the sale of menthol cigarettes and other
flavored tobacco products is an essential step toward protecting our children and our
community from the tobacco industry's aggressive efforts to hook children to these dangerous,
addictive products. This issue is quite simple-it is about common sense and protecting our
kids and populations that the tobacco industry has targeted and continues to target.

Eliminating health disparities and many of the factors that disproportionately impact many of
our citizens can be complicated and difficult to solve. But we have the tools and ability to
dramatically reduce the health disparities caused by tobacco use in our state. We urge you to
include Part WWW of LO 221 in the budget and enact it into law without any weakening
amendments as quickly as possible.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this important issue.
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Meghan Allen
Old Orchard Beach

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and esteemed members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs, thank you for the opportunity to
share my perspective with you today. My name is Meghan Allen and I live in Old
Orchard Beach. I write to urge you to fully fund LD 17 and LD 296.
I am one of the one in ten Mainers who has provided caregiving duties for a loved
one. Beginning at age 18, and throughout my 20s, I acted as a caretaker for my
same-age best friend who was diagnosed with a degenerative disease when we were
just young kids.
I provided care until 2015, when I finally reached a breaking point. I was working full time,
attending college and caregiving for my friend- and I was exhausted.
Hired caregivers and transportation service providers that would relieve me during the day
often didn't show up or were underskilled- and these issues prevented continuity in her care. I
would often have to leave my workplace or class to bring her lunch, help her use the
bathroom, or assist her getting back into our apartment after a driver didn't arrive in time for
an appointment . There were many sleepless nights going to the ER because of health
complications; most of which could have been avoided had she received the quality of care
she so desperately required.
It was physically, emotionally and financially stressful for both of us. My performance at work
and in school was eroding- and I felt backed into a corner. I had to give up.
It is crucial for seniors and people with disabilities to be able to get to their doctors,
pharmacists and grocery stores. LO 17 would improve our transportation infrastructure and
provide a lifeline for these individuals. Similarly, LO 296, a Maine Family Caregiver Grant,
acknowledges the highly valuable and emotional work that family caregivers provide and
ensures that caregivers are given a small token of appreciation- while prioritizing long term
care in the home by family or personal caregivers.

Passing these bills is a necessary step toward creating care systems that work for
aging and disabled Mainers; and they both offer opportunities to employ Mainers in
the workforce. In an aging state like ours, where care facilities are often
overwhelmed, unavailable or economically impractical- these pieces of legislation
address vital and viable solutions.
My friend passed away barely a year after I stepped away from my role as her
caretaker, and I have since transformed the guilt I've canied into a passion for finding
solutions and advocating for effective change. Choosing between caring for a loved
one or paying the bills should not be a decision so many struggle to make, or struggle
to make amends with as they process the grief oflosing a loved one.
I appreciate your consideration and hope that you will do the right thing for caregivers
and those needing transp01tation services by fully funding LD 296 and LD 17,
respectively.
Thank you,
Meghan Allen
Old Orchard Beach
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Testimony in Support of the Change Package for LD 221
May 20, 2021
Good Morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the
Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee. My name is Sarah Austin. I'm a Tax and
Budget Policy Analyst at the Maine Center for Economic Policy. I am here to testify in
support of many proposals included in the governors change package as well as offer
suggestions for inclusion.

Areas we offer enthusiastic support include:
Parts C and G: Funding state commitments to education and local services
First, I wish to express our enthusiastic support of meeting the state's minimum
commitments to municipal revenue sharing and essential programs and services.
Meeting these commitments are not only important to ensure quality education and
local services for all Mainers, they are an important way the state can alleviate
pressure on property tax. The property tax is not based on ability to pay and asks
more of low- and middle-income households than it does of high-income
households. When the state meets its commitments to schools and local services it
reduces pressure on property taxes and can help alleviate disparities between
communities with different property tax bases. Together these proposals will send
an additional $270 million to Maine communities.

Part H: Tax credits for low-income households
The proposal also includes some important changes to Maine's tax code that will
boost incomes for working Mainers and offset the higher share of property taxes
that low- and middle-income Mainers pay. The proposal improves the earned
income tax credit for tax year 2021 by conforming to federal improvements to the
credit for working adults without dependent children and allows filers over 65 to
claim the credit for the first time. 1 The credit would be increased for all Mainers for
tax year 2020 by allowing 20 percent of the federal credit to be claimed on Maine
tax returns. The proposed maximum credit amounts are detailed in the table below.

Maximum EITC credit amounts for tax year 2020 and proposed amounts for 2021

No Dependents
1 Child
2 Children
3 Children

2020
Federal
EITC
$538
$3,584
$5,920
$6,660

Maine
EITC
$135
$430
$710
$799

2021
Federal
EITC
$1,502
$3,618
$5,980
$6,728

Proposed
Maine EITC
$300
$724
$1,196
$1,346

The proposal also changes the property tax fairness credit by increasing the credit
amounts for tax year 2021. This will allow for a larger credit to any households that
would be limited by the maximum credit under existing rules .. This will be
particularly helpful for households that experience a drop in their normal income for
2021 and suddenly have property tax bills or rent costs making up a larger than
normal share of their income. For tax years starting 2022 and after, the credit would
return to its current level, but the threshold for being eligible would be lowered,
allowing households with property taxes or 15% of their annual rent that exceeds 4
percent of their income to be eligible for the credit. This will allow more families to
claim the maximum credit and will expand income eligibility in the program by about
$10,000.

Part CCC and ODD: Improving access and equity in Maine's health care system
The change package would significantly improve equity and access in Maine's health
care system on several fronts. The proposal makes Mainers with MaineCare
insurance able to access dental care. When dental care is affordable and accessible,
people are more likely to access preventative treatments that lower rates of
emergency room use and improve oral health outcomes. 23 In order to have healthy
bodies and live full lives, Mainers need access to affordable dental care just as they
need access to affordable health care of other kinds.
The change package also expands MaineCare coverage for immigrant children and
pregnant adults. We are supportive of this change. We all benefit when more of our
friends and neighbors have access to the health care they need. However, we hope

the committee will improve this measure by ensuring all new Mainers that meet the
income and other eligibility requirements are able to access the life saving coverage that
MaineCare provides.

Part XXX: Improving college affordability for low-income students
This proposal increases the State of Maine Grant amount from $1,000 to the $2,500
amount recommended by legislators in the 2014 Report of the Commission to Study
College Affordability and College Completion. A college education is a critical tool for
Mainers to boost their lifetime earnings and economic well-being. Yet too often, the
cost of college remains a barrier to completion or even attendance. Cost is an
obstacle that stops many Mainers from earning a college degree. This barrier is
particularly hard to overcome for the Mainers who are most likely to see their lives
transformed by a college education - people of color, those who are the first in
their family to go to college, and those who are from families with low incomes.
When college is unaffordable, many of these Mainers don't earn the degree or
certificate that could improve job prospects and income. Today, one-fifth of Maine
adults have some college education, but no degree. 4 Expanding the State of Maine
Grant award will help more low-income Mainers start and finish their degrees.

Budget Item 0195: Encouraging good employment practices
The change package would add three position to the Department of Labor to boost
capacity for enforcement of labor laws. This additional hiring puts us in line with
other states of a similar size, 5 and with historic staffing levels in Maine. For historical
perspective, in 1972 the Wage and Hour Division had one inspector for every 55,000
6
private-sector workers in the state, and conduced almost 7,500 inspections. Today,
the Division is stretched nearly twice as thin. In 2018, the division had one inspector
for every 100,000 workers, and conducted a little over 1,000 inspections or
investigations. 7
Our own research at MECEP suggests that the need for adequate enforcement has
not gone away. In 2019, we conducted a survey of private-sector employees in
Maine, which highlighted problems of wage theft in our state. In the survey, five
percent of hourly workers - the equivalent of 15,000 Mainers - said they had been
paid less than the statutory minimum wage at some point. Similarly, the survey
revealed thousands of salaried workers are likely being asked to work unpaid
overtime in violation of state law. 8

We also strongly support making the following additions to the change package
proposal
Fully funding the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous, and
Maine Tribal Populations -LD 1034

This budget should fully fund for the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial,
Indigenous, and Maine Tribal Populations. This Commission has conducted
th
important work over the last year including reviewing legislation of the 129
Legislature to make recommendations for bills to help improve racial equity in
Maine. 9 The Commission hired a consultant to help develop a workplan and codify
an organizational structure and worked alongside Dr. Nirav Shah and staff at the
Centers for Disease Control to address racial disparities in Maine's COVID-19
response.
With a work plan now in-place, and many bills introduced this session that will grow
that workplan to include examining racial disparities in Maine's existing agricultural,
health, and justice systems, it is imperative that this work receive the funding it
needs. The State and Local Government Committee of the Legislature approved
funding that reflected the costs of this larger work plan on a 10-1 majority report.
The budget should be adjusted to this amount.

Further expansions to health coverage for children, immigrants, and new moms. -LD
372, LD 718, LD 265
Lawmakers should take advantage of high federal match rates to give Maine's
children the same opportunities as children in 19 other states that provide coverage
for children whose family incomes are below 312 percent of the federal poverty
level. 1 Currently Maine offers Medicaid or CHIP coverage to children aged 18 or
younger if their family income is less than 213 percent of the federal poverty level,
and coverage to 19- and 20-year-olds if their household income is below 161

°

percent of the federal poverty level. In Maine, the federal government currently
covers 79% of the cost of covering children in the CHIP program, meaning that every
dollar spent by the state is matched by $2.65 in federal funds.
As mentioned above, we urge the committee to modify Part ODD to include adult
immigrants. When parents are ineligible for coverage, children are less likely to be
covered. 11 Maine used to cover immigrants under its MaineCare program and some
500 Mainers received health care coverage under this policy. Including all children
and adult immigrants in eligibility is expected to restore coverage to a similar
number of individuals, though the final number may be slightly higher because
Medicaid expansion has increased eligibility in the MaineCare program and because
Maine's immigrant population has increased since 2011. Including this population in
full will limit confusion and improve take up rates, especially for children.

This committee should also increase the duration of eligibility for health coverage for
postpartum Mainers. The income eligibility rules for MaineCare allow new mothers
to gain coverage from the program if their income is under 214 percent of the
federal poverty level, compared to 138 percent for other parents. This expanded
eligibility recognizes new mothers' unique health care needs and helps ensure that
moms have access to the care they need during a critical time in their lives and the
life of their child. This eligibility is dropped too early at only 6 weeks postpartum. We
urge the committee to increase this time to a full year postpartum. It is important
that new mothers have access to affordable care well beyond the current 60-day
period. Recent medical research has shown that postpartum care should not be
limited to a single follow-up visit with a midwife or gynecologist. Mental health, in
particular, is a growing area of concern, and treatment of conditions such as postpartum depression may take much longer than 60 days. Other chronic conditions
such as hypertension or diabetes in new mothers may also require longer-term
monitoring and treatments. 12 It is imperative that new mothers in Maine have access
to care during this potentially vulnerable period.

Additional supports for low-income households with caregiving responsibilities and
high childcare costs -LD 296 and conformity to the child and dependent care credit
The pandemic has made clear the importance of our care economy. Workers who
weren't able to go remote have struggled to find safe and affordable childcare and
families with aging loved ones have fought hard to keep them at home as long as
possible. This change package could do more to recognize the high cost and
importance of our care economy.
We hope the committee will include LO 296 in this proposal. This bill would establish
the Family Caregiver Grant Pilot Program and will evaluate the needs of family
caregivers in Maine. It will boost funding for existing respite care fund services
including respite care, which is paid home care worker services that allow family
caregivers to leave the house for a few hours a week or to travel, and
reimbursement for assistive technology and home modification. The pilot would
newly allow eligible caregivers to opt instead to receive a $2,000 grant to
supplement their income. The pilot would report back to the legislature after a full
evaluation with a report to better understand the needs and preferences of family
caregivers in Maine and a group of stakeholders would be able to present legislation
based on those findings.

This committee can also improve the conformity proposal within this package to
reflect changes made in federal law to expand the child and dependent care credit.
Maine currently conforms to this federal provision with two separate state credits,
the child care tax credit and the adult dependent care credit. Maine's existing credits
are poorly structured and mean conforming to the federal expansions have little
benefit to low-income households. Instead the committee could simplify Maine's tax
code by replacing these two credits with a 25 percent fully refundable child and

dependent credit.
Maine's Child Care Tax Credit is equal to 25 percent of the federal child and
dependent credit attributable to childcare. Families with childcare services at a
'quality' childcare provider certified by the state are allowed double that amount. The
credit however is only refundable up to $500. For 2021, the maximum child and
dependent care credit is $4000 for one child or $8000 for multiple. Even at the
lower 25 percent state rate (resulting in a state maximum credit of $1000 for a
single child and $2000 for multiple), low-income families would be locked out of
receiving their full state credit if the refundability of the credit remains capped at
$500.
Maine's adult dependent care credit is even more poorly designed. It allows Mainers
to claim a credit equal to 25 percent of eligible adult care expenses that exceed the
maximum amount of expenses allowed to be claimed for the federal credit. Only
150 taxpayers claim this credit and it could certainly have greater reach if Maine
simplified this and the child care tax credit to allow 25 percent of the federal child
and dependent care credit.

Finally, we recommend against general fund dollars supplementing the highway fund
This proposal includes an $18 million transfer into the highway fund from the
general fund. The state should use federal funding or increase bonding to cover this
amount. This will free up the $18 million to be used on other priorities which do not
have alternative funding streams.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on this important piece of
legislation. The bill has the potential to transform lives, putting health care in reach of
more households, ensuring all students have access to education, and improving
economic security of working Mainers. We thank you for your work and look forward to
working with this committee to improve this bill. I am happy to answer any questions.
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The federal change also included an expansion for childless adults age 18 to 24, but Maine already
includes this population in its eitc eligibility
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Testimony Neither For Nor Against LD 221, An Act Making Unified Appropriations and
Allocations for the Expenditures of State Government, General Fund and Other Funds and
Changing Certain Provisions of the Law Necessary to the Proper Operations of State
Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2021, June 30, 2022 and June 30, 2023

May 20, 2021
Dear Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing Committee on
Appropriations and Financial Affairs,
The Coalition on Racial Equity is reaching out today Neither For Nor Against the portion of the
Governor's proposed biennial budget relating to the Permanent Commission on the Status of
Racial, Indigenous and Maine Tribal Populations.
CORE is a group of Maine organizations committed to advancing racial equity and justice in
Maine through legislative education and training, and through advocacy and government
accountability. Its members are the American Civil Liberties Union of Maine, the Maine Chapter
of the A. Philip Randolph Institute, Health Equity Alliance, the League of Women Voters of
Maine, Maine AFL-CIO, Maine Center for Economic Policy, Maine Citizens for Clean Elections,
1
Maine Equal Justice, Maine Initiatives, Maine People's Alliance, Maine Women s Lobby, and
Planned Parenthood of Northern New England.
Governor Mills has proposed a budget which includes annual funding of about $500,000/year
for the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous and Maine Tribal
Populations. We thank Governor Mills for her inclusion of funding for priorities related to racial
justice.
That said, the Commission is seeking additional funding and the members of CORE request that
the Legislature work with members of the Commission on a revised budget proposal. We
recognize that the Commission is new, and that in many cases newer Commissions are not
funded in this manner. However, the Commission is new because racial equity and justice have
so long been overlooked as priorities worthy of meaningful systemic change - and the requisite
meaningful investment. The Commission is a valuable vehicle with the potential to help Maine
grapple with and address its centuries-long history of racism and colonization. But that potential
can only be realized with adequate resources.
The Commission currently operates almost entirely on the donated time, labor, and expertise of
volunteer members, and occasional temporary support from legislative staff. Even so, in only
two years the Commission has been able to create tools which have been referenced and
utilized by legislators, state officials, and advocates. A number of bills have been proposed this
session - and in some cases already passed and signed into law - which anticipate the support

of the Commission and its members. Consistent and meaningful funding will allow the
Commission to hire staff, conduct research, develop policy tools, and support essential
overhead functions. This investment will be an investment in the continued availability and
expansion of the work upon which we have all come to rely.
The last year has opened many eyes to what was already clear to so many: there are serious
racial disparities in public health, criminal justice response, economic security, and virtually
every other aspect of life for Black, brown, Indigenous communities, and communities of color
in Maine. This is the result of centuries of colonialism, racism, and specific policy choices. Fully
funding the Commission's request is a powerful step forward to build more equitable policies
and systems in Maine and supporting the Commission to fulfill its mission of creating and
improving opportunities and eliminating disparities in the State.
We hope you will support fully funding for the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial,
Indigenous and Maine Tribal Populations.
Thank you and I would be happy to answer any questions.
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Volunteers of America®
NORTHERN NEW ENGLAND
Testimony of Michael Coon
Vice President of External Relations for Volunteers of America Northern New England
Testimony regarding LD 221, An Act Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations for the Expenditures of
State Government, General Fund and Other Funds, and Changing Certain Provisions of the Law Necessary to
the Proper Operation of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2021, June 30, 2022,
and June 30, 2023.

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and esteemed members of the Committee on Appropriations and
Financial Affairs:
My name is Michael Coon, and I am testifying regarding LD 221 on behalf of Volunteers of America Northern
New England (VOA). VOA is a statewide nonprofit and faith-based organization dedicated to serving those in
need. I serve as the Vice President of External Relations, and I reside in Topsham. VOA operates nearly 30
different housing and social service programs across seven counties in Maine. VOA is proud to offer highquality housing and social services to keep older Mainers and persons with disabilities in their communities.
We are also well known for our work in supporting U.S. veterans experiencing homelessness, adults reentering
communities after incarceration, and Maine youth through our partnership with the Maine Sheriff's
Association in Camp POSTCARD.
Governor Mills and this Administration has our sincere appreciation for the significant new investments in
public education, higher education, health care (including community-based behavioral health services and
adult dental care), property tax relief, and infrastructure through the Part II Budget proposal. We are grateful
for this Administration's approach to building up families and communities after the COVID-19 global
pandemic.
I write today given VOA's role as a mission-driven organization dedicated to service and ministry to those
struggling with deep poverty, illness, and disabilities. We would request that this Committee consider the
following funding proposals that, to the best of our knowledge, was left out of the budget proposals. We ask
for your support and consideration of the following bills and issues as critical matters:
•

LD 485: Structural funding for Meals on Wheels (there is $750,000 in one-time money ending on June
30 th ). The COVID pandemic uncovered increased demand by people who qualify for nutrition support.
Federal funding will run out before the next budget discussions, meaning people will be cut from the
program who qualify if additional funding isn't appropriated.

•

LD 1360 (was LD 499 An Act to Eliminate the Waiting List for Older and Disabled Residents Who Are
Eligible To Receive Home Based Care, but it was incorporated into 1360). This bill fully funds the
current waitlist for older and disabled people waiting to receive home based care.

•

LD 1573: creates an essential support worker concept that includes all direct care and support
professionals working in all populations across all settings, including homemaker, home care, assisted
living, behavioral health, and nursing home care, that requires the wage portion of the rates to be set
at 125% of minimum wage, plus creates an annual COLA and a 5 year rebasing.

•

LD 1687: Improving Indigent Legal Services. The Act makes changes to the provisions governing the
Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services. It authorizes the commission to directly employ
attorneys to provide legal services to indigent clients. It also requires the commission to establish an
audit system and allow the recoupment of payments when appropriate. The commission is given
subpoena power, enforceable in the Superior Court, to conduct the audits.

•

LD 1326: Provide Funding for the Maine Civil Legal Services Fund. The bill would offer appropriation to
the Judicial Department for civil legal services to be distributed by determination of the Civil Legal
Services Fund Commission.

•

LD 488: Establish funding for recovery community centers in response to the state's Opioid Crisis. Our
state should dedicate sustainable funding in support of Recovery Community Centers. VOA believes in
the efficacy of these models but would only consider a deeper involvement and operational support of
Recovery Community Centers if there was an opportunity to secure sustainable funding.

•

There should be full funding for the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous, and
Maine Tribal Populations. Negative health outcomes for communities of color and disparities across
education, health, housing, income, and wealth should propel us to support efforts to identify
strategies to combat systemic racism.

•

Every effort should be made to support Maine families and increase the number of children in highquality, early care and education settings, by growing early learning community-based partnership
models that support the needs of parents, providers, and young children.

Thank you for considering my remarks and thank you for your contribution of time and effort to improving
Maine's communities. Please, feel free to reach out to me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Michael Coon
Vice President of External Relations
Volunteers of America Northern New England
14 Maine Street, Suite 100
Brunswick, ME 04011
207-373-1140
Michael.coon@voanne.org
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Statement of Becca Matusovich, Executive Director of the Partnership for Children's Oral Health
To the Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
May 20, 2021
Testimony in Support of LD 221: "An Act Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations for the
Expenditures of State Government, General Fund and Other Funds and Changing Certain Provisions of
the Law Necessary to the Proper Operations of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30,
2021, June 30, 2022 and June 30, 2023"
Good morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing Committee on
Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Becca Matusovich and I live in New Gloucester. I am
here today as the Executive Director of the Partnership for Children's Oral Health. My testimony aims to
express support for several specific provisions:
1) Initiative that provides funding to implement the recommendations of the MaineCare
Comprehensive Rate System Evaluation Report for dental rates. (Part A p. 101)
2) Initiative that provides funding for a full dental benefit to MaineCare adults over age 21. (Part A
p. 105, also described in Part CCC)
3) Part WWW, the section that would end the sale of all flavored tobacco products in order to
prevent tobacco use and nicotine addiction among Maine children and young adults.
I will explain briefly why each of these provisions is an important step forward for children's oral health.
The Partnership for Children's Oral Health is a broad network of individuals and organizations working
together to create a Maine where no child suffers from preventable dental disease.
First, the increase in dental rates for MaineCare is long past due. The very thorough analysis that was
done for the Rate System Evaluation helped illuminate what many oral health advocates have been
saying for years - the MaineCare rates are so low that even non-profit dental centers face an
unsustainable financial situation because the MaineCare fees simply do not cover the costs of providing
the care. Provider organizations who specialize in serving MaineCare patients must balance their
budgets by relying on volunteers, grants, and fundraising to make up budget gaps. Some dentists help
meet the needs in their community by providing services through charity care because they find
providing services for free a more viable approach than contracting with MaineCare at the current fee
levels. However, while this makes me proud of Maine's community service ethic and grateful for the
donated care, this is not the way a system of care that is essential for health and well-being should work.
Because MaineCare's dental provider network has insufficient capacity to meet the needs, far too many
MaineCare members go without services entirely and we end up spending more than should be
necessary to address urgent and expensive treatment needs that could have been avoided with routine
prevention and earlier intervention.
Secondly, although we are the Partnership for Children's Health, we are strongly in support of funding a
full dental benefit for adults over age 21. Research has clearly demonstrated that when parents have
access to care, they are more likely to bring their kids in for care as well. Providing a comprehensive dental
benefit will improve access - both for adults who currently have no doorway into the dental system and
also for kids who currently lack access because their parents have no relationship with the dental system.

A comprehensive adult benefit will is a critical piece of the puzzle to grow the capacity of Maine's oral
health system and improve oral health outcomes. This will pay off in the form of a healthier workforce,
improved employability, lower reliance on expensive emergency room treatment, and reductions in
medical debt, especially for young adults who are just joining the workforce and who all too often have to
forego dental care when they lack dental benefits and are making minimum wage.
These investments in dental services are smart investments that will have a life-changing impact for
thousands of Maine families. And they are a great deal financially as well, with the federal government
covering almost 3/4 of the cost. For a state general fund expenditure of about $15 million, Maine gains
over $48 million of resources to support the delivery of much needed dental care. And we should note
that this investment supports and creates jobs in our communities, puts money directly into our local
economies, especially in rural areas, and funnels income and sales taxes back into the State General
Fund, which will help pay for itself. Not to mention the positive impact on people's health, employment
prospects, and quality of life. This is truly a win-win-win.
Finally, I wanted to express support for the ban on flavored tobacco products that is included in this
budget bill. As a parent of 4 teenagers and pre-teens, it has been very disturbing to see the hold that
flavored tobacco products have gained over so many kids I've known personally in recent years. I have
directly witnessed how the allure of these products and subsequent tobacco addiction can trigger a
downward spiral as kids who were previously great students get hooked and find the temptation
irresistible even as it drives them to violate school rules and sports team contracts. And from a health
perspective, while the impact on cancer risks and lung health is well-known, many people don't realize
the serious impact these products have on oral health, as both the vapor in e-cigarettes and the
flavoring ingredients in both smokeless and traditional cigarettes harm the user's enamel, saliva, and
gums, while feeding the destructive bacteria that cause dental disease. Thus, in addition to all the other
health benefits, preventing kids' use of these products will also help reduce the future costs of dental
treatments needed to restore their oral health.
In closing, this proposed budget includes many provisions that are good policy, and that will make a
positive investment in our state from both a health and economic perspective. Thank you for the
opportunity to offer input. I would be happy to answer any questions that you might have for me.
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Greetings Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing Committee
on Appropriations and Financial Affairs.
My name is Jess Maurer and I'm the Executive Director of the Maine Council on Aging
(MCOA). The MCOA is a broad, multidisciplinaiy network of more than 100 organizations,
businesses, municipalities and older community members working to ensure we can all live
healthy, engaged and secure lives with choices and opportunities as we age at home and in
community settings. I am testifying in favor of LD 221, although we are urging amendments to
this bill to include necessary investments in the infrastrncture that supports healthy aging. I
commend this committee for the hard work it has done so far this year.
We are all here today because we are active participants in creating a just society in Maine.
Justice involves the core principles of access, equity, and human rights. Many of us stand before
you today seeking justice - access, equity, and human rights - for people who are entitled to
receive support in Maine, but who are going without support because of our severe workforce
shortage, putting their health, and the long term health of our economy at risk.
Given the compelling information and testimony provided over this session, we had hoped the
Governor's Change Package would contain critical funding for three bills that have received
unanimous bi-partisan support from the Health & Human Services Committee. These include:
•

•

•

LD 485, which provides critically needed structural funding for Meals on Wheels,
without which thousands of qualified recipients will lose access to the program as soon as
emergency federal funding runs out;
LD 1360, which eliminates wait lists in several different state-funded and MaineCare
programs, including 980 older and disabled people waiting to access Section 63/Chapter
11 home care. These people have been determined eligible for services but there is no
funding for the services; and
LD 1573, which reduces Maine's essential support workforce shortage by increasing pay
of all essential support workers across all populations and in all settings.

Unfortunately, the Change Package does not include funding for these critically needed
investments. We urge you, therefore, to consider amendments to this budget that would, at a
minimum, make significant investments in Maine's essential care workforce, address the
waitlists for existing programs, and include funding to ensure older homebound Mainers can
keep their life-sustaining meals coming. This is a matter of justice as too many Mainers who are
entitled to support are going without access, are being treated inequitably, and are having their
basic human rights of dignity, autonomy, and community inclusion violated.
LD 1573 marks an historic turning point in Maine. It creates an "essential support worker"
concept, which includes all support workers serving all populations across all settings, including
at home and in facilities, and improves pay for all essential support workers at once. It values
these workers for the work they do by requiring the wage portion of rates for essential support
workers to be set at 125% of minimum wage, plus required taxes and benefits. It requires the
rate to include unfunded mandates. It creates an annual COLA, plus a 5-year rebasing. LD
1573 attempts to reduce essential support workforce shortages by increasing pay, making these
jobs more competitive with other employment options.
We've been pursuing increased funding for all support workers, but especially home care
workers, since 2016, when the number of unstaffed weekly personal support hours for Section 19
Waiver members was 5,000. Since that time, and after many rate increases, the number of
unstaffed hours has doubled to more than 10,000. Since January of this year, the Section 19
census has declined by more than 100 people, which is unusual. 66 of these members moved
into higher costing nursing home care. The others died. We cannot say if these people moved to
nursing homes because they didn't have staff, but we can say these 66 people chose to be
integrated into the community, and they were unsuccessful in meeting this personal goal.
We cannot keep doing the same thing - paying similar rates as other states who are not
experiencing a severe workforce sh01iage - an expecting different results. Currently, essential
support workers working across all settings are earning between minimum wage, $12.15 an hour,
and $15.88 an hour, with the higher wages paid in facilities. Some CNAs are earning as much as
$17 an hour in Southern Maine where competition demands these wages. One home care
provider who pays Personal Support Specialists $14.50 an hour says they've been unable to hire
one new person in more than a month. An internet search shows that McDonald's is paying $14
an hour for workers in Maine. Until MaineCare reimbursement rates are set at a rate that make
worker salaries competitive with the private labor market, we will continue to see severe
shortages in this workforce, and people will continue to go without the support they need.
Our current situation isn't an individual problem to be solved- it's not about people not working
hard enough, or not saving enough money, or a family not stepping up to help - this is about
Maine's workforce crisis, an historically undervalued segment of workers in our economy, and
an historic lack of investments in low-costs interventions that support healthy aging. These are
problems no one individual can solve, and not solving them is costing us much more money.
Justice demands, however, that when we lmow people are going without the services they are
qualified to receive, and need to receive in order to live, we act to correct the harm being caused.

We need vision, will, and a clear plan to grow an essential support workforce in Maine ready and
able to meet the current and future needs of Mainers. The Report of the Commission to Study
Long Term Care Workforce Issues gives us a roadmap, but we must implement the
recommendations in this report, and we must invest in the necessary solutions.
Many economists believe a significant investment in our social infrastructure, i.e. the care
economy, during a time of economic downturn and high unemployment, has the potential to
create thousands of good paying, quality jobs. This sort of investment also has the potential of
narrowing gender and racial pay gaps, addressing historic inequities, and expanding overall
household income.
We are at a perfect moment to realize this opportunity. We can use ARP A funds to pay for rate
increases for a year and a half and establish a Commission to Study & Recommend Funding
Solutions to Maine's Growing Personal Support Workforce Shortage to find a permanent
solution. Modeled on the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission Transportation Funding
Commission, the commission would study how to reform and adequately supplement
funding for Maine's Essential Support Workforce infrastructure to promote equity,
sustainability and predictability in the delivery of personal support.
We recommend this Committee create such a Commission and charge the Commission to:
• Prepare a report on the impact of Maine's essential support workforce on Maine's
economy, the return on investment by ensuring support is provided in home and
community settings, the current unmet support needs across all settings and for all
populations covered by LD 1573, and the levels of staffing needed to meet that need.
• Identify a revenue pathway to fund the increased rates established in LD 1573, plus
anticipated cost of living increases and future rebasing increases, beginning July 1, 2023;
• Track worker shortages across all sectors from January 1, 2022 until January 1, 2023 to
determine if increased wages, promotion of the workforce, enhanced training, career
pathways, and other actions taken as a result of the recommendations of the Commission
to Study Long Term Care Workforce Issues, have had an impact on worker recruitment
and retention;
what it would cost to pay personal support workers a livable wage through the
Explore
•
wage component of a MaineCare rate, taking into account wage compression for other
workers in the same setting, and what benefit this would have on Maine's economy; and
• By March 2023, make recommendations jointly to the Appropriations and HHS
Committees about on-going personal support worker shortages, a funding source for the
rate increases established by LD 1573, and make any further recommendations about
appropriate rate increases and/or other investments in this workforce that are needed to
ensure a sufficient essential personal support workforce in Maine;
We also urge the Committee to fully fund LDs 485 and LD 1360 out of the general fund. With
these requests for amendments, I urge the Committee to vote in favor of LD 221.
Thank you.
Jess Maurer, Esq.
207-592-9972

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and esteemed members of the Joint Standing Committee
on Appropriations and Financial Affairs, thank you for your attention today. My name is Shaun
Donnelly, a resident of Arundel, and I'm writing to urge you to fully fund LO 1656, "An Act To
Build Energy Efficient Affordable Housing."
Our great state is facing two equally existential crises in filling our desperate need for affordable
housing while eliminating our contribution to global climate change. This bill is a smart and
innovative approach to both for a number of reasons.
In my profession as a digital illustrator, I have worked closely with architects and engineers for
more than two decades. Our state is blessed with many talented designers who want to create
the smart homes of the future, but are limited by what private developers are willing to spend.
Some aspects of green development may require a marginal increase in the planning process to
optimize a building based on the specifics of a site, however the future dividends this pays
massively dwarf any increase in up front costs. Opportunities created by this bill will be a huge
boon for the industry, and unlocking their creative potential could make Maine a leader in
innovative green home design.
The program's requirement that these new homes meet green building certifications is not only
smart on climate, but will make them even more affordable as well. Whether it's through weather
tightening, energy efficient heating and cooling systems, or grid offsets via active or passive
solar systems, these technologies make buildings cheaper to operate on day one and over the
course of their useful life.
State subsidy of new construction on this scale will also add thousands of good paying
construction jobs and draw more people to the workforce. They will also receive on the job
training on new technologies and green construction techniques, skills that will be increasing in
demand from home owners across the state who want to modernize their homes.
With the changing climate poised to make other parts of the United States, particularly the south
and the west, unbearably hot and arid over the coming decades, it is only a matter of time until
Maine sees an influx of climate refugees. The pandemic jump started this effect, but I believe
this is just a preview of trends that are coming. This makes it all the more urgent that we start
increasing and modernizing our housing stock now and make sure that every Mainer who is
already here has a place to live.
Climate change and affordable housing are massive problems facing our state. No one bill or
policy change is going to solve either one, but LO 1656 is a big step in the right direction, and
one that will pay dividends for the people of Maine for decades to come. I hope you agree and
vote to fully fund this program. Thank you for your time and attention.
Shaun Donnelly
Arundel
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TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF THE CHANGE PACKAGE FOR
L.D. 221 AS IT RELATES TO GENERAL PURPOSE AID FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and members of the Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee,
I am Victoria Wallack, communications and government relations director for Maine School Management
Association, testifying in support of the change package for L.D. 221, as it relates to General Purpose Aid
for schools.
Our associations have publicly applauded the governor's budget for making good on the long-standing
promise to have the state fund 55 percent of education costs, as defined as defined by Essential Programs
and Services.
The promise goes back to a referendum approved in 2004 calling on the state to contribute 5 5 percent. The
Legislature the following year amended that intention, passing a bill that called for a ramp-up to 55 percent
over four years.
A recession at that time put an end to that ramp-up, and we find ourselves today at just under 51.8 percent.
The reality is the cost of education does go up each biennium, but if we can make up the gap in this budget,
staying at 55 percent going f01ward will be less of a lift.
That is important to educators and our students, but also important to our local property taxpayers. We
have very supportive local voters, who pass school budgets, but when the state doesn't meet its 55 percent
obligation, the bill is passed onto our property owners. L.D. 221, along with supporting our students and
staff, also supports the people in our community.
A copy of the spreadsheets produced by the Department of Education showing the impact of that funding
on all our communities is attached to this testimony and also can be seen online at:
https://www.maine.gov/doe/funding/ gpa/eps/21-22
In relation to the additional funding, we do have one request. We would like a temporary law change to
increase the percent of funding districts can carry forward so they can use the money wisely and avoid a
cliff when the increased funding for schools ends.
Currently there is a cap of 3 percent on carry-forward of a School Administrative Unit's unallocated
balances. We would like that cap suspended for now, as it was in 2008, when we received American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds to get us through the recession.
The history of that time is still in statute, Title 20-A, §15689-B, which allowed:

Steven W. Bailey
MSBA Executive Director

Eileen E. King
MSSA Executive Director

For fiscal years 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 only, the carryfmward of a school administrative unit's unallocated balances is not limited to 3 % of the previous fiscal
year's school budget.
We make this request so we can be good stewards and use the additional funding thoughtfully and over the longerterm to help all children succeed.
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Caratunk
3131 1402 076
$0.00
$14,759.90
$14,759.90
$0.00
$106,956.36
$106,956.36
$0.00
$121,716.26
$121,716.26
079 890 Carroll Pit.
1031 124
0,_81_2_.8_2_____$_70__,8_1_2_.8_2_ _~.$0.00
$,_7__
$0.00
$718,865.62
,...1..;.o-.c-32;;....._1..,,.2,:..5_..,,.os,:..3;..-_....,.ccc.::a.c.st:;;.in;.:.e_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _....,.c$'""7..;.89°",,:..67,..;:8..;...44c.:_ _ _. , .$7"'8c.::9.c:,6. ;.7=--=8...:.44'--_ _ __,$:.::0::.:::.o.::.o_ _ __:$;.;7..;,1s,,865.62
$11,456.00
$467,135.44
$455,679.44
_
_
_
$129,954-.0~o·---~($~1-1_,4_5_6_-oo-1)_
$141~410.00
$0.00
$597,089.44
$597,089.44
Caswell
085
1033 127
$18,464.00
$36_§,983.94
$348,519.94
1?.!_~..;.43...,4;.:..9'""'4_ _~$..,.57'"'6;.:..4,..;:3..,.4...,,.9,,..4_ _ _ _$..;.0. :.,.o. ;.o_ _ _ _$cc2oC2=-7,'"°9.. ,15;.:. o. ;.o_ _ _$cc2-"09;:.:,.,,.45'""'1...,.0..;.0_--;(.SJ 8,464.00)
089 877 Charlotte
1035 130
$58,154,67
$604,924.00
$546,769.33
$58,154.67
$659,692.00
$717,846.67
$0.00
$1,264,616.00
$1,264,616.00
Cher-4eld
,3230 1628 091
$15,637.33
$31,495.90
$15,858.57
($15,637.33
$177,386.00
$193,023.33
$0.00
$208,881.90
$208,881.90
100 890 Coo er
1038 137
$0.00
$5,927.53
$5,927.53
$0.00
$137,187,53
$137,187.53
$0.00
$143,115.06
$143,115.06
Co Jin Pit.
101
1039 138
$0.00
$59,835.02
$59,835.02
$0.00
$190,845.70
$190,845.70
$0.00
$250,680.72
$250,680.72
106 891 Cranber Isles
1040 139
$0.00
$890.43
$890.43
$0.00
$50,400.95
$50,400.95
$0.00
$51,291.38
$51,291.38
107 877 Crawford
1041 142
$39,456.00
$531,643.82
$492,187.82
($39,456.00
$447,579.00
$487,035.00
$0.00
$979,222.82
$979,222.82
111 896 Cutler
3136 1411
$74,318.29
$472,467.52
$398,149.23
$74,318.29
$843,048.08
$917,366.37
$0.00
$1,315,515.60
$1,315,515.60
114 893 Damariscotta
1043 144
$151,509.33
$2,429,569.87
$2,278,060.54
($151,509.33)
$1,718,684.00
$1,870,193.33
$0.00
$4,148,253.87
l-1-;--:0cc44-=-....,1,..,66-=1_....,1"""16=-_--.D=-a-+yt-,-o.,..n_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _$....,4""',1.48,253.87
"$0.00
$16,442,64
A-42.64
$O]fo=----~-=$""12=c4"',0"'3"'"6.--=73=----.c$1'"'2'"'4'--=,o""'36""'.7""3=---'"'--'--:$-=-o.-=-o-='o'------'-"'$"'""16
$140,479.37
$140-;-479.37
Deblois
117
1045 147
$165,706.67
$650,413.49
$484,706.82
($165,706.67)
$1,879,735.00
$2,045,441.67
$0.00
$2,530,148.49
$2,530,148.49
118 847 Dedham
1046 148
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FY 22 EPS Enacted Compared to Governor's Change Package
Enacted

2021-22.

P~EUMINAAY ESTIMATES' for Gen~ral Ptlrp~s~ for Loc;,($¢hQOJS:

Amount.9 dO•~ptlnc~ tu~bon![ed~ifibt'f~r~pp~~l>htx,/
constriictlon pri>Jeots, · · ·

·

; \. !/( •,
. ·• · , \

,.;uf;IX·:• '.;,/ .;.~

Aos

·· •· · ·

· ·· ··
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·•.•·••··>•;. :·.
C; / .

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22

<:,. "'"" •M•i••••···•··~•••

c;.er.o~d~r '

EPS

Al~:~iion
' ED 279Soc5 (A) Total

'.

Enacted

Governor's
Change Package .·
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
Adjusted

EPS

Con~~~~tion

Al~=iion
JEDf.79§~/i ~.(A!Tpt!'i.,,

....,

. " . ~ D 279 Soc5 (A) Total

Govemor's Change·,
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22

Enacted

FY22_Enacted_comparedto_GovChangePackage_14May2020 (1 ).xlsx

Package

Mil Rate 7.90

Mil Rate 7.26

2021-22

2021-22

Adjusted
Adjusted
Adjusted
State
State
State
1
co!~~~ tion
Share
Share
Share
ED279Sec5(A) Total,,.,.,,,·'/,,,·,"
ED 279Sec 5 (A)Tolal
ED 279Sec5 (A)Jolal ••,
Difference
Exc/Udf!..§£~J~J~A~'®~---·"_i)_"iif_'e_'re_'n_c_e_··_,__Ex_cl_ud_•=Sep,§J~~A-d-lf•----Ex-c/i-udeSec 5
Adjusted

Exclude Sec 5 (B) Adjs.
'Exclude Sec5{~13ijs:·e:;;i,;;;; Secs (aj11}is.' .·•· Difference .
SAUs"-"iJNiX
"'
$2,954.33
$0.00
$60,140.62
$60 140.62
$0.00
$63,094.95
$63,094.95
Dennistown Pit
121
1047 150
$230.,104.36
($11,808.00)
$133,947.00
$145,755.00
$0.00
$375,859.36
$375,859.36
122 877 Dennysville
1048 151
$32,464.72
($3,104.00)
$35,211.00
$38,315.00
$0.00
$70,779.72
$70,779.72
129 890 Drew Pit.
1050 154
$200,020.67
($55,424.00)
$628,716.00
$684,140.00
$0.00
$884,160.67
$884,160.67
Eagle Lake
3253 1998 133
$1,560,784.68
($57,909.33)
$656,909.00
$714,818.33
$0.00
$2,275,603.01
$2,275,603.01
3129 1400 135 896 EastMachlas
$1,608,190.48
($40,896.00)
$463,914.00
$504,810.00
$0.00
$2,113,000.48
$2,113,000.48
136 866 East Millinocket
1052 157
$152,255.61
$0.00
$1,701,409.72
$1,701,409.72
$0.00
$1,853,665.33
$1,853,665.33
Easton
137
1053 160
$247,962.48
($89,984.00)
$1,020,756.00
$1,110,740.00
$0.00
$1,358,702.48
$1,358,702.48
138 877 Eastport
1054 163
$451,530.00
($143,637.33)
$1,629,386.00
$1,773,023.33
$0.00
$2,224,553.33
$2,224,553.33
140 898 Edgecomb
1055 166
$8,164,100.90
($696,682.67)
$7,902,994.00
$8,599,676.67
$0.00
$15,058,714.07
$15,058,714.07
Ellsworth
1056 1663 144
$49,038.28
$0.00
$713,167.52
$713,167.52
$0.00
$762,205.80
$762,205.80
3229 1627 148 148 Eustis
$8,616,960.53
($1,634,314.67)
$18,539,257.00
$20,173,571.67
$0.00
$28,790,532.20
$28,790,532.20
Falmouth
151
1057 174
$152,047.78
($109,621.331
$1,243,517.60
$1,353,138.33
$0.00
$1,505,186.11
$1,505,186.11
154 897 Favette
1058 180
$113,578.08
$0.00
$1,164,710.73
$1,164,710.73
$0.00
$1,278,288.81
$1,278,288.81
167 898 Georgetown
1061 188
$82,554.02
($20,394.67)
$231,352.00
$251,746.67
$0.00
$334,300.69
$334,300.69
Gilead
168
1062 190
$5,028,078.06
($194,240.00)
$2,203,410.00
$2,397,650.00
$0.00
$7,425,728.06
$7,425,728.06
Glenburn
169
1063 191
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
Glenwood Pit.
170
1064 193
$20,244,460.93
($1,169,248.00)
$13,263,657.00
$14,432,905.00
$0.00
$34,677,365.93
$34,677,365.93
Gorham
171
1065 194
$168,538.97
($15,509.33)
$175,934.00
$191,443.33
$0.00
$359,982.30
$359,982.30
174 862 Grand Isle
1067 205
$14,711.38
$0.00
$130,531.72
$130,531.72
$0.00
$145,243.10
$145,243.10
175 890 Grand Lake Stream Pit.
1068 207
$2,147,288.79
($43,434,67)
$492,712.00
$536,146.67
$0.00
$2,683,435.46
$2,683,435.46
Greenbush
177
1069 208
$313,878.18
$0.00
$1,557,470.74
$1,557,470.74
$0.00
$1,871,348.92
$1,871,348.92
Greenville
180
1070 210
$528,253.23
($15,487.121
$2,729,034.00
$2,744,521.12
$0.00
$3,272,774.35
$3,272,774.35
Hancock
1071 1664 187
$659,676.23
($34,165.33)
$387,563.00
$421,728.33
$0.00
$1,081,404.56
$1,081,404.56
189 894 Harmony
1073 217
$6,643,894.74
/$343,477.33)
$3,896,321.00
$4,239,798.33
$0.00
$10,883,693.07
$10,883,693.07
Hermon
197
1074 219
$9,121.68
$0.00
$50,831.23
$50,831.23
$0.00
$59,952.91
$59,952.91
Highland Pit.
199
1076 224
$990,963.20
($90,319.09)
$1,024,557.19
$1,114,876.28
$0.00
$2,105,839.48
$2,105,839.48
Hooe
204
1077 225
$2,091.00
$0.00
$61,604.61
$61,604.61
$0.00
$63,695.61
$63,695.61
Isle Au Haut
21 O
1078 227
$116,364.32
$0.00
$925,901.07
$925,901.07
$0.00
$1,042,265.39
$1,042,265.39
Islesboro
211
1079 229
$1,465,243.23
($227,242.67)
$2,577,784.00
$2,805,026.67
$0.00
$4,270,269.90
$4,270,269.90
215 893 Jefferson
1081 235
1-1;.;:0"""52-...;,2""'3=7-..,;2.,..15;.-..,.8.,..96,.....cJ,;c..on""e;..;.s'b0occr_o_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-'-c$~"7=49;,,;c.08;.;:7cc.1,.,.9---"-'="$7=4"'9"'"',o,.,.8=7..,..19;.-----,$°"0;.;:.0.,..0-----'-c$4~5=7,=8o~5~.0c-,0--~$""'4=20'"',7="1"=7;.;:_0·oc------"-"'cs=3='7,=os=s,..,_oc-,o+-1----'-,$291,282.19
$88,105.04
($65,987.17)
$748,542.01
$814,529.18
$0.00
$902,634.22
$902,634.22
Jonesport
217
1083 239
$0.00
$0.00
$0JiO
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
Kingsburv Pit.
222
1084 241
$1,723,871.28
$0.00
$11,176,374.01
$11,176,374.01
$0.00
$12,900,245.29
$12,900,245.29
Kittery
223
1085 242
$2,660.13
$0.00
$57,408.72
$57,408.72
$0.00
$60,068.85
$60,068.85
Lake View Pit.
226
3104 1351
$1,099.45
$0.00
$29,548.12
$29,548.12
$0.00
$30,647.57
$30,647.57
227 890 Lakeville
1086 247
$237,578.21
$0.00
$1,853,740.57
$1,853,740.57
$0.00
$2,091,318.78
$2,091,318.78
Lamoine
1087 1665 228
$65,012,292.88
($1,489,621.33)
$16,897,892.00
$18,387,513.33
$0.00
$79,888,132.27
$79,888,132.27
Lewiston
233
1088 250
$2,194,325.66
($42,037.33)
$476,861.00
$518,898.33
$0.00
$2,713,223.99
$2,713,223.99
Limestone
2040 236
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
Lincoln Pit.
239
1090 263
Linc""'ol-nv""ii,..le---------.$""2""',9"15"","'25~5'"'_5"'5--""$2""',"'91"'5C';,2""5""5.-::-58a-----.$"'0·.o·cco----;$"'2c-;,5"'5"'9,""76;;-;5c-:.5"'2,---.$""2",3"'52""',3"'9""2..,._1..,.1--,,($"2"'0"'"7,""37"'3,--.4""1-,--)---:.:$3'"'5c:::-:5,490Jl6
240
1091 264
$9,522,669.50
($374,912.00)
$4,252,908.00
$4,627,820.00
$0.00
$14,150,489.50
$14,150,489.50
Lisbon
242
1092 266

'i.!eDMS ORG)D

Governor's Change

(Blt~

so.·oo"
$2,954.33
$11,808.00
$241,912.36
$3,104.00
$35,568.72
$55,424.00
$255,444.67
$57,909.33
$1,618,694.01
$40,896.00
$1,649,086.48
$0.00
$152,255.61
$89,984.00
$337,946.48
$143,637.33
$595,167.33
$696,682.67
$8,860,783.57
$0.00
$49,038,28
$10,251,275.20 $1,634,314.67
$109,621.33
$261,669.11
$0.00
$113,578.08
$20,394.67
$102,948.69
$194,240.00
$5,222,318.06
$0.00
$0.00
$21,413,708.93 $1,169,248.00
$15,509.33
$184,048.30
$0.00
$14,711.38
$43,434.67
$2,190,723.46
$0.00
$313,878.18
$15,487.12
$543,740.35
$34,165.33
$693,841.56
$343,477.33
$6,987,372.07
$0.00
$9,121.68
$90,319.09
$1,081,282.29
$0.00
$2,091.00
$0.00
$116,364.32
$227,242.67
$1,692,485.90
$37,088.0o··
$328)370.19
$65,987.17
$154,092.21
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$1,723,871.28
$0.00
$2,660.13
$0.00
$1,099.45
$0.00
$237,578.21
$66,501,914.21 $1,489,621.33
$42,037.33
$2,236,362.99
$0.00
$0.00
$207,373.41
$562,863.47
$374,912.00
$9,897,581.50

FY 22 EPS Enacted Compared to Governor's Change Package
Enacted

PREI.IMINAAY ESJ1MATES fur G~neral Piirpose for Local '.$ch(ll)ls'
io,o,jn'tl,'ito, t1l>lf1JC/iiik ~u~P~n~~{deb(f~r#>pft>~ ~~J, ';?
const,yctlorf proJo~ , '

· '·'

'

'

·

'

MEl>MS "0RG_10"· 1:iNJX·•:..os ~u.-u~:X c:;,d&~rcier
1094
3130
1095
3137
1096
1097
1102
1104
1105
1106
1107
1109
3254
1112
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
3239
1121
1124
1125
1127
1128
1129
1132
3208
1134
1135
1136
1141
1143
1145
1146
3240
1148
1149
3256
3109
1150
1151

275
1401
277
1412
281
282
290
293
294
296
298
304
'1995
311
315
316
317
319
321
1735
335
342
345
349
351
353
359
1509
364
387
389
399
405
408
1662
1738
416
427
1996
1359
434
436

247
249
253
254
255
256
263
270
271
276
277
280
287
291
294
297
305
307
310
312
322
325
327
339
340
342
348
351
353
355
357
364
367
371
374
378
381
383
386
388
389
392

891 Frenchboro
Lowell
896 Machias
896 Machiasport
890 Macwahoc Pit.
862 Madawaska
896 Marshfield
890 Meddvbemos
866 Medwav
Milford
Millinocket
Monhegan Pit
Moro Pit
891 Mount Desert
Nashville Pit.

893 Newcastle
New Sweden
893 Nobleboro
896 Northfield
Northport
848 Orient
847 Orrin!)ton
Otis
877 Pembroke
Penobscot
877 Perrv
Pleasant Rdae Pl
Porta1:1e Lake
Portland
Long Island
890 Princeton
890 Reed Pit.
877 Robbinston
896 Roque Bluffs
Saco
Saint GeorQe
Sanford
Scarborou9h
Sebago
Seboeis Pit.
Sedgwick
Shirley

;"

','-".. ',(+'r<'-c-,

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
EPS
Total
Allocation
ED 279 Sec 5 (A) Total
Exclude Sac 5 (f>l,,NJJ•-

$45,635.97
$331,505.23
$3,115,191.43
$1,002,568.56
$61,717.62
$5.464,447.94
$848,263.36
$61,203.80
$1,515,749.37
$4,818,375.42
$4,890,433.07
$44,370.92
$29,800.25
$2,125,298.79
$40,757.68
$1,092,898.72
$673,833.35
$2,347,286.80
$195,298.99
$2,000,365.21
$235,117.82
$6,186,445.50
$825,160.50
$1,030,236.49
$1,222,576.35
$1,218,195.40
$61,649.69
$463,857.19
$91,537,539.58
$332,402.06
$1,324,470.31
$69,013.30
$858,903.15
$324,085.88
$35,568,497.42
$3,665,019.27
$47,474,569.85
$37,228,066.49
$2,666,133.56
$37,961.41
$1,774,033.95
$225,092.67

FY22_Enacted_comparedto_GovChangePackage_14May2020 (1 ).xlsx

Governor's
Change Package
Mil Rate7.26
2021•22
EPS
Total

Allocation

Enacted
' ' i;"_,,,'

Total•

·•·.·Allocation

ED 279 Sec 5 (A/ Total .
Exc/ud&Sec5 [B)1,1Js.

$45,635.97
$331,505.23
$3,115,191.43
$1,002,568.56
$61,717.62
$5,464,447.94
$848,263.36
$61,203.80
$1,515,749.37
$4,818,375.42
$4,890,433.07
$44,370.92
$29,800.25
$2,125,298.79
$40,757.68
$1,092,898.72
$673,833.35
$2,347,286.80
$195,298.99
$2,000,365.21
$235,117.82
$6,186,445.50
$825,160.50
$1,030,236.49
$1,222,576.35
$1,218,195.40
$61-,649.69
$463,857.19
$91,537,539.58
$332,402.06
$1,324,47Cfa1
$69,013.30
$858,903.15
$324,085.88
$35,568,497.42
$3,665,019.27
$47,474,569.85
$37,228,066.49
$2,666,133.56
$37,961.41
$1,774,033.95
$225,092.67

t,' " ' \ ,; \'

eps··.

"'-"·'",

Difference
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

/

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22

Governor's
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22

Mil Rate 7,90
2021-22

Governor's Change ·
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22

Enacted

Adjusted

Adjusted

Adjusted

Adjusted

Local
Contribution

Local
Contribution

State
Share

State
Share

ED 279 Sec 5 (A) Total
Exclude Sec ifJf!lf,<fi~.

ED 279 Sec 5 (A} Total
Exclude Sac 5 /8)!:fll•·

$38,733.73
$307,050.25
$1,104,420.00
$804,980.84
$53,609.46
$2,535,110.00
$298,488.33
$54,943.27
$475,053.33
$1,489,940.00
$1,298,760.00
$38,448.28
$23,624.75
$1,806,547.99
$35,302.65
$794,695.55
$292,300.00
$2,166,456.67
$187,064.44
$1,801,782.64
$212, 092,45
$3,007,135.00
$695,290.84
$564,850.00
$1,120,344.97
$752,475.00
$52,648.55
$316,238.76
$77,010,121.67
$297,506.01
$477,160.00
$60,169.60
$376,040.00
$286,868.13
$19,163,161.67
$3,217,223.22
$11,868,433.33
$32,824,345.83
$2,326,807.49
$27,436.78
$1,478,423.56
$202,188.08

$38,733.73
$307,050.25
$1,014,948.00
$804,980.84
$53,609.46
$2,329,734.00
$274,307.00
$54,943.27
$436,568.00
$1,369,236.00
$1,193,544.00
$38,448.28
$23,624.75
$1,806,547.99
$35,302.65
$730,315.15
$268,620.00
$2, 166.456.67
$187,064.44
$1,801,782.64
$212,092.45
$2,763,519.00
$695,290.84
$519,090.00
$1, 120,344;97
$691,515.00
$52,648.55
$316,238.76
$70,771,327.00
$297,506.01
$438,504.00
$60,169.60
$345;576.00
$286,868.13
$17,610,703.00
$3,217,223.22
$10,906,940.00
$31,847,321.00
$2,326,807.49
$27,436.78
$1,478,423.56
$202,188.08

/o¼,'

·

,~";-,'.

",

)

Difference
$0.00
$0.00
($89,472.00)
$0.00
$0.00
($205,376.00)
($24,181.33)
$0.00
($38,485.33)
($120,704.00)
($105,216.00)
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
($64,380.40)
($23,680.00)
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0,00
($243,616.00)
$0.00
($45,760.00)
$0.00
($60,960.00)
$0.00
$0.00
($6,238,794.67)
$0.00
($38,656.00)
$0.00
($30,464.00)
$0.00
($1,552,458.67)
$0.00
/$961,493.33)
($977,024.83)
$0,00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

ED 279 Sec 5 (AJ Total
ED 279 Sec 5 [A) Total
Exclude Sl,c 5 (!})~.tip. · t:xclude Sac 5 /Bl Adfs.

$6,902.24
$24,454.98
$2,979,533.12
$197,587.72
$8,108.16
$2,929,337.94
$549,775.03
$6,260.53
$1,040,696.04
$3,328,435.42
$3,591,673.07
$5,922.64
$6,175.50
$318,750.80
$5,455.03
$298,203.17
$381,533.35
$180,830.13
$8,234.55
$198,582.57
$23,025.37
$3,179,310.50
$129,869.66
$465,386.49
$102,231.38
$465,720.40
$9,001.14
$147,618.43
$17,812,453.81
$34,896.05
$847,310.31
$8,843.70
$482,863.15
$37,217.75
$16,405,335.75
$447,796.05
$39,153,564.95
$4,403,720.66
$339,326.07
$10,524.63
$295,610.39
$22,904.59

Share

- Difference '
$6,902.24
$0.00
$24,454.98
$0.00
$89,472.00
$3,069,005.12
$197,587.72
$0.00
$0.00
$8,108.16
$205,376.00
$3,134,713.94
$24,181.33
$573,956.36
$6,260.53
$0.00
$38,485.33
$1,079,181.37
$120,704.00
$3,449,139.42
$3,696,889.07
$105,216.00
$5,922.64
$0.00
$0.00
$6,175.50
$318,750.80
$0.00
$5,455.03
$0.00
$362,583.57
$64,380.40
$405,213.35
$23,680.00
$180,830.13
$0.00
$8,234.55
$0.00
$198,582.57
$0.00
$23,025.37
$0.00
$3,422,926.50
$243,616.00
$129,869.66
$0.00
$511,146.49
$45,760.00
$102,231.38
$0.00
$526,680.40
$60,960.00
$9,001.14
$0.00
$147,618.43
$0.00
$24,051,248.48 $6,238,794.67
$34,896.05
$0.00
$885,966.31
$38,656.00
$8,843.70
$0.00
$30,464.00
$513,327.15
$37,217.75
$0.00
$17,957,794.42 $1,552,458.67
$447,796.05
$0.00
$40,115,058.28
$961 ,493.33
$5,380,745.49
$977,024.83
$339,326.07
$0.00
$10,524.63
$0.00
$295,610.39
$0.00
$22,904.59
$0.00

FY 22 EPS Enacted Compared to Governor's Change Package
Enacted

PREUr,fflN~Y ESTIMATES for General~tirpc,;~ for. Locaj Scll00Js·1

Amounts do iiot fqc/lide.~unbonded,;;itibi f~r'awr#ve/J.;~i,i,/r: ,:;
'

~nstructfon p~Jects.

e·· , ·

,,

'

'

,··----

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
EPS
Total
Allocation

.•.• .; •· •• •·•-~D.279Sec5(A)Total

.
Governor's
Change Package ;
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
EPS
Total
Allocation

1154
1155
1156
1159
1160
1161
1162
1163
1164
1165
1166
1167
1168
1170
1173
1174
1175
3106
1176
3138
1179
1180
1183
3242
1185
1186
1187
1188
1190
"1191
1192
1193
1194
1195
3149
1196
1197
1198
1200
1201
1202

440
442
444
456
462
464
465
466
468
470
471
473
475
477
480
491
1736
495
1354
503
1413
508
509
518
1737
524
1671
532
534
537
542
547
548
549
550
1433
551
561
570
587
601
603

401
402
403
405
420
424
426
430
431
436
438
439
440
445
456
463
464
465
467
469
474
475
476
481
484
485
486
487
489
491
492
493
495
496
497
499
501
503
504
506
507
508

898 Southport
South Portland
891 Southwest Harbor
Surry
Talmadge
The Forks Pit.
891 Tremont
891 Trenton
Upton
Vanceboro
892 Vassalboro
Veazie
Waite
892 WaleNllle
896 Wesley
West Bath
Westbrook
West Forks
Westmanland
896 Whiting
896 Whitneyville
Willima·ntic
892 Winslow
Winterville Pit.
897 Winthrop
Wiscasset
Woodland
866 Woodville
Yarmouth
York
877 Baring Pit.
Medford
Carrabassett Vallev
Beaver Cove
Chebeague Island
RSU 79/MSAD 01
RSU 03/MSAD 03
RSU 80/MSAD 04
RSU 06/MSAD 06
RSU 07/MSAD 07
RSU 08/MSAD 08

$109116261
$573,127.23
$40,247,187.01
$1,917,328.44
$2,068,591.72
$126,398.04
$21,226.50
$1,642,289.03
$2,347,833.75
$0.00
$115,859.91
$6,948,163.47
$2,922,083.05
$133,765.04
$19,945,931.55
$122,450.84
$2,456,921.13
$32,171,623.33
$41,889.64
$33,334.85
$421,179.75
$350,471.07
$239,537.04
$12,825,585.90
$294,695.27
$9,768,106.01
$5,589,782.36
$1,734,664.80
$242,082.04
$19,491,095.93
$21,232,578,61
$278,914.86
$455,323.68
$502,756.86
$53,984.06
$639,996.58
$19,488,938.00
$16,246,571.91
$5,675,480.62
$43,672,905.19
$684,109.82
$2,781,545.35

FY22_Enacted_comparedto_GovChangePackage_14May2020 (1 ).xlsx

Total
Allocation

_ED279Sec5(AJ.Total>•H• ; • .

f-':M""ED'°"M""S~O_R,.,G_
7 1P~...,UN-=-IX,---:-=-:-,,-,,.-::--~=~~~--·-Ex~cl=v-.de"'S-c::•c":c5'c'(B"'~~A"'dftl"'.~Ext;i=ud_e Sec 5 (BMdJs.

I 1153

Enacted

$109116261
' '
$573,127.23
$40,247,187.01
$1,917,328.44
$2,068,591.72
$126,398.04
$21,226.50
$1,642,289.03
$2,347,833.75
$0.00
$115,859.91
$6,948,163.47
$2,922,083.05
$133,765.04
$19,945,931.55
$122,450.84
$2,456,921.13
$32,171,623.33
$41,889.64
$33,334.85
$421,179.75
$350,471.07
$239,537.04
$12,825,585.90
$294,695.27
$9,768,106.01
$5,589,782.36
$1,734,664.80
$242,082.04
$19,491,095.93
$21,232,578.61
$278,914.86
$455,323.68
$502,756.86
$53,984.06
$639,996.58
$19,488,938.00
$16,246,571.91
$5,675,480.62
$43,672,905.19
$684,109.82
$2,781,545.35

h.

Difference

$0 00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0,00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
Adjusted
Local
Contribution
ED 279 Sec 5 (A) Total
• Exclude Sec 5 (Br Adjs.

$962885 83
$517,769.13
$34,071,383.33
$1,615,169.05
$1,871,864.03
$59,513.33
$20,835.60
$1,398,523.56
$2,048,947.17
$0.00
$76,630.00
$2,573,425.00
$1,896,263.33
$80,316.67
$5,841,918.33
$106,236.88
$2,195,939.52
$16,934,308.33
$40,970.01
$31,824.65
$400,925.73
$110,205.00
$215,776.93
$4,896,683.33
$262,754.27
$5,034,011.67
$3,657,700.00
$475,711.67
$216,152.99
$13,720,588.33
$18,411,985.55
$101,515.00
$152,733.33
$483,211.78
$45,563.48
$571,456.56
$6,159,893.33
$6,699,595.01
$3,065,687.17
$22,113,153.34
$624,853.67
$2,043,085.23

Governor's Changer
·
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
Adjusted
Local
Contribution

Enacted

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
Adjusted
Adjusted
State
State
Share
Share
.· . . . . . . ,
ED 279Sec 5 (A) Total ,,)f0,279/i/ocS/A) Total_ .
Difference
Exclude Sec 5 (B} Adjs.
Exclude Seo 5 (B) Adjs:

ED279.Sec5(A1Tot~I>"' •. • . . , .• ,..
·olfference
Exclude Sec 5 (B/Acl}s.

$962 885 83
$517,769.13
$31,311,170.00
$1,615,169.05
$1,871,864.03
$54,692.00
$20,835.60
$1,398,523.56
$2,048,947.17
$0.00
$70,422.00
$2,364,945.00
$1,742,642.00
$73,810.00
$5,368,649.00
$106,236.88
$2,195,939.52
$15,562,415.00
$40,970.01
$31,824.65
$400,925.73
$101,277.00
$215,776.93
$4,499,990.00
$244,299.00
$4,626,193.00
$3,361,380.00
$437,173.00
$216,152.99
$12,609,047.00
$1B;411,985.55
$93,291.00
$140,360.00
$483,211.78
$45,563.48
$571.456.56
$5,660,864.00
$6,156,843.00
$2,819,421.00
$20,321,708.00
$624,853.67
$2,043,085.23

$0 00
$0.00
($2,760,213.33)
$0.00
$0.00
($4,821.33)
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
($6,208.00)
($208,480.00)
($153,621.33)
($6,506.67)
($473,269.33)
$0.00
$0.00
($1,371,893.33)
$0.00
$0.00
$0,00
($8,928.00)
$0.00
($396,693.33)
($18,455.27)
($407,818.67)
($296,320.00)
($38,538.67)
$0.00
($1_,111,541.33)
$0.00
($8,224.00)
($12,373.33)
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
($499,029.33)
($542,752.01)
($246,266.17)
($1,791,445.34)
$0.00
$0.00

Governor's Change··
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
Adjusted
State
Share

'

$128 276 78
$55,358.10
$6,175,803.68
$302,159.39
$196,727.69
$66,884.71
$390.90
$243,765.47
$298,886.58
$0.00
$39,229.91
$4,374,738.47
$1,025,819.72
$53,448.37
$16,401,781.29
$16,213.96
$260,981.61
$17,767,315.34
$919.63
$1,510.20
$20,254.02
$240,266.07
$23,760.11
$7,928,902.57
$31,941.00
$4,734,094.34
$1,932,082.36
$1,258,953.13
$25,929.05
$5,770,507.60
$2,820,593.06
$177,399.86
$302,590.35
$19,545.08
$8,420.58
$68,540.02
$14,812.435.13
$9,546,976.90
$2,609,793.45
$21,559,751.85
$59,256.15
$738,460.12

$128 276 78
$55,358.10
$8,936,017.01
$302,159.39
$196,727.69
$71,706.04
$390.90
$243,765.47
$298,886.58
$0.00
$45,437.91
$4,583,218.47
$1,179.441.05
$59,955.04
$16,875,050.62
$16,213.96
$260,981.61
$19,139,208.67
$919.63
$1,510.20
$20,254.02
$249,194.07
$23,760.11
$8,325,595.90
$50,396.27
$5,141,913.01
$2,228.402.36
$1,297,491.80
$25,929.05
$6,882,048.93
$2,820,593.06
$185,623.86
$314,963.68
$19,545.08
$8,420.58
$68,540.02
$15,311,464.46
$10,089,728.91
$2,856,059.62
$23,351,197.19
$59,256.15
$738,460.12

$0 00
$0.00
$2,760,213.33
$0.00
$0.00
$4,821.33
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$6,208.00
$208,480.00
$153,621.33
$6,506.67
$473,269.33
$0.00
$0.00
$1,371,893.33
$0,00
$0.00
$0.00
$8,928.00
$0.00
$396,693.33
$18,455.27
$407,818.67
$296,320.00
$38,538.67
$0.00
$1,111,541.33
$0.00
$8,224.00
$12,373.33
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$499,029.33
$542,752.01
$246,266.17
$1,791,445.34
$0.00
$0.00

FY 22 EPS Enacted Compared to Governor's Change Package
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P,RELIMINARY ESTIMAT'i;"SforG~li~ral Pqrposefor.local·school~;
AlllOl.l/lp; ii°"·~~tJn;/~••tnb9rided"ilebtf~t it>pNived's~· .••.
·
·
·
cons.truct/on proJec':'f

Enacted
Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
EPS

Total

MEDMS ORG ID-~U-MX-""-A.-O=S-S~AUs-UMX Code

Order

Allocation
__2_79,_S~•c 5 (A) Total
'"''"'""-'---ED
Exclude Sec 5 (f!lAdfs,

Governor's
Change Package

Enacted

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22

Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
EPS
Total
Allocation
ED 279 Sec 5 (A) Total
&Jude Sec 5 (B) AcQs,

Adjusted

Local
Contribution

.... Difference

Governor's Change'' ' .....
Package
Mil Rate 7.26

2021-22
Adjusted
Local
Contribution

E_D279 Sec 5 (A) Total
ED_2_7_9_Se_c_5,..(A4) Ti_o_tal___
____
Exclude Sec 5 /B) Adjs. · Exclude Sec 5 (B) Adjs.

Adjusted
Local
Contriputlon .· •
'

Difference ... , :

Enacted

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
Adjusted
State

Share

Governor's Change
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
Adjusted
State
Share

ED 279 Sec 5 (A)_Ti_ota_l __E_D_2_79_Seo 5 (A.~)Ti_o_tal__~-Difference
Exclude Sec 5 (B) Adfs.
Exclude Se,; 5 (B) Adjs.

'

$1,8iS:4T
$21,145.74
$19,917.33
1ffe..:i.,82aA1)
$226,754.00
~~$.,..o...,..oo,..--~~$""'22S:s82.41
$248,499.74
$248,499.74
510 895 MsAo 10
1204 61s
$608,000.00
$15,142,331.33
$14,534,331.33
($608,000.00)
$6,897,000.00
$7,505,000.00
$0.00
$22,039,331.33
$22,039,331.33
RSU 11/MSAD 11
511
1205 617
$74,965.33
$660,988.59
$586,023.26
($74,965.33)
$850,388.00
$925,353.33
$0.00
$1,511,376.59
$1,511,376.59
RSU 82/MSAD 12
512
1206 626
$48,832.00
$826,764.32
$777,932.32
($48,832.00)
$1,202,784.88
$1,251,616.88
$0.00
$2,029,549.20
$2,029,549.20
RSU 83/MSAD 13
513
1207 628
792~0c-;.O""O;-)---.$"'"83""6"',3"'9""""3_-=-35=------:$""8""70"",3""'1"'3.""3=5---,$..:3"'"3,'=-92""'0'""'.0=-o
,
3
"3"'
"
($'
1-1""2=08=---=6=33=---5=1,..,4---,S4'""'"""8""'R=cS"""'U"'"'84~/M-:cS"""'AccDcc1'"'4---------:$'""'1"",57"'2"",7"'9'""8"".6""""8----:$cc1-":,5=72"",7~9=8.""6""""8------;,$.,,..0."'00=-----$"'7"'3"'6,""'40"'5c-;.3c:-3---,$702,485.33
$11,252,039.54 $1,011,658.67
$10,240,380.87
($1,011,658.67)
$11,476,003.00
$12,487,661.67
$0.00
$22,728,042.54
$22,728,042.54
RSU 15/MSAD 15
515
1209 635
$20,481,055.63 $1,248,981.33
$19,232,074.30
($1,248,981.33)
$17,034,305.60
$18,283,286.93
$0.00
$37,515,361.23
$37,515,361.23
RSU 17/MSAD 17
-12'f'i' 646 517
$0.00
$232,604.32
$232,604.32
$0.00
$1,090,646.95
$1,090,646.95
$0.00
$1,323,251.27
$1,323,251.27
519 877 RSU 85/MSAD 19
1213 662
$101,098.67
$4,316,873.52
$4,215,774.85
/$101,098.67)
$1,146,838.00
$1,247,936.67
$0.00
$5,463,711.52
$5,463,711.52
520 899 RSU 86/MSAD20
1214 664
$228,202.67
$5,796,061.89
$5,567,859.22
($228,202.67)
$2,588,674.00
$2,816,876.67
$0.00
$8,384,735.89
$8,384,735.89
RSU 87/MSAD 23
523
1217 681
$54,282.67
$3,558,839.97
$~ 1504,557.30
($54,282.67)
$665,493.66
$719,776.33
$0.00
$3,710,795.32
$3,710,795.32
RSU 88/MSAD 24
524
1218 685
$236,202.67
$5,788,142.18
$5,551,939.51
($236,202.67)
$2,679,424.00
$2,915,626.67
$0.00
$8,467,566.18
$8,467,566.18
527 895 MSAD 27
1221 696
797""'5=-_0"'2:---,$""1""',4-=18"',""'97~5'"',0"2"-~-~-:c$O=-.o"'o----=-$1,011,813.97
$0.00
$1,011,813.97
RSU 28/MCTS="A"'D'""2"'8,..--------;$c-:8cc,4"'9"'o,'=7s=s=-.9"'9:----=$"'B,""49a-,Oc',,7""8"'"8.-=9-=-9-----,$c-:Oc-;.o"'o-----,$""7"'.4'""7""8,
528
1222 703
$253,408.00
$11,588,014.05
$11,334,606.05
($253,408.00)
$2,874,597.00
$3,128,005.00
$0.00
$14,462,611.05
$14,462,611.05
RSU 29/MSAD 29
529
1223 707
$62,976.01
$2,135,591.67
$2,072,615.66
($62,976.01)
$767,215.08
$830,191.09
$0.00
$2,902,806.75
$2,902,806.75
530 890 RSU 30/MSAD 30
1224 713
$159,541.34
/M"'S.:.,A...D~3'-'1_ _ _ _ _ _ __:$=4'"=,3-=-93'=' =78cc9-'--.6~3_ _.:.,$4.:.,,3=9-=3'"=,7=8.:.,9.~63,------c:$=0'"=.0-=-0_ _ _ _$c.. ,1i--,,9. ,.6.:.,9,"'33=-8-c.3c=4_ _~$-1,'=8-=-09cc,7=9=7,...,.0..,,0_~($""1""5="9,=54,,,_1~.3c=4.!-)_ _ _$_,2c'c,4c-,2cc4'-=,4.,,.51=-.2=-9:--_-i$·2,583,992.63
53.:.,1;.........-'-8-'-43'----cRccS,.,..U~3'"'1...
1-1;.c:2cc25'----=7=1=-8- ...
$67,594.67
$3,128,501.41
$3,060,906.74
($67,594.671
$766,777.00
$834,371.67
$0.00
$3,895,278.41
$3,895,278.41
RSU 32/MSAD 32
532
1226 722
$77,632.00
$3,084,695.41
$3,007,063.41
($77,632.00)
$880,638.00
$958,270.00
$0.00
$2,728,270.00
$2,728,270.00
RSU 33/MSAD 33
533
1227 726
$12,152,880.68 $1,097,941.34
$11 1054,939.34
($1,097,941.34)
$12,454,772.00
$13,552,713.34
$0.00
$24,607,652.68
$24,607,652.68
RSU 35/MSAD 35
535
1229 743
$332,853.33
$3,244,446.66
$2,911,593.33
($332,853.33)
$3,775,805.00
$4,108,658.33
$0.00
$7,020,251.66
$7,020,251.66
RSU 37/MSAD 37
537
1231 753
$773,728.00
$12,783,253,59
$12,009,525.59
($773,728.00)
$10.459,772.06
$11,233,500.06
$0.00
$23,243,025.65
$23,243,025.65
RSU 40/MSAD 40
540
1234 765
$108,160.01
$6,352,818.17
$6,244,658.16
($108,160.01)
$1,226,940.00
$1,335,100.01
$0.00
$7,579,758.17
$7,579,758.17
541 843 RSU 41/MSAD41
1235 774
$106,325.33
$2,397,755~00
$2,291,429.67
($106,325.33)
$1,206,128.00
$1,312,453.33
$0.00
$3,603,883.00
$3,603,883.00
542 899 RSU 42/MSAD42
1236 780
$0.00
$881,827.43
$881,827.43
$0.00
$5,893,354.22
$5,893,354.22
$0.00
$6,775,181.65
$6,775,181.65
44
RSU 44/MSAD
544
1238 789
0
$66,986.66
$2,974,175.49
1_1:=2=-39=--...
$2,907,188.83
($66,986.66)
26:,.,.,8c..;6:..,.6....6cc6_ _'--"$759,880.00
3,"'734-=,o,;.;:5..;,;5.:.::.49,:..----.,:.$0~.0c..;0:..----"'$""'8...
5.:.::.49'-----.,$...
3,""73.:.,4:.c,0:...::5...
79~5'--'54:_5_ __:R,,:.:S:.,:U:,...45.;..::.,/Mc..:S::..A:;cD_;4..,.5_ _ _ _ _ _----,:$...
$238,592.00
$11,194,178.61
$10,955,586.61
($238,592.00)
$2,706,528.00
$2,945,120.00
$0.00
$12,142,643.71
$12,142,643.71
546 894 MSAD 46
1240 798
$605,685.33
$15,777,695.83
$15,172,010.50
/$605,685.33)
$6,870,743.00
$7,476,428.33
$0.00
$22,648,438.83
$22,648,438.83
RSU 49/MSAD49
549
1243 826
$13,830,877.56 $1,191,104.00
$12,639,773.56
($1,191,104.00)
$13,511,586.00
$14,702,690.00
$0.00
$27,342,463.56
$27,342,463.56
RSU 51/MSAD 51
551
1245 839
$665,482.66 _
$15,345,869.20
$14,680,386.54
-/$665,482.66)
$7,549,069.00
$8,214,551.66
$0.00
$22,894,938.20
$22,894,938.20
RSU 52/MSAD 52
552
1246 847
$264,256.00
$6,891,433.01
$6,627,177.01
($264,256.00)
$2,997,654.00
$3,261,910.00
$0.00
$9,889,087.01
$9,889,087.01
RSU 53/MSAD 53
553
1247 854
$22,129,266,59 $1,048,138.68$21,081,127.91
($1,048,138.68)
$11,889,823.00
$12,937,961.68
$0.00
$31,894,462.08
$31,894,462.08
RSU 54/MSAD 54
554
1248 860
$503,733.34
$6,509,137.31
$6,005,403.97
($503,733.34)
$5,714,225.00
$6,217,958.34
$0.00
$12,223,362.31
$12,223 362 31
RSU 55/MSAD 55
555
1249 874
$15,619,019.31 $1.406,933.33
$14,212,085.98
25~1;··--8"'8""'8C""""'""5"'57=------=R""S""Uco.57=/.c-M""S,..,.A-=D""5=-7------,$=35·;18~5~:4-25-:4-2--$-35,..,1-8-5,~42_5_.4_2_ _ _ _$_0_.0_0_ _ _$~2-0,=97-3~,3-39_.4_4--$~1~9,~56_6_,4_0_6.-11--(=$'i',406,933.33)
""'1....
$216,426.67
$3,482,603.28
$3,266,176.61
($216,426.67)
$2,455,090.00
$2,671,516.67
$0.00
$5,937,693.28
$5,937,693.28
RSU 58/MSAD 58
558
1252 898
$217,120.00
$4,385,203.72
$4,168,083.72
/$217,120.001
$2.462,955.00
$2,680,075.00
$0.00
$6,848,158.72
$6,848,158.72
RSU 59/MSAD 59
559
1253 905
$21,231,826.69 $1,250,080.00
$19,981,746.69
($1,250,080.00)
$14,180,595.00
$15,430,675.00
$0.00
$35,412,421.69
$35,412,421.69
RSU 60/MSAD 60
560
1254 913
$266,671.45
$5,296,120.17
$5,029,448.72
($266,671.45)
$15,816,077.28
$16,082,748.73
$0.00
$19,371,468.14
$19,371.468.14
RSU 61/MSAD 61
561
1255 922
$351,978.67
$4,796,246.19
$4,444,267.52
($351,978.67)
$3,992,758.00
$4,344,736.67
$0.00
$8,789,004.19
$8,789,004.19
563 881 RSU 63/MSAD 63
1257 932
$313,994.66
$9,944,912.74
$9,630,918.08
($313,994.66)
$3,561,877.00
$3,875,871.66
$0.00
$13,506,789.74
$13,506,789.74
RSU 64/MSAD 64
564
1258 936
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
RSU 65/MSAD 65
565
1259 944
$293,141.33
$6,497,942.08
$6,204,800.75
($293,141.33)
$3,778,571.03
$4,071,712.36
$0.00
$10,276,513.11
$10,276,513.11
RSU 68/MSAD 68
568
1261 951
$115,136.01
$3,388,822.96
$3,273,686.95
($115,136.01)
$1,706,019.11
$1,821,155.12
$0.00
$5,094,842.07
$5,094,842.07
570 848 RSU 70/MSAD 70
1262 957
FY22_Enacted_comparedto_GovChangePackage_14May2020 (1 ).xlsx

FY 22 EPS Enacted Compared to Governor's Change Package

2021-22

Governor's
Change Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22

Al{:ion

Al~tn

Enacted

~R~LIMIN~'V'.E$~MAT~S':'>l"G~ryeral P~tposefor [0<;~$(;hooW!
..
Amounts do rtoiJricftide fJJ11borii/;,,. lkbt ior' appiovii,J sblioo/

consuucJ/o:proJ•?- . ,
~a)~S o'R~ io•• UNll(
969
976
984
994
1009
1011
1013
1438
1445
1446
1449
1508
1450
1451
1452
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1460
1615
1461
1462
1464
1465
1466
1467
1468
1500
1826
1469
1733
1498
1480
1997
1031
1036
1038
1047
12.89 1049
1290 1054
1264
1265
1266
1267
1270
1271
1272
3152
3156
3157
3158
3206
3159
3160
3161
3162
3163
3164
3165
3166
3167
3217
3168
3169
3170
3171
3172
3173
3174
3199
3251
3175
3241
3198
3184
3255
1281
1283
1284
1288

572
574
575
576
791
792
793
801
802
804
805
809
810
812
813
814
816
818
819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826
834
838
839
850
856
867
871
873
878
889
903
907
908
912
913
914

•:,}>/<

.•;>_·.;, _

Mil Rate 7.90

uNih~od~

FY22_Enacted_comparedto_GovChangePackage_14May2020 (1 ).xlsx

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22

~r-:-:-~--·

01
: . . .:~: cD..:=!;.; : .; ;!,; .;:'-=-!·
• i_,_._,,_..;::;;;•.; 1~"":. ;!;.; .: ;. ;!'-'~'""~.:.;;::""
om7r
AOS ·SAU~~
$16,726;574.91
$16,726,574:91
RSU 72/MSAD 72
$7,892,270.32
$7,892,270.32
RSU 74/MSAD 74
$35,836,164.88
$35,836,164.88
RSU 75/MSAD 75
$700,364.38
$700,364.38
891 MSAD 76
$1,651,035.24
$1,651,035.24
Indian Island
$2,795,123.31
$2,795,123.31
Indian Township
$2,579,379.12
$2,579,379.12
Pleasant Point
$28,887,631.86
$28,887,631.86
RSU 01 - LKRSU
$23,976,488.32
$23,976,488.32
RSU02
$16,392,466.73
$16,392,466.73
RSU 04
$23,127,028.94
$23,127,028.94
RSU05
$30,832,945.12
$30,832,945.12
RSU 09
$23,165,859.06
$23,165,859.06
RSU 10
$18,648,081.36
$18,648,081.36
RSU 12
$21,736,665.34
$21,736,665.34
RSU 13
$40,355,376.29
$40,355,376.29
RSU14
$20,072,623.28
$20,072,623.28
RSU16
$31,164,979.02
$31,164,979.02
RSU18
$27,017,616.38
$27,017,616.38
RSU 19
$6,557,075.24
$6,557,075.24
RSU 20
$33,953,010.32
$33,953,010.32
RSU21
$29,725,644.29
$29,725,644.29
RSU22
$9,726,398.30
$9,726,398.30
RSU23
$11,143,595.13
$11,143,595.13
RSU24
$13,213,127.70
$13,213,127.70
RSU25
$8,661.413.63
$8,661,413.63
RSU26
$16,219,086.56
$16,219,086.56
RSU34
$12,418,132.20
$12,418,132.20
RSU 38
$14,693,148.37
$14,693,148.37
RSU39
$3,954,997.86
$3,954,997.86
RSU 50
$10,004,621.59
$10,004,621,59
RSU56
$8,862,403.47
$8,862,403.47
RSU 67
$19,811,134.34
$19,811,134.34
RSU71
$16,672,378.20
$16,672,378.20
RSU 73
$2,605,994.75
$2,605,994.75
RSU 78
$3,352,234.59
$3,352,234.59
RSU 89
$5,350,961.85
$5,350,961.85
898 Boothbay-Boothbay Hbr CSD
$4,977,559.04
$4,977,559.04
891 M!Deser!CSD
$768,294.56
$768,294.56
881 Airline CSD
$155,173.20
$155,173.20
890 East Range CSD
$4,393,263.82
$4,393,263.82
Deer Isle-Stonington CSD
$4,874,750.78
$4,874,750.78
893 Great Salt Bay CSD

Governor's Change v ...
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22

Enacted

Adjusted
Local
Contribution

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22

JS
$9,512,053.07
$3,518,785.71
$15,867,464.68
$611,230.47
$70,059.00
$22,929.50
$13,733.50
$13,048,280.12
$9,635,109.00
$5,679,740.00
$16,548,883.91
$9.419,581.64
$7,621,349.35
$7,596,540.87
$14,642,557.21
$22,328,099.51
$7,780,542.00
$15,987,383.93
$7,820,230.00
$3,379,772.00
$26,470,096.28
$8,354,203.00
$7,781,561.98
$7,947,829.82
$5,715,072.00
$3,427,204.00
$4,437,796.00
$7,633,285.00
$2,831,158.00
$1,397,088.47
$3,262,886.00
$3,238,565.00
$·9,041,362~00
$6,630,558.00
$2,321,595.47
$1,016,037.00
$4)'24,033.83
$4,367,368.94
$445,911.43
$142,790.75
$3,564,977.12
$3,774,788.71

Governor's Change
Package
Mil Rate7.26
2021-22

..

Adjusted
Adjusted
State
State
Share
Share
ED 279 Sec 5 (A) T~t•I ~··· ED ~79 Soc 5(Al Tptal . , . ... · ..... ·· , .

Adjusted
Local
Contribution

-:c1~:%;'. {iij :J: ·

1
-,..D-!ff·eren~e '· --!.i-D-~~-!-!:-:-!--~~~~:-:-~:$9,916,159.74
$0.00
$3,718,465.71
$0.00
$16,808,062.01
$0.00
$611,230.47
$0.00
$76,235.00
$0.00
$24,950.83
$0.00
$14,944.17
$0.00
$13,941,592.12
$0.00
$10,484,485.00
$0.00
$6,180,433.33
$0.00
$16,982,078.57
$0.00
$10,220,370.98
$0.00
$8,251,952.02
$0.00
$8,210,407.53
$0.00
$15,750,749.21
$0.00
$23,668,739.51
$0.00
$8,466,430.00
$0.00
$17,098,159.87
$0.00
$8,509,616.66
$0.00
$3,677,713.34
$0.00
$28,401,818.94
$0.00
$9,090,661.66
$0.00
$7,781,561.98
$0.00
$8,406,133.82
$0.00
$6,218,880.00
$0.00
$3,729,326.67
$0.00
$4,829,006.67
$0.00
$8,270,687.16
$0.00
$3,080,736.67
$0.00
$1,515,680.48
$0.00
$3,550,523.34
$0.00
$3,524,058.33
$0.00
$9,838,396.66
$0.00
$7,215,070.00
$0.00
$2,321,595.47
$0.00
$1,093,419.36
$0.00
$4,724,033.83
$0.00
$4,367,368.94
$0.00
$473,164.76
$0.00
$142,790.75
$0.00
$3,564,977.12
$0.00
$4,046,401.87
$0.00

Enacted

Difference
($404,106.67)
($199,680.00
($940,597.33)
$0.00
($6,176.00)
($2,021.33)
($1,210.67)
($893,312.00
($849,376.00
($500,693.33
($433,194.66
($800,789.34)
($630,602.67)
($613,866.66)
($1,108,192.00)
($1,340,640.00
{$685,888.00)
($1,110,775.94)
($689,386.66)
($297,941.34)
($1,931,722.66)
($736,458.6§)
$0.00
($458,304.00)
{$503,808.00)
($302,122.67)
{$391,210.67)
($637,402.16)
($249,578.67)
($118,592.01)
($287,637.34
($285,493.33)
($797,034.66)
($584,512.00)
$0.00
($77,382.36)
$0.00
$0.00
($27,253.33)
$0.00
$0.00
($271,613.16)

Exclude Sec 5 (B) Adfs

$6,810,415.17
$4: 173,804.61
$19,028,102.87
$89,133.91
$1 574,800.24
$2,770, 172.48
$2,564,434.95
$16,712,204.79
$13,492,003.32
$10,212,033.40
$6,144,950.37
$23,157,199.65
$14,913,907.04
$10,437,673.83
$5,985,916.13
$16,686,636.78
$11,606,193.28
$14,066,819.15
$18,507,999.72
$2,879,361.90
$5,551,191.38
$20,634,982.63
$1,944,836.32
$2,737,461.31
$6,994,247.70
$4,932,086.96
$11.390,079.89
$4,147,445.04
$13,274,955.13
$2,439,317.38
$6,454,098.25
$5,338,345.14
$9,972,737.68
$9,457,308.20
$284,399.28
$2,258,815.23
$626,928.02
$610,190.10
$295,129.80
$12,382.45
$828,286.70
$828,348.91

Exclude Sec 5 /Bl Adjs

$7,214,521.84
$4,373,484.61
$19,968,700.20
$89,133.91
$1,580,976.24
$2,772,193.81
$2,565,645.62
$17,605,516.79
$14,341;379.32
$10,712,726.73
$6,578,145.03
$23,957,988.99
$15,544,509.71
$11,051,540.49
$7,094,108.13
$18,027,276.78
$12,292,081.28
$15,177,595.09
$19,197,386.38
$3,177,303.24
$7,482,914.04
$21,371.441.29
$1,944,836.32
$3,195,765.31
$7.498,055. 70
$5,234,209.63
$11,781,290.56
$4,784,847.20
$13,524,533.80
$2,557,909.39
$6,741,735.59
$5,623,838.47
$10,769,772.34
$10,041,820.20
$284,399.28
$2,336,197.59
$626,928.02
$610,190.10
$322,383.13
$12,382.45
$828,286.70
$1,099,962.07

i

Difference
$404,106.67
$199,680.00
$940,597.33
$0.00
$6,176.00
$2,021.33
$1,210.67
$893,312.00
$849,376.00
$500,693.33$433,194.66
$800,789.34
$630,602.67
$613,866.66
$1,108, 192.00
$1,340,640.00
$685,888.00
$1,110,775.94
$689,386.M
$297,941.34
$1,931,722.66
$736,458.66
$0.00
$458,304.00
$503,808.00
$302,122.67
$391,210.67
$637,402.16
$249,578.67
$118,592.01
$287,637.34
$285,493.33
$797,034.66
$584,512.00
$0.00
$77,382.36
$0.00
$0.00
$27,253.33
$0.00
$0.00
$271,613.16

FY 22 EPS Enacted Compared to Governor's Change Package

>ii/>:. . . . :/·:}.;>\.:• :. •.·•.}•\\,.•••••
~021r2i\.'.:).
l"REl,.IMINMYESTIMATE!> for G~nenil Purpose for Jj;~at $j:ho(1[$
'4motl',"tl>#91l"t/rif;i~/u~lio~/Je#.~ ~lit.ior.iippfo11¢scli~,;,
constrµi:t/on proJ••t+ .•.

f,.',;;:;i,i,i' oioJo ···uwx
1292
1293
1294
3245
3232
3210
2071
3233
3234
3200
3237
3243
3246
2005

1058
1060
1065

917
918
919

·,_os 'io.u~ /uil1icode o';,i~, " "'*'· .
Moosabec CSD
Wells-Oqunquit CSD
Five Town CSD
Acadia Academy
Baxter Academy for TechnoloQY ani
Cornville Regional Charter School
Ecoloqy Learnin9 Center
Fiddlehead School of Arts and Scie
Haroswell Coastal Academv
Maine Academy of Natural Science:
Maine Connections Academy
Maine Virtual Academ~
Snow Pond Arts
The Maine Ocean School

Enacted

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
EPS
Total
Allocation
ED 279 Soc 5 (A) Total
Exclude Sec 5...@LAdjs;

$934,781.21
$16,701,857.18
$8,685,442.89
$2,737,978.29
$4,402,389.35
$4,326,740.01
$806,958.31
$1,930,983.42
$2,105,667.90
$2,197,274.94
$4,623,258.60
$4,367,401.50
$2, 16-1,208.71
$356,872.04

FY22_Enacted_comparedto_GovChangePackage_14May2020 (1 ).xlsx

Governor's
Change Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
EPS
Total
Allocation
ED 279 Sec 5 (A) Tote/
E>clude Sec 5 (8) Adjs.

$934,781.21
$16,701,857.18
$8,685,442.89
$2,737,978.29
$4,402,389.35
$4,326,740.01
$806,958.31
$1,930,983.42
$2,105,667.90
$2,197,274.94
$4,623,258.60
$4,367,401.50
$2,161,208.71
$356,872.04

Enacted

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
Adjusted
Local
Contribution
,h,•;,.')-,\w.,e,,..1¥M•-~•"'·'>'-"'«-<

Difference
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Governor's Change:':"·
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
Adjusted
Local
Contribution

ED 279 Sac 5 (A) Total

ED 279 Sec 5 (A) Total

Exclude Soc 5 (Bi. Adjs.

· Exclude Sec £1.f}~aJ!:

$546,227.31
$15,056,056.14
$6,940,085.50
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$501,975.98
$15,056,056.14
$6,786,237.50
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Enacted

Mil Rate 7.90
2021-22
Adjusted
State
Share
ED 279 Soc 5 (Al_ Total

·

Difference
($44,251.33)
$0.00
($153,848.00)
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Exc/udi'J Sec"5.(Bl.Ad~.

$388,553.90
$1,645,801.04
$1,745,357.39
$2,737,978.29
$4,402,389.35
$4,326,740.01
$806,958.31
$1,930,983.42
$2,105,667.90
$2,197,274.94
$4,623,258.60
$4,367,401.50
$2,161,208.71
$356,872.04

Governor's Change··
Package
Mil Rate 7.26
2021-22
Adjusted
State
Share
ED 279 Seo 5 (AJ. Total
Exclude Sec 5 (8) A~- •

$432,805.23
$1,645,801.04
$1,899,205.39
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LD 221-Ought to Pass As Amended
An Act Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations for the Expenditures of State
Government, General Fund and Other Funds and Changing Certain Provisions of the Law
Necessary to the Proper Operations of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June
30, 2021, June 30, 2022 and June 30, 2023
Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
May 20, 2021
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and distinguished members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs, greetings. My name is Michael Kebede, and
I am policy counsel for the American Civil Liberties Union of Maine, a statewide organization
committed to advancing and preserving civil liberties guaranteed by the Maine and U.S.
Constitutions. On behalf of our members, I am here to testify in support of LD 221 as amended
by increasing funding for the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous and
Maine T1ibal Populations, substance use recovery and harm reduction services, and the Maine
Commission on Indigent Legal Services.

The Permanent Commission Should Be Fully Funded
PART A, SECTION 1 (p.157)
The ACLU of Maine is proud to have been part of a large coalition that advocated for the
formation of the Pennanent Commission two years ago. We supported its formation because
there was no government body tasked with examining racial disparities across all government
systems, or to advise lawmakers about how to improve outcomes for historically disadvantaged
communities in our state. The legislature responded, creating the Permanent Commission to
"promote, implement and coordinate programs that create and improve opportunities and
incorporate the goal of eliminating racial disparities for historically disadvantaged racial,
indigenous and tribal populations in the State [ofMaine]." 5 M.R.S.A. §25001.
In its brief existence, the Permanent Commission has done important work on a
shoestring budget of $50,000. Last summer, the commissioners-who are all volunteers with

other jobs and responsibilities-and interested legislators analyzed the over 400 bills that were
cairied over when the legislature adjourned early because of COVID-19 to come up with a list of
46 bills that would most advance racial equity in our state. This was a herculean effort, done with
little staff suppo1i and hundreds of volunteer hours. It was not an effort that is sustainable
without significant aid.
The governor's budget recommends $500,000 for the Permanent Commission (Item
Z287). Although a commendable start, we request that the committee augment this amount. Only
with this more significant influx of funding can Permanent Commission build the institutional
resources necessary to have a lasting impact on our state's devastating racial inequities.
Maine Must Invest Money in Recovery and Harm Reduction Services
PART A SECTION 1

Maine continues in the throes of a drug overdose death crisis. More people died last year
from drug overdoses than died from COVID-19, and the numbers in 2021 are on pace to be even
worse. 1 Each of us has known someone who has struggled because of their substance use
disorder, too many ofus know people who are gone. These are our friends, our neighbors and
our family members, and they need more from us. We cannot continue business as usual; we
must stop pouring money into our jails and prisons and underfunding harm reduction, treatment
and supports that allow people to be healthy. We supp01i the portion of the budget that increases
funding to providers through the Department of Health and Human Services (Item O14 7). This
will help ensure that MaineCare services receive a cost of living adjustment, PNMI treatment
beds increase, some housing funds for people with substance use disorder, and the increase in
rates generally. However, given the incredible loss of life that we are currently experiencing, it is
imperative that more be done for those with substance use disorder beyond increasing payments
to providers.
Recovery Centers Must Be Funded
Recove1y centers have been key to 55,000 Mainers with substance use disorder looking
for help. These centers offer low-banier supp01i, including peer counseling, recovery support
meetings, and more. Yet seven of Maine's 16 counties do not have these centers. The resources
provided by recovery centers are desperately needed in those areas-in just the first two months

1

See https://mainedrugdata.org/february-2021-monthly-overdose-report/.
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of this year, we lost two Mainers from Franklin County, five from Hancock County, 12 from
Kennebec County, one from Piscataquis County, three from Somerset County, three from Waldo
County and 11 from York County, all to fatal drug overdoses. 2
The legislature must fund these crucial services. As a state, for decades we have
underfunded mental and behavioral health services to the point where jails and prison are
frequently cited as the best chance of a person to get "help." But jails and prisons are not
treatment facilities and any "treatment" found within their walls is less effective than treatment
provided in the community. This committee has the power to correct some of the state's
overreliance on jails and prisons for substance use treatment.

Harm Reduction Must Be Funded
Harm reduction was identified as one of the five key pillars of the administration's 2021
Strategic Action Plan Framework. Yet there is no additional funding for these crucial services in
the budget change packet. Maine's 14 syringe service programs offer an effective form of harm
reduction by providing a range of services, including access to sterile syringes and naloxone, and
often wraparound care services for participants. Access to syringe service programs has been
shown to reduce the incidence of HIV and Hepatitis C by approximately 50 percent. Investing in
harm reduction services, specifically syringe service providers, will save the state money, and the
state's citizens' health, in the long run. With infections and overdoses at catastrophic rates, it is
imperative that the budget contain money for these life-saving, health-affoming services.

Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services Must Be Adequately Funded (p.138)
The change package provides additional funding for the Executive Director of Maine
Commission on Indigent Legal Services (MCILS) (Item Zl 12). There is no other funding
provided for indigent legal services.
The Sixth Amendment Center, a national organization with expertise on the right to
counsel, was hired by the legislature to do an investigation. It issued findings two years ago.
These findings made it clear that Maine is not living up to its constitutional obligation to
guarantee the assistance of counsel to people who have been accused of crimes but who cannot
afford to pay an attorney. The Sixth Amendment Center found that the attorney qualification
standards are too lenient, that training is inadequate, and that oversight is practically nonexistent.

3

And, the Sixth Amendment Center provided a list of recommendations for the state to pursue to
come into compliance with the law and the constitution. After two years, none of the most
imp01iant substantive recommendations have been adopted. The legislature ought to ensure that
MCILS has the funding to do what is necessary to bring it into compliance with the constitution.
It will save the state money from lawsuits in the long run, but more impotiantly it will ensure the
government is upholding the constitution.
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Annika Moore
Brunswick

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and esteemed members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs, thank you for the opportunity to
share my perspective with you today. My name is Annika Moore, and I live in
Brunswick. I write to urge you to fully fund energy-efficient affordable housing under
the model described in LD 1656.
LD 1656 addresses three imp01iant crises that deserve our attention in Maine. It will
help to alleviate the shortage of affordable housing while also creating good-paying
jobs. It also is a major step toward addressing the climate crisis in Maine, as much of
Maine's cmTent housing produces significant greenhouse gas emissions.
As a young person attending college in Maine, I am already becoming anxious about
where I will live after I graduate. When my college shut down due to the pandemic, I
had to look for alternate housing in the state and struggled to find affordable options.
This bill would encourage young people to stay in Maine through increased housing
and employment oppo1iunities.
I am ve1y excited about this innovative yet practical initiative to address some of the
problems that are most important to me as a young person. I urge you to fully fund
the development of energy-efficient affordable housing under the model described in
LD 1656.
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Testimony of Maine AFL-CIO Legislative & Political Director, Adam Goode, in Support of proposed
change package on LD 221, "An Act Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations for the
Expenditures of State Government, General Fund and Other Funds and Changing Certain Provisions of
the Law Necessary to the Proper Operations of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30,
2021, June 30, 2022 and June 30, 2023"

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and members of the Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and
Financial Affairs, my name is Adam Goode. I'm the Legislative and Political Director of the Maine AFL-CIO.
We represent 40,000 working people in the state of Maine. We work to improve the lives and working
conditions of our members and all working people. We testify in support of the proposed change package for
LD 221 with recommendations for improvements in areas related to state employee compensation and the
Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous and Maine Tribal Populations.
We strongly supp01i the full restoration of Municipal Revenue Sharing. We believe that working people who
provide crncial public services ranging from fighting fires to plowing roads to driving buses deserve jobs
marked by dignity and respect. Those same public servants should not be victim to rising property taxes, which
is often the result of cuts to revenue sharing. Full funding of revenue sharing at the 5% level will help improve
our messy tax code that rewards the wealthiest over working people.
The Municipal Revenue Sharing law sent 5% of state sales and income tax revenues to Maine municipalities for
over 40 years. In 2009, the Legislature started a now 12-year project on cuts to the revenue sharing program.
Those cuts now total $707 million. The result of this austerity approach has led to cuts to local services,
increased income inequality due to higher prope1iy taxes, or workplace sacrifices from workers in the public
sector.
Fully funding revenue sharing means first responders and other public servants will be less likely to lose their
jobs and more likely to achieve fair contracts. The people that keep our water systems intact, the stop lights
working and roads clear are able to provide public services best when they have a workplace marked by high
morale and with the support that helps them raise a family. Full funding of revenue sharing makes this scenario
more of a reality.
Full funding of revenue sharing is also a tool to clean up Maine's messy tax code. The highest income
households have seen disproportionate benefits through income tax breaks in 2011, 2015 and 2017. While we
have seen 12 years of cuts to revenue sharing, there has been no significant change to our lopsided tax policy
that enables the top 1 percent of Maine households to pay less of their income in state and local taxes than
people who earn less.
The Governor's proposal to meet the requirement that the state fund 55% of the cost of public education is
historic. Voters demanded this level of funding through successful ballot initiative efforts in both 2004 and
2016. We support this proposal because it will ensure a basic level of funding for public schools. Allowing all
children, regardless of their zip codes, to have access to well-resourced public schools is the right thing to do.

The other benefit from increased public education funding will be felt by property taxpayers and through
improved municipal budgets. The required local share of public education will decrease as a result of this
historic investment. The increased education funding will have additional benefits through reduced income
inequality and improved public services. Public employees, like fire fighters, first responders, and municipal
employees both use and provide local services that have missed out on $707 million in the last 10 years. The
full funding of Revenue Sharing and funding 55% of the cost of public education will help conect that trend.
We are members of the Coalition on Racial Equity, which is providing testimony "Neither for Nor Against" the
portion relating to the Pe1manent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous and Maine Tribal
Populations. The change package includes annual funding of $500,000 per year for the Permanent Commission
on the Status of Racial, Indigenous and Maine Tribal Populations. We support this money being included, but
provide testimony in support of additional funding in order to maximize the eff01is of the commission.
Racial equity and justice have long been overlooked as priorities. Our organization is committed to supporting
policies that build worker power and dismantle structural and institutional racism, including work to integrate
anti-racism education and racial justice within our unions, Central Labor Councils and State Federation so we
can combat the divide and conquer strategy that uses race to limit the power of working people. Racism harms
union members of color, day in and day out. We are against harm and need to address the harm that people of
color who are members of labor unions face. In order to win big improvements in working conditions, the labor
movement needs to tackle the issues ofrace that have been used to divide the working class throughout Maine's
history.
The Commission works through donated time, labor, expe1iise of volunteer members and with some temporary
support from legislative staff. Even with this limited funding, the Commission has provided benefit to
legislators, state officials and advocates. The need for an independent body to help individuals and
policymakers reckon with historical and systemic racism in Maine has never been clearer. Black Mainers make
up 1.4% of our state's population, yet it was reported that they made up 23.6% of the COVID-19 cases in Maine
last summer. 1 Additional funding for the the Permanent Commission on the Status of Racial, Indigenous and
Maine Tribal Populations beyond the proposed amount of $500,000 per year is a ve1y important step towards
addressing this and similar racial disparities.
One issue that is left outstanding in this change package are investments to address a comprehensive market pay
study report showing Maine's state workers earn nearly 15 percent less than public and private sector peers
throughout New England, even after adjusting for regional differences in pay. Hundreds of state employees
continue to earn less than $15 an hour. 2 Missing from this change package is a proposal to address the low
wages in state government.
State revenues are expected to increase over $900 million above expectations, exceeding pre-pandemic levels
by $141 million. Maine is slated to receive nearly $1.65 billion in state and local aid through the American
Rescue Plan. Based on the pay study's findings and the vastly improved state revenue projections, we think
there should be a stronger eff01i to address pay disparities between the public and private sector.

1

https ://www.pressherald.com/2020/06/21 /maine-has-nations-worst-covid-19-racial-dispaiity/
http://legislature.maine.gov/doc/56l5
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Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and members of the Appropriations and Financial Affairs
Committee, my name is Laurie Belden and I am a resident of Durham. I serve as the executive
director of the Home Care & Hospice Alliance of Maine -- a membership organization
representing home care, home health care and hospice providers across the State. Thank you for
the opportunity to testify today in response to the Governor's proposed Change Package.
The Alliance is a network of home care and hospice providers across our State delivering homebased care to older adults and disabled individuals of all ages - allowing them to stay in their
home and community. Care provided by our members range from short-term physician-directed
care (allowing our loved ones to recover from an illness or injury at home rather than a hospital
or skilled nursing facility), to long-term care with skilled nursing and ventilator care, to personal
care (such as bathing, dressing, and housekeeping).
For years MaineCare reimbursement rates have failed to cover the cost of providing care to
Maine's aging adults and those with disabilities. Our providers report that their client base ranges
between 75-90% MaineCare beneficiaries. While MaineCare provides free and low-cost health
insurance to Mainers who meet certain requirements, the delivery of quality home care and
hospice services in the home isn't free -- but is far less costly than care being delivered in
institutional settings. Providers relying on MaineCare reimbursement have struggled to not only
deliver uninterrupted quality care in the home, but also to simply keep their doors open. Some
relief came in 2020 with a slight adjustment to direct care worker reimbursement rate for several
MaineCare sections, however, the modest increase did little to improve our dire situation.
In addition to the need for increased reimbursement rates for the essential support workforce,
it's absolutely critical that rates are increased for services provided by RNs and LPNs in homebased settings. It's important to emphasis that the current RN and LPN rates went into effect in
2018 and were based on a 2016 rate study which used data from 2012-2014. Providers of homebased services are attempting to attract and retain nurses, but can't compete because the
compensation they can offer is derived from seven+ year old data.
In testimony on LD 1528 (the bill from Rep. Stover that would increase reimbursement rates for
home-based RN and LPN services), DHHS acknowledged that rates for nursing services in these
MaineCare sections are low and will need to be increased, stating," ... Section 19 and 96 nursing
rates are low and in need of an update, averaging only 52% of the comparison rate, comprised of
the average rates of comparison Medicaid states and, where available, Medicare."

However, the current plan from OHHS, as outlined in the January 2021 MaineCare
Comprehensive Rate System Evaluation Interim Report, includes addressing rates in these
sections sometime between State Fiscal Year 2026-2028.
Currently, we are experiencing staffing shortages for nurses, which leaves patients without the
care they need. Not only does the current reimbursement rate depend on outdated wage data,
but -- like the reimbursement for essential support workers -- it does not account for myriad
factors that have emerged since that time, including mandated costs such as Electronic Visit
Verification, background checks, and MaineCare Bonding- none of which were anticipated in
2016 when the last rate study was conducted. There is no way providers across the State can
sustain operations for another five years on a 52% comparison rate.
If RN/LPN rates are not increased for services offered in the home, providers will have no choice
but to severely limit, if not cease offering, these critical services. And what about the patients what will happen to them? Suffer without care? Transition to an institution? Premature
decline/death? Morally, we need to do better.
The other portion of LO 1528 calls for indexing Sec. 40 (medically complex home health services)
reimbursement rates to the Medicare low-utilization payment rate (LUPA). This is critical for the
financial sustainability of providers of Sec. 40 services, as the LUPA rate more closely aligns to
actual cost structures. This precedent has already been set by other states (including
Washington, Oregon, Colorado, and others). Maine OHHS has also recognized the benefit of
indexing MaineCare rates to Medicaid, when possible. In the MaineCare Comprehensive Rate
System Evaluation Interim Report, Myers & Stauffer recommends establishing a consistent and
standard basis for developing (and updating) rate methodologies, including utilizing Medicare
methodologies and fee schedules where they exist, as well as using consistent percentage
benchmarks of the Medicare fee schedule.
Given the option, most people would prefer to receive care at home. In March 2019, JAMA
Internal Medicine published findings that showed that in situations where home-based care is
appropriate, home health outcomes are just as good as those in other settings. And, per day,
home health care is a third of the cost of a skilled nursing bed and less than a 10th of the cost of
a hospital stay.
As you consider the Governor's Change Package, I hope you will commit to include a 25%
increase for RN & LPN rates for MaineCare Section 19, MaineCare Section 96, and Chapter 5:
OAOS Policy Manual, Section 63 - .an increase unanimously supported by the Joint Standing
Committee on Health and Human Services in their passage of LO 1528. Also unanimously
approved by the Committee was the recommendation to index Sec. 40 reimbursement rates
to the Medicare low-utilization payment rate which will eliminate the need to come back to
the legislature year after year pleading for increases to Sec. 40 home health care for Maine's
medically-comple x beneficiaries.

The Alliance also wholeheartedly supports funding the ever-growing waitlist for those eligible
to receive home based care; as well as establishing a rate for essential support workers at
125% of minimum wage (plus required taxes and benefit, unfunded mandates, COLA and 5year rebasing).
We would like to thank the members of this Committee, the Health and Human Services
Committee, and the Administration for the work you have done in recent years to address
inadequate rates across MaineCare services. We are convinced that investing in our essential
support workforce, as well as our skilled RN and LPN professionals now will not only save the
State of Maine money and valuable resources, but will enable those of us who prefer to receive
care in the home to stay within their community and among their network of family and friends.
To me, having that choice is a right that all of us should have when the time comes.
Those we care for in the home are depending on us for their overall health and wellbeing - and
we are now depending on you to determine the best way to address this crisis-level issue to
ensure access to quality, affordable and adequate care in the home remains a viable option.

Thank you.
Laurie Belden
Executive Director
Home Care & Hospice Alliance of Maine
laurie@homecarealliance.org
www.HomeCareAlliance.org

Corrie Calderwood
Brunswick
Good morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Corrie Calderwood and I live
in Brunswick. I am a public high school teacher in Maine. I'm here today to testify in favor of
Part WWW of LO 221, the section of the proposed budget that would end the sale of all
flavored tobacco products, including menthol cigarettes, cigars, and electronic cigarettes, in
order to prevent tobacco use and nicotine addiction among Maine children and young adults.
As a public school teacher, I have seen the problem of flavored tobacco on the front lines in
the bathrooms and hallways of our schools. For many teens, the "yummy" taste and smell of
flavored tobacco products means they are not "as bad as" cigarettes or chewing tobacco.
Many believe that because there isn't a flame involved or a harsh taste that makes them
cough, that means that there isn't anything wrong with these products, that they aren't
harmful. This is especially true with menthol-flavored products because not only does this
flavor "taste good," but it eases the harshness of the tobacco, makes it easier to ingest, and
hooks another young person on the tobacco industry's deadly line. I primarily teach juniors
and seniors in high school, many who tried these products when they were younger and now
feel ashamed of their younger selves for "falling for" the idea that because a tobacco product
tastes good means it can't be bad for you.
As anyone who regularly engages with children and teens knows, their brains are not fully
formed, and last to form is the protective part that helps adults make better decisions about
what is safe and what is harmful. The tobacco industry understands this too, which is why
they market directly to young people. It is vitally important that we do our jobs as adults,
parents, and teachers to protect, educate, and even legislate rules and laws that work to
improve the lives of all Mainers. We need to protect our kids from harmful products by ending
the sale of flavored tobacco products.

MAINE AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 148, 103 Water Street, 4 th Floor
Hallowell, ME 0434 7
Telephone (207) 622-0136 · Fax (207) 622-0576 · www.maineaquaculture.com

April 20, 2021
The Honorable Catherine E. Breen, Senate Chair
The Honorable Teresa Pierce, House Chair
Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
State Office Building, Room 228
Augusta, ME 04333
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, Honorable Members of the Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs,
My name is Sebastian Belle and I am the Executive Director of the Maine Aquaculture Association (MAA). I stand before you today to
testify in strong support of the proposed supplemental budget for the Department of Marine Resources. The MAA represents Maine's
aquatic fatmers and the many infrastrncture companies that provide goods and services to our producers. Our fa1mers annually produce
over 100 million dollars in farm gate revenue and directly employ roughly 700 Maine citizens year-round. We purchase goods and
services from over 400 Maine businesses and our total economic impact is roughly 150 million dollars annually. The Department of
Marine Resources and the Joint Standing Committee on Marine Resources both work hard to protect, and manage the valuable resources
that fo1m the foundation of this economic engine. In order to operate our farmers lease roughly 1700 acres of public waters annually.
We acquire pem1ission to use those few acres by going through a rigorous, transparent and adjudicatory process that has been developed
by the state over a forty-five-year period. The leasing process includes three public meetings, including a formal public hearing and a
review by state and federal authorities to ensure the lease will comply with a series of technical criteria designed to protect the public
trnst, the environment and to ensure there are no other significant uses of the area. Once a lease is granted the fa1mer must comply with
a series of specific lease conditions and a strict set of state and federal environmental regulations. The Maine aquaculture leasing system
is seen as the gold standard and many other states and even countries have modeled their aquaculture management programs on Maines
system.
Over the last twenty years the Maine aquaculture sector has grown slowly and steadily. That growth is largely dictated by the states
ability to accept and process lease applications. Without leases a farm cannot be started. Without leases our products cannot be grown,
we cannot employ people we cannot buy the many goods and services we need to operate and we cannot pay state fees, rents and taxes.
Without leases we cannot invest in the state and our local communities. Cun-ently there are over 45 lease applications pending before
the DMR. Collectively those applications represent at least IO million dollars in investment waiting to be activated and many more
millions of dollars in revenue waiting to be generated. At cmrent staffing levels it will take DMR at least three years to work through
this application backlog. That means we have entrepreneurs ready to stait businesses being told it will be three years before they know
whether the will get pe1mission to operate or not. Commissioner Keliher and his staff work tirelessly to professionally manage the states
aquaculture sector. They do so with very limited resources and the proposed supplemental budget makes a small investment to help
them ensure that any growth that occurs in the states aquaculture sector is responsible and sustainable. That small investment will directly
allow farms to be staited, Mainers employed and additional revenues to flow into the state.
Maine has a long tradition of producing high quality, healthy seafood. Maine seafood is an iconic pait of the Maine brand and Maine
aquaculture products have earned their place as part of that brand. Please help us continue to build that brand and give DMR the
investment they need to help us grow the aquaculture sector. I thank you for your attention and patience and would be glad to answer
any questions you may have.
Sincerely,

Sebastian M. Belle
Executive Director
SMB/rkc

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and honorable members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs: my name is Mohamed Ali Ibrahim
and I am an organizer for Maine People's Alliance. I live in Auburn, and I write today to
testify on LD 221 and urge you to fully fund a restoration of immigrant access to
MaineCare.
MPA is Maine's largest community action organization with over 32,000 members
across the state. Our mission is to create a world where everyone has what they need,
contributes what they can, and no one is left behind. We are thrilled that LD 718 passed
out of committee with strong support and that the Governor included a restoration of
healthcare access for some Mainers, regardless of immigration status in her proposed
change package. I am here today to urge you to build on that foundation and fully
restore critical healthcare access for all Mainers.
In addition to being an organizer with MPA, I am also a new Mainer. In 2012 I fled
political persecution in my homeland of Djibouti and sought asylum here in Maine. What
I did not know when I arrived was that the year before, in a major departure from
Maine's longstanding commitment to not discriminate against immigrants, the LePage
administration reversed the policy, cutting health care for hundreds of new Mainers,
including asylum seekers like me.
LePage's reversal forced asylum seekers like me into an unenviable Catch-22. Under
federal law, we are barred from working for 150 days after we apply for asylum. That
makes it impossible to afford medical care. Then we are barred from using programs
like MaineCare and CHIP, leaving us no way to get access to health care.
Thank God that I didn't get sick in the long months when I was caught in medical limbo,
but not everyone is so lucky. I have heard countless stories from other new Mainers
who have medical conditions but who are barred from accessing medical care. It's an
incredibly cruel policy that undoubtedly has cost lives and has helped lead to record
racial disparities in Maine's COVID infection rates. 1
1 Miller, Kevin. "Maine has the nation's worst COVID-19 racial disparity." The Portland Press Herald. 21
June, 2020. https://www .pressherald.com/2020/06/21 /maine-has-nations-worst-covid-19-racial-disparity/

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and the honorable members of the Standing Joint
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
My name is Bob Moussa and I live in Lewiston, I joined my family in 2017 but they arrived in
Lewiston in October 2015. First of all, I am delighted with this very laudable initiative towards
parents who take care of a disabled child. This is the case for me, as I care for my autistic son
who is 21 years old and I am here to testify in support of LO 221.
Among the concerns of giving care to a disabled child, there is nothing more frustrating than not
having the proper support from our government, in my case, just because of our immigration
status, and that poses a real problem for our family.
Indeed, my son lost his eligibility for MaineCare, found himself stuck at home without
participating in any supervision within the framework of the activities related to the Day Program
offered by the benefit of MaineCare. We have to spend a lot of time trying to satisfy his needs
and giving him undivided attention 7/7.
The tragedy is we must wait until his immigration status is granted in order to be able to
reinstate his eligibility to services he needs. Passing this bill will be a great relief for us as a
family. His mental health is worsening since last Sunday and ended up in the ER in St Mary's.
Without MaineCare's coverage and support from the state and healthcare institutions, we are
faced with a real tragedy and feel powerless in this challenging situation. I stopped working to
care for him and I know it's even more frustrating for my son not to get professional supervision
for his mental health, his moral and physical well-being.
I do not know how many families could be in this kind of situation, but if at the legislative level,
the State of Maine could provide for something transitional in this case of eligibility and pass this
bill is promising, in the face of this harsh reality that we are living in, our daily life would be much
better relieved.
I am yearning for your attention to stand with families who feel lonely in their daily caregiving
activities for their loved ones like mine and would benefit from the funding of this law. Thank
you.

Volunteers of America®
NORTHERN NEW ENGLAND
Testimony of Richard A. Hooks Wayman
for Volunteers of America Northern New England
CEO
President &
Testimony regarding LD 221, An Act Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations for the Expenditures of
State Government, General Fund and Other Funds, and Changing Certain Provisions of the Law Necessary to
the Proper Operation of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2021, June 30, 2022,
and June 30, 2023.

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and esteemed members of the Committee on Appropriations and
Financial Affairs:
My name is Richard Hooks Wayman, and I am testifying in regard to LD 221 on behalf of Volunteers of America
Northern New England (VOA) and as a member of the Behavioral Health Community Collaborative. VOA is a
statewide nonprofit and faith-based organization dedicated to serving those in need. I serve as the President
& CEO of VOA, and I reside in Portland. VOA's administrative offices are in Brunswick, but we operate nearly 30
different housing and social service programs across seven counties in Maine. VOA is proud to offer highquality housing and social services to keep older Mainers and persons with disabilities in their communities.
We are also well known for our work in supporting U.S. veterans experiencing homelessness, adults reentering
communities after incarceration, and Maine youth through our partnership with the Maine Sheriff's
Association in Camp POSTCARD.
Governor Mills and this Administration deserves praise for offering new investments in our community-based
behavioral health system. This bill offers a remarkable array of new funding. For many years, our
collaborative has been sounding the alarm of our crumbling capacity to meet the needs of children and adults
living with mental health disabilities and substance use disorders. We are grateful this day has come.
I come today to reiterate a common theme this Legislature has heard from many sectors of our economyworkforce. Workforce recruitment and workforce retention. Workforce demands should be a guiding criterion.
Among the collaborative members we have approximately 15 % of our positions currently vacant. Many of
those positions have been vacant for over 90 days. Turnover is high and debilitating. At one point this year,
Volunteers of America had over 20 vacancies in our mental health residential treatment programs with only
one or two new applicants per week.
Our hiring struggles put added stress on our wonderful but exhausted team members and results in a denial of
services to many - over 1,000 people wait for outpatient therapy. And workforce shortages are not limited to
just direct care professionals. Our collaborative agencies have troubles finding licensed clinicians, nurses, and
psychiatrists.
We applaud and support the efforts in this budget to address some of these issues - through increases in
Medicaid rates, Cost of Living adjustments and money to help enhance Maine's workforce. This problem has
been kicked down the road for too long. However, in reviewing the Administration's behavioral health plans
and this funding proposal, important questions remain.
Will these proposals allow us to hire people to bring down our waiting lists? Will the funding come soon
enough? We don't know because there are not enough details that allow us to determine the outcome. We
don't know the timing or the amount of funding to our specific nonprofit organizations. Neither do we know

whether or not it will be adequate enough to allow us to compete with MacDonald's, Walmart, and the
hospitality sector, to immediately recruit entry level professionals.
To that end, we see this Part II Budget as requiring the adoption of two tandem policy proposals to ensure new
funding will provide the right help, to the right people as the right time. First, Representative Jess Fay's bill LO 1573 - would offer essential support workers (the professionals who sacrificed and showed up every day to
get our communities through the COVID pandemic) a pay increase right now. The bill would also establish an
essential support worker funding commission to determine a long-term sustainability plan.
Secondly, we urge you to pass Senator Breen's bill - LD 1262 -which calls for the development of a
comprehensive statewide strategic and financial plan for behavioral health services. This plan could help the
Administration and community stakeholders participate in crafting a comprehensive strategic plan that would
inform our efforts to allocate new funding.
I'm happy to answer any questions. Thank you for considering my remarks in support of LD 1573 and LD 1262,
and thank you for your public services to the citizens of Maine.

Sincerely,
Richard A. Hooks Wayman

President & CEO
Volunteers of America Northern New England
14 Maine Street, Suite 100
Brunswick, ME 04011
207-373-1140
rich.hookswayman@voanne.org

May 20, 2021
Chairwoman Breen, Chairwoman Pierce, Distinguished Members of the Joint Standing Committee on
Appropriations and Financial Affairs:
My name is Alan Cobo-Lewis. I live in Orono. I am the parent of two young adult children, one of whom
has autism and significant functional limitations. He used to be facing the wait list crisis; how he is facing
the work force crisis.
I am testifying Neither For Nor Against two items that the change package pertains to:

Work Force Inadequately Addressed
I am Neither For Nor Against the change package initiatives 2211 on p 76 ($129,439 in FY 22, $154,130
in FY 23), 2212 on p 78 ($0 in FY 22, $65,646 in FY 23}, and associated "Other Special Revenue Funds" on
p 90 and Federal Expenditures Fund initiative on p 104:
Initiative: Provides funding to increase rates for Family Centered Homes and Shared Living
providers under the MaineCare Benefit Manual, Chapter Ill, Section 21, Allowances for Home
and Community Benefits for Members with Intellectual Disabilities or Autism Spectrum Disorder
and Section 29, Allowances for Support Services for Adults with Intellectual Disabilities or
Autism Spectrum Disorder.
The issue is that the is a major workforce crisis among the Home and Community Based Services (HBCS}
waivers (Sections 21 comprehensive services for people with intellectual disabilities and autism, 29
community supports for people with intellectual disabilities and autism, 18 for people with brain injury,
and 20 for people with other related conditions).
The labor market is a free market, and Direct Support Professional wages are inadequate to compete in
that market. HCBS employers are finding it impossible to compete with low-wage jobs that draw from
the same labor pool. There was a crisis before the pandemic, and it is now raging out of control.
Between the original biennial budget proposal and the change package, wages would increase, for
which I thank the Administration. But they would not increase enough. Please therefore amend LD 1573
(the long-term care workforce commission bill), as amended by the HHS committee, into the biennial
budget. That would increase rates to support at least 125% of minimum wage-the least that should be
considered given the acute crisis.

Wait Lists Inadequately Addressed
I am also testifying Neither For Nor Against the biennial budget's original proposal (not changed in the
change package)- $1,366,275 in FY 22 and $4,701,186 in FY 23 on p A- 229 of original biennial
proposal. Unchanged by the change package, this would fund 30 people per month off the Section 29
wait list. Before the pandemic hit, this was the rate at which people were coming on to the Section 29
wait list (see green line in the graph in my written testimony that maxed out at 391 in calendar year
2020}, so if pre-pandemic trends resume, it will only tread water-and also let wait lists for Section 21,
20, and 18 continue growing, as you can see in three other lines in the graph. This is not enough. Please
therefore amend LD 1360 (the wait list bill), as amended by the HHS committee, into the biennial
budget.

One thing that this pandemic has taught us all is that we're only as healthy as the least
healthy among us. When we deny anyone access to medical care based on their
immigration status, we are making our whole society sicker. I urge you to reverse this
injustice and expand the Governor's proposal to include not just pregnant women and
youth under the age of 21, but all Mainers regardless of status. Thank you.

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and the honorable members of the Standing Joint
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs: my name is Henoc Ngoy and I work as a
community health officer with the Francophone and Swahili communities for New Mainers Public
Health Initiative. I live in Lewiston Maine, and I'm writing today to testify on LD 221 and urge you
to fully fund a restoration of immigrant access to MaineCare.
As a Community Health Worker, our actions are more focused on new Mainers, Immigrants like
me, who need to be connected to different resources such as health care, job connection,
education ... to facilitate the integration process for many families.
Indeed, I come from the Democratic Republic of Congo, where I fled political persecution and
came to seek asylum in the USA.
As an asylum seeker I had to count 150 days from the day of asylum seeker filing to get
authorization to work.
I remember applying for MaineCare and was denied because of my immigration status. Asylum
seekers can only access some healthcare services in case of emergencies, can you please
imagine the level of frustration and fear this causes to people like me?
I admit having met a lot of community members who suffer because of being deprived of this
right to see a doctor, it is mind boggling how expensive health care is. "Looks like Health care is
designed to help those who can afford only", I thought.
I urge you to reverse this injustice and expand the access to everyone who needs healthcare
regardless of immigration status. Thank you.

Talia Mirel
Sunrise Bowdoin

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and esteemed members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs, thank you for the opportunity to
share my perspective with you. My name is Talia Mirel and I represent Sunrise
Bowdoin. I write to urge you to fully fund LD 1656: An Act to Promote
Energy-efficient Affordable Housing. This act would help address three issues that
impact Mainers: housing sh01iages, labor sh01iages, and the climate crisis. Building
more renewable housing would ensure that Mainers can live safely and securely and
would also help spur new economic development in the state. In addition, building
this new housing sustainably would help Maine reduce its negative impact on the
environment and would set a precedent for how environmental challenges can be
addressed alongside social and economic ones. As a young person, I want to grow
into a world where people don't have to worry about finding good housing and where
a stable climate enables healthy ecosystems for the benefit of human and non-human
life. Passing this bill would exemplify Maine's leadership and vision for healthy
communities and a healthy environment. I urge you to fully fund the development of
energy-efficient affordable housing under the model described in LD 1656. Thank
you.

Use ARP Funds to Help Solve These Problems
On March 13, I shared with this committee that Section 9817 of the American Rescue Plan (ARP)
increased the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) contribution for Home and Community
Based Services by 10%, and I estimated a $50 million impact to Maine based just on the Section 21, 29,
20, and 18 general fund expenditures. CMS has now released their guidance on that law, which defines
HCBS even more broadly than that, so the Kaiser Family Foundation estimates a potential $60 million
impact to Maine. Please pass into state law that this federal money must be used to eliminate wait lists
and make Direct Service Provider wages competitive on the free market.

History of Wait Lists for Adult
Developmental Services in Maine
Source of Data (Heavy Solid lines): Maine DHHS
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Bayard Love
Portland

My name is Bayard Love and am a resident of Portland, Maine.
I'm writing to express my strong support against of fully funding the Permanent
Commission for the Status of Racial, Indigenous and Maine Tribal Populations. I am
a business professional and have worked in the field of civil rights for almost 15
years. I fear that the ~SOOK currently allocated in the Governor's proposal will not
provide ample room for the Commission to do its critical with the quality and rigor
that this moment undoubtedly requires.
The possibility of having a fully operational Permanent Commission would accelerate
the work of many other organizations working for civil rights in our State. The
structure of the Commission itself is demonstrative of a body with a broad base of
support - as I understand it, this almost guarantees that work of the Commission will
spin-off and be used by many.
Furthe1more, with the work of "equity" being something that so many organizations
are moving into at this moment in history it will be critical for our State to have a
fact-base and thought-leadership that is truly grounded in communities of color and
principles of democracy, as the Commission is.
In my line of work, we often have to rely on private or privately funded institutions to
lead research and knowledge-generation around ideas of equity. As a result, the work
can often end up being interesting, but not immediately applicable to the lives of the
citizens and community-members that house those institutions. As an institution
connected to our State Government and representative of the diverse communities that
make up our State, the Pe1manent Commission is uniquely position to provide the
leadership and resources so many ofus need to do our work effectively.
Thank you so ve1y much for your consideration.

Leif Maynard
Bowdoin Sunrise

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and esteemed members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs:
My name is Leif Maynard; I'm a sophomore studying Government and
Environmental Studies at Bowdoin College and a member of Sunrise, a youth led
movement to address climate change and create millions of jobs in the process. I write
to urge you to fully fund the development of energy efficient affordable housing
under the model described in LD 1656.
Currently, Maine is short more than 20,000 housing units, and every year,
5,000-6,000 Mainers face the loss of their home through eviction or foreclosure. This
is unacceptable and flies in the face of eve1ything we value as a state and community.
This proposal is an innovative way to address this humanitarian problem while
creating skilled jobs and making Maine a leader in fighting the climate crisis.
Economic stimulus is more important now than ever, and a green housing plan is the
perfect example of the type of bold but realistic and necessaty program that will boost
Maine's economy while taking care of the most vulnerable among us. With more than
$1 billion in federal funds soon to flow to Maine through the American Rescue Plan,
energy efficient public housing should be made a funding priority.
I lived in Section-8 housing when I was a little kid. The only reason my family was
able to get to where we are now-me at Bowdoin and my parents with their own
successful small businesses-is because we had a roof over our heads when we we
needed it most. In fact, my dad is a perfect example of who could stand to benefit
from affordable green housing development. He went on to statt a home energy
efficiency consulting company. I am also part of the generation that will face the
brunt of the consequences from the climate crisis. I am currently not anticipating
staying in Maine after I graduate due to a lack of skilled labor oppottunities, but if a
green housing project is funded at this scale, staying in the state and working in a
cutting edge energy efficient housing industty would be much more appealing.
In closing, I strongly urge you to fully fund the development of energy efficient affordable
housing under the model described in LO 1656. Thank you for your time.

Jason Shedlock
Laborers' International Union

May 20, 2021
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce and members of the Joint Standing Committee
on Appropriations and Financial Affairs:
I am Jason J. Shedlock and I am a Regional Organizer for the Laborers' International
Union of North America. I am also a Trustee and Executive Board Member of both
the Maine AFL-CIO and the Southern Maine Labor Council and a resident of South
Portland. I also serve on the Maine Apprenticeship Council as well as the State
Workforce Board. I write to urge you to fully fund energy efficient affordable housing
with strong labor standards as passed in LD 1656, "An Act to Promote
Energy-efficient Affordable Housing."
My local union is over 300 strong in Maine, with access to thousands more skilled
professionals across New England. The Laborers International Union wholeheartedly
supports this funding structure because we must not force our skilled craftspeople to
build the very affordable housing that they will need to then turn around and live in
because of depressed wages and a lack oflabor standards. We support LD 1656's
$1 00M investment because it not only is necessary to address the widening affordable
housing gap, but because it also speaks to the sustainability of our workforce and our
environment.
LD 1656 sets labor standards through the use of Project Labor Agreements, or PLAs.
Make no mistake, by fully funding the model passed under LD 1656, this Committee
and the state will be sending a clear message that when we spend public dollars on
affordable housing in Maine, the women and men who build it will no longer be an
afte1ihought. Through PLAs, by partnering with building trades unions such as the
Laborers, we ensure that workers are paid fairly, trained well, earn health care
benefits, and, after an honest career, have an even shot at retiring with dignity. PLAs
incorporate registered apprenticeship programs so that we are training Maine's future
builders. They also can include targets for traditionally-underserved populations such
as women and people of color. There are also programs for returning veterans. PLAs
are crafted in partnership with contractors and labor organizations to fit the needs of
the specific project and the specific community.
PLA's are pre-job agreements that set the standards, expectations and rules for a
specific project and that project only. To be clear: any contractor (union or non-union)
can bid, win and perform on a project under a PLA. True, any contractors must agree
to treat the workers on that project fairly and play by the pre-established rules. But in
fairness, that really should not be a lot to ask. And if a specific contractor, association,
or even developer protests against labor standards; one must ask the question, Why?
Why should we not get to yes when it comes to empowering our workers, given that
we are injecting $1 00M of taxpayer money into affordable housing - and in turn these
workers are injecting part of their paychecks into their local economies? We can no
longer accept "No" as a strategy to address issues of inequity. Fully funding LD 1656
gets to yes by addressing three major issues in Maine: our affordable housing
shortage, our climate ciisis and our skilled workforce sh01iage.
The Laborers' union stands ready to address Maine's needs when it comes to building
the future and doing so in a sustainable way. Fully funding LD 1656 goes a long way
in setting the rules of the game on workforce standards while addressing the key
needs of affordable housing and environmental stewardship. I urge you to fully fund
the outlined $1 00M as passed by the Committee on Labor and Housing in LD 1656.
Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Jason J. Shedlock
Regional Organizer
Laborers' International Union of North America
jshedlock@lnerof.org
(207) 317-1447

Resident: South Portland, Maine
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for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2021, June 30, 2022 and June 30, 2023

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing Committees on Appropriations and
Financial Affairs, my name is Betsy Mahoney, and I am the Community Outreach Coordinator of the Autism
Society of Maine. I am also the parent of a 30-year-old son with autism and intellectual disabilities who lives in
congregate housing under a MaineCare Section 21 waiver.
I am testifying today on behalf of the Autism Society neither for not against the "change package" on LD 221.
The two most important issues to the Autism Society are MaineCare reimbursement rates, which determine
the wages of direct support professionals {DSPs), and wait lists for Sec. 21 and 29 services. We support

biennial budget initiatives that provide rate increases for Section 21 and Section 29 DSPs and shrink the waitlists
for Home and Community-Based Services (HCBS}.
As far as DSP wages are concerned, the pandemic has compounded the state's pre-existing workforce shortage
crisis in the IDD community. You've heard testimony at earlier budget hearings that that some Maine providers
have had to close their doors over the past few years due to lack of staffing. As another example, the home my
where my son lives was without a house manager for a whole year because the pay was so low.
Disability rights advocates actually have not been told how much funding has been included to address
reimbursement rates. We understand that the change package of the Governor's budget provides only enough
of a rate increase to offer minimum wage for DSPs.
As you have heard from parents and providers many, many times, minimum wage is not enough to attract or
retain staff, or frankly, to compensate employees for what can be very challenging work. My son's support

professionals have had to step in when he hits his head against the wall while he was dysregulated. Sometimes
they've had to take him for medical treatment after he self-injures. This was particularly true during the
pandemic when he couldn't get out, enjoy family visits or attend community activities.
We ask this committee to incorporate the amended version of LD 1573, An Act To Implement the
Recommendations of the Commission To Study Long-term Care Workforce Issues, as part of the budget. The
amended version would raise wages for DSPs, Behavioral Health Providers to at least 125% of the minimum
wage.

Serving the Maine Autism Community since 1976

The second issue of great importance to us is reducing the waitlists for MaineCare waiver programs that provide
supportive housing (Section 21) and Community-based services (Sec. 29). As of July 2020, the latest date for
which figures were posted on the DHHS website, there were approximately 1,800 people on the Section 21
waitlist and hundreds on the Sections 18 and 20 waitlists.- 1
The Governor's change package adds nothing to eliminate the Sec. 29 wait list that the original budget didn't
already have. It only provides funds to allow 30 people per month to leave the Section 29 wait list (the same as
the original budget proposal) and does nothing to shrink the wait lists for Sections 21, 18 or 20. The budget
must be include more funds to address these lists.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Serving the Maine Autism Community since 1976

Harpswell
Aging at Home

May 20, 2021

LD: 221
Re: Include LD 1573
Written Testimony in Suppmi ofLD 1573
From: Lili Ott, Co-Chair, Harpswell Aging at Home
I am writing on behalf of the 400 volunteers with Harpswell Aging at Home, a grassroots
organization that strives to help Harpswell's older residents age in place in the comfort of their
own homes. With a median age of 57, Harpswell is the oldest town in Maine, the oldest state, so
we are well aware of the need for workforce increase.
Quality home health care is a necessity for successfully remaining at home, but each week in
Maine about 850 older and disabled Mainers in the Section 19 Home and Community Waiver are
getting no support or only partial support, 250 Homemaker clients have no staffing and more
than 1000 Mainers are waiting to access the service.
At least once a month, we get a message from a family member trying to find quality care for a
relative in Harpswell, and when they cannot find someone, they often take the relative out of
state, or place the resident in a care facility at higher cost than remaining in the comfmi of home.
By improving pay for essential care workers in all sectors to 125% of the minimum wage, the
chronic staff shortages will be reduced, the historical inequities will be addressed by narrowing
the gender and racial pay gaps, and competitive salaries will be created in Maine's tight job
market.
Funding can come from several sources; we have enough revenue to make the investment, and
the investment will have a big return over the next decade. Potential sources of revenue include
the General Fund, enhanced FMAP because caring for a state's citizens is a clear part of
improved infrastructure; ARP A funds could be used for the first year and a half while a
Commission recommends permanent funding. The creation of a Commission to study and
recommend funding solutions to Maine's growing Essential Support Workforce shortage would
be a well-focused way of designing long-term funding solutions to address this crisis.

PO Box 25

•

Harpswell, ME 04079

•

hah@hah.community

Making Harpswell Home for a Lifetime

Sophia Nolin
Gowells Variety

Members of the Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee,

Over the years, I've seen the state of Maine grow more hostile to business, but I never
thought I'd see the day when my state government would tiy to shutter my doors. The
Maine State Legislature's proposal to ban the sale of all flavored tobacco products
threatens to do just that.
Not only is this proposal bad policy, it just won't work. A full ban will drive
customers to purchase products from illegal sellers or across state lines. For years,
Maine has been a business-friendly state, and many North Easterners have come here
to purchase tobacco products. Implementing this policy would cut off an outsized
source of tax revenue, as well as customers for our small businesses.
I am sympathetic to this proposal's goal to reduce youth tobacco usage, but it will not
accomplish that goal. As it stands, retailers are the first line of defense at keeping tobacco
products out of minors' hands. We are well-trained and dedicated to implementing strict ID
checks. By removing this barrier to access, you are only making these products more
accessible to young people.
This regulation is an assault on essential services. Policies that reduce revenue or add
additional burdens on retailers are tone-deaf and inconsistent with the need to support
retailers during this unprecedented time. Officials who don't support retailers are working
against the best interests of the community.
I am a responsible retailer, and I do my part to keep tobacco out of the hands of Maine's
youth. Please do not punish me by limiting access to my store's most profitable good.

I urge you to stand with Maine's business owners and vote NO on LD 221
Sophia Nolin

Ritchie Curtis
Sam's Smoke and Novelties

Committee Members,
Sam's Smoke and Novelties is a small business located on Pigeon Hill Road in
Mechanic Falls, Maine. Like all of my colleagues, I am extremely concerned about
LD 221. A ban on menthol cigarettes would be terrible for our business. Menthol is a
market driver and a substantial source of revenue for our store. I am concerned that if
a ban is passed, our business will be in jeopardy.
Massachusetts is losing $10 million a month in tobacco tax stamp revenue after banning the
sale of flavored nicotine products. What's worse, that money is going directly into the pockets
of Massachusetts' neighbors. New Hampshire and Rhode Island have reaped 80 percent of
Massachusetts' lost revenue from tobacco sales.
I'd like to remind you that out-of-state consumers have generated increased tax revenue for
Maine over the years. When customers come to our state to purchase tobacco, they also
shop at other retail stores. Like Massachusetts, we will lose an extraordinary amount of
business to neighboring states if you implement this mandate.
My coworkers and I are all watching what you do in Augusta. We sincerely hope that you will
stand up for our jobs and vote against LO 221. Our jobs depend on it.

Thank you,
Ritchie Curtis
Sam's Smoke and Novelties
2 Pigeon Hill Road
Mechanic Falls, ME 04256

David Cowing
Woolwich

TO: The Joint Standing Committee On Approptiations and Financial Affairs.
RE: LD 221
DATE: May 19, 2021
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and Distinguished Members of the Committee
On Approptiations and Financial Affairs.
My name is David Cowing, I live in Woolwich, and I'm a founding member of
Community Connect Maine. My son, who has multiple disabilities, lives in a group
home in Bath. I'm asking that this committee amend LD 1573 into the budget.
First, I want to thank Representative Fay for her leadership on the Long-term
Workforce Commission, as well as all the other members of the commission, for their
advocacy and hard work. I also want to acknowledge all the efforts of the Health and
Human Services Committee to address the dire situation that Maine's Direct Support
Professionals (DSPs) face, along with the families and individuals they support.
The DSPs that provide essential services to Maine citizens with IDD, like my son, do
difficult and heroic work daily for very low pay. This low pay is a major factor in the
staff turnover at my son's group home, and poses a chronic challenge. The situation is
very hard on my son and his housemate.
Just a couple weeks ago my wife and I learned that the weekend staff at our son's
home called out, and the house manager had to tty and find multiple DSPs to cover
the shifts that needed to be filled. When I stopped by the house to see if we could
offer any help with the situation, my son asked me repeatedly who would be at the
house that evening and the following day. I tried to reassure him that the substitute
staff would hopefully be people he'd at least met at one time or another. He finally
went up to his bedroom, and the house manager (who was temporarily coveting an
unfilled shift) asked to speak with me outside. She let me know that she had resigned
her position because she needed a break. Her regular job managing group home
clients and staff, coupled with filling in for unfilled staff shifts, often results in 65
hour (or more) work weeks, and she was just feeling burned out. She said through
tears that she felt vety invested in her relationship with my son, and asked if she could
visit him in the future.
Though the loss of her skill, knowledge, and compassionate relationship with my son
was very distressing to me, this situation is vety familiar. Manager and staff turnover
has been a problem at my son's group home for years. It has been my experience that
most DSPs must work more than one job, or rely on significant amounts of overtime,
to make ends meet--in addition to all their other family obligations. Frequently this
results in burnout. Staff leave their DSP position for higher paying and less stressful
jobs at Loew's, McDonald's or Circle K. Their departure just puts pressure on other
staff to work ovetiime, and managers often must assume empty shifts on top of all
their other duties. The support system for my son can become frayed and feel at risk
of falling apart. Ultimately it is my son who must also pay the price for a DSP's
inadequate paycheck.
DSPs are asked to manage my son's complex behavioral support plan. Both he and
his housemate must have their medications managed and both become stressed when
their normal staff schedule becomes disrupted. Individuals like my son who have
physical, intellectual and mental health disabilities require high levels of skill and
compassion on the part ofDSPs providing care to them. Recruiting and retaining
DSPs is a major problem not just at my son's house but throughout the state.
Maine needs to ptioritize supp01iing these workers and recognize the essential work
they do. Appropriate compensation for a job with significant responsibilities will help
alleviate the critical DSP shortage Maine has faced for years--one that has been made
even more severe by the COVID pandemic. Direct Support Professionals deserve

more than minimum, or subminimum, wages.
My hope is that this committee will amend LD 1573 into the budget
Thank you for your time today.
David Cowing, Woolwich
Community Connect Maine
cowingdavid@gmail.com

(207) 443 4968

Ashley Preble
Links Variety

Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee,
For years I have been the manager of Links Variety. A significant portion of our business is
dependent on the sale of tobacco products, especially menthol cigarettes. I am extremely
concerned that if the state of Maine passes LO 221 with a ban included, our company bottom
line will be negatively impacted.

LD 221 is an economic stimulus bills for the state of New Hampshire. Add this to the
fact that our legislature is considering raising taxes as well with this bill, New
Hampshire will get the tax revenue from consumers that choose to cross state lines to
make purchases, not Maine. This is bad for our state overall.
Please do not drive our tax revenue out of state. Please support Maine businesses.
Please oppose LD 221
Sincerely,
Ashley Preble
Links Variety, Manager
1046 Lewiston Road
New Gloucester, Maine 04260

Martin Koontz
Portland

Honorable Committee Members:
Here in Maine, those of us in the wholesale and retail industries have a rich history of
growing our state's economy. Yet, the latest proposal to ban menthol combined with a
proposed tax increase threatens our ability to do so in the future. I therefore write to
you out of deep concern as one of the nearly 500,000 Americans whose jobs directly
depend on the sale of menthol through existing legal channels.
If the state legislature enacts a ban on menthol, it would create severe problems for
my family's economic security, it stops shmi of actually solving the problem of
underage access and initiation to tobacco products. Additionally, a tax increase on
cigarettes combined with the possibility of certain products being banned would
certainly send many of our customers to New Hampshire. LD 221 is going to be an
economic stimulus to New Hampshire and crippling to our home state of Maine.
In conclusion, I am asking that you suppo1i those ofus that depend on the sale of
menthol as a way to support our families. Please vote against LD 221.
Respectfully,
Martin Koontz

Karen Norberg
Dyer's Variety Store

Members of the Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee:
Now is not only the wrong time for the State of Maine to burden our state's retail and
wholesale industries with a menthol ban- it is the worst time. LD 221 contains a
proposed ban on menthol cigarettes, which comprise nearly a third of all cigarette
sales in America, would adversely affect the wholesale and retail industries in Maine.
While the ban would bting devastation to those ofus that are gainfully employed here
in Maine, it would also bring a boom to illegal trafficking, as well as to the coffers of
our foreign competitors who produce black market inventory. As ATF reports,
cigarettes are cmTently the "number-one black market commodity in the world." With
an infrastructure already well-established, illicit tobacco networks - whose product
contains higher levels of tar, carbon monoxide, and other toxic contaminants -would
be well-prepared to respond rapidly to the State of Maine's incentive.
For these ctitical reasons, I strongly urge you, my voice at our State Capitol, to help
prevent the unintended consequences of a menthol ban.
Thank you.
Karen Norberg
Dyer's Variety Store, Manager
45 Portland Street
Portland, Maine 04101

Testimony of Hilary Schneider, Regional Director of Government Relations
American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network
In Support of specific provisions contained in the Governor's Change Package to LD 221
May 20, 2021

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee. My
name is Hilary Schneider and I am the Regional Director of Government Relations for Atlantic/Northeast States
for the American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network (ACS CAN). ACS CAN, the nonprofit, nonpartisan
advocacy affiliate of the American Cancer Society, supports evidence-based policy and legislative solutions
designed to eliminate cancer as a major health problem. As the nation's leading advocate for public policies that
are helping to defeat cancer, ACS CAN ensures that cancer patients, survivors, and their families have a voice in
public policy matters at all levels of government.
Thank you for this opportunity to testify in support of the following parts of the Governor's change package to
LD 221:
Language Part WWW, which ends the sale of all flavored tobacco products
•
Language Part CCC, which adds comprehensive preventive, diagnostic and restorative dental services to
•
the limited dental services currently available to MaineCare members 21 years of age and over.
The majority of my comments will focus on Part WWW, which would end the sale of all flavored tobacco
products in Maine, including menthol cigarettes. Maine law currently prohibits the sale of flavored cigars,
however, the way the law is written allows for some exemptions and has created some enforcement challenges.
The language proposed in Part WWW builds on existing law, accounting for lessons learned from Maine's law, as
well as laws and ordinances across the nation, a more substantial body of evidence, increased awareness of such
evidence, and new products introduced since the time when Maine's existing law was passed and last amended.
Tobacco use remains the largest preventable cause of disease and premature death in the United States and
Maine. According to the U.S. Surgeon General, smoking is a known cause of cancer of the oropharynx, larynx,
lung/trachea/bronchus, stomach, liver, pancreas, kidney, cervix, bladder, colon, and acute myeloid leukemia.i In
fact, smoking is responsible for an estimated 30 percent of cancer deaths in Maine - that was 1,016 cancer
th
deaths in 2017 .ii Maine has the 6th highest rate of tobacco-related cancer cases in the nation and the 11 highest
rate of tobacco-related cancer deaths.iii
1
In Maine, nearly 1 in 5 adults smoke cigarettes, the highest rate in the Northeast. v In recent years, overall youth
tobacco use in Maine has skyrocketed with nearly 1 in 3 high school students using some form of tobacco
product in the last 30 days.v More than one in 15 Maine high school students smoke cigarettes, with a high of 1
in 8 in Washington County.vi One in 13 male high school students, including more than 1 in 10 high school male
seniors, smoke cigars in Maine.vii One in 2 Maine high school students and 1 in 6 middle school students have
used e-cigarettes.viii Nearly 30 percent of high school students are current users of e-cigarettes, nearly doubling
from 15% in 2017.ix In Piscataquis County, high school e-cigarette use quadrupled and it nearly tripled in Oxford
County during that same two-year period. Furthermore, studies have found that e-cigarette use increases
the risk of youth and young adults using cigarettes! The former head of the FDA during the Trump
Administration, Scott Gottlieb, M.D. labeled the use of e-cigarettes by teenagers as an epidemic.Xi What is

driving the massive surge in tobacco use among youth? Flavored tobacco. Fruit and candy flavored products
like cotton candy, fruit punch, menthol and mint are driving Big Tobacco's comeback attempt.
Flavors are a marketing weapon used by tobacco manufacturers to target youth and young people to a lifetime
of addiction. Altering tobacco product ingredients and design, like adding flavors, can improve the ease of use of
a product by masking harsh effects, facilitating nicotine uptake, and increasing a product's overall appeal.xii
Candy, fruit, mint and menthol flavorings in tobacco products are a promotional tool to lure new, young users,
and are aggressively marketed with creative campaigns by tobacco companies.xiii Products with flavors like
cherry, grape, cotton candy, and gummy bear are clearly not aimed at established, adult tobacco users and years
of tobacco industry documents confirm the intended use of flavors to target youth.xiv Furthermore, youth report
flavors a leading reason they use tobacco products and perceive flavored products as less harmful.xv.xvi
Flavors in tobacco products are frequently listed as one of the top three reasons youth use e-cigarettes.xvii,xviii
Data from the 2016-2017 PATH study, the largest national longitudinal study looking at tobacco use and its
effects, found that among teens who use e-cigarettes, 97 percent regularly used a flavored product.xix Also,
among those teens who had ever tried an e-cigarette, 96 percent used a flavor product for the first time
Among all students who currently use e-cigarettes, 83% used flavored e-cigarettes, including 85% of
high school users and 74% of middle school users.xx Kids whose first tobacco product was flavored are more
likely to become current tobacco users than those whose first product was tobacco flavored.Xxi Youth perceive
fruit-flavored and menthol-flavored e-cigarettes as less harmful than tobacco-flavored e-cigarettes.xxii Among
exclusive users of e-cigarettes, use of mint or menthol flavored e-cigarettes went up from 16 percent in 2016 to
57 percent in 2019, while candy-, dessert- and other sweet-flavors decreased.xxrn Among young adults who
reported using e-cigarettes every or some days in 2013-2014, 92 percent used a flavored product_xxiv
Smokeless tobacco companies have a long history of using flavorings, such as mint, cherry, apple, and honey,
and other product manipulation to gradually get new, young users addicted to "starter" products, keep them
using, and shift them on to more potent smokeless tobacco products. In 2019, 48 percent of middle and high
school students who used smokeless tobacco had used a flavored product in the last month.Xxv According to
another study, more than 70 percent of teens who had ever used smokeless tobacco used a flavored product
the first time.xxvi
For waterpipe or hookah use, more than 31.2 percent of current middle and high school users used a flavored
product in 2019_xxvii What's troubling, is that the flavorings used in waterpipe tobacco, the sweet aromas and use
of water make users misperceive this practice as safer than cigarette smoking_xxvm In fact, hookah tobacco and
smoke are as dangerous as cigarettes, and contain carcinogens and other substances that can cause cancer and
other diseases_xxix An hour-long waterpipe or hookah session typically involves 200 puffs of smoke, whereas
smoking a single cigarette typically involves 20 puffs of smoke.xxx,xxxi
Long before cigarette companies started adding fruit, candy, and alcohol flavorings to cigarettes, they were
manipulating levels of menthol to addict new, young smokers. Menthol acts to mask the harsh taste of tobacco
with a minty flavor and by reducing irritation at the back of the throat with a cooling sensation. Additionally,
menthol may enhance the delivery of nicotine. Knowing that youth who experience less negative physiological
effects of smoking are more likely to continue smoking regularly, the tobacco industry has spent decades
manipulating its menthol brand-specific product line to appeal to youth and African Americans. The tobacco
companies have a long and sordid history of predatory marketing of menthol cigarettes especially to Black
Americans. While menthol cigarettes were introduced to the market in the 1930s, their use greatly expanded in
the 1950s when aggressive marketing to African Americans began_xxxii A recent study estimated that, from 1980

to 2018, menthol cigarettes were responsible for 10.1 million extra people who smoke, 378,000 premature
deaths and 3 million life years lost in the U.S. This amounts to nearly 10,000 premature deaths and over 265,000
new people who smoke each year over the 38-year period.xxxm
Recognizing the danger that flavors in cigarettes have in attracting and addicting new people who smoke,
especially youth, the Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act (TCA) of 2009 prohibited the use of
characterizing flavors, except for menthol and tobacco, in cigarettes. To understand a consequence to limiting
the flavor prohibition to only cigarettes and exempting menthol flavoring, an analysis evaluated youth tobacco
use before and after the prohibition_xxxiv The analysis found a decrease in the likelihood of being a person who
smokes (17.1 percent) and fewer cigarettes smoked (59 percent) associated with the flavor prohibition, but also
a 45 percent increase in the probability that the youth who smokes used menthol cigarettes. Furthermore, the
flavor prohibition was associated with increases in both cigar use (34.4 percent) and pipe use (54.6 percent).
This suggests that youth who smoke, in the absence of comprehensive sales restrictions on all flavors and all
products, are substituting with menthol cigarettes or cigars and pipe tobacco, for which the federal flavor
prohibition does not apply.
The aggressive use of flavors and marketing tactics by the tobacco industry, rapid increased use of flavored
products by youth and young adults, and under regulation of these products requires the Maine Legislature to
take action to protect youth and young adults, and the public health at-large. While the FDA's announcement on
April 29, 2021 to prohibit menthol cigarettes and all flavors in cigars is an important step forward, it will take
quite some time to be implemented as the process of finalizing the rules takes place. Moreover, the FDA's
announcement falls short of what is needed by not covering all tobacco products. We know from past
experience that when products are excluded, the tobacco industry will do everything in its power to capitalize
on loopholes and some people who are addicted to tobacco will switch to excluded products. If we do not
ensure the policy solutions include ill! tobacco products, ill! flavors, and all tobacco retailers then the policy will
directly fail to protect those who the tobacco industry has most aggressively targeted - our youth and young
adults, communities of color, the LGBTQ community, low-income communities and people with mental and
behavioral health conditions. We must ensure that the language used to enact the policy goal of ending the sale
of all flavored tobacco products protects against any loopholes that industries that are seeking to maximize sales
and profits can leverage. It will be important for the state to closely monitor the marijuana exemption to ensure
that it does not result in the sale of any flavored tobacco product or comingling of products.
ACS CAN also supports Language Part CCC, which provides increased access to dental coverage for adult
MaineCare members. It is standard of care practice for dental preventive exams to include oral cancer
screening. In addition, treatments for cancer or side effects of cancer can have impacts on teeth and oral health.
As such, coverage for dental care is important to the prevention and early detection of cancer, as well as quality
of life for those who need cancer treatment.
ACS CAN would like to remind the committee of our request in our prior testimony to ensure the state tobacco
prevention and treatment program does not have a cut in funding. The HHS committee voted unanimously to
support an additional $5 million/year in funding and that funding is still needed to ensure that the program
funding is not cut from the amount funded in the current state fiscal year.
In summary, ACS CAN urges you to support Language Parts CCC and WWW and associated revenue to support
implementation of those policies. Passage of both of these policies support reducing the impact of cancer and
reducing cancer disparities. Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony. I would be happy to answer
any questions you may have.
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Mary Dunn
Whitefield

Honorable members of the Appropriations and Financial Affairs Committee: my
name is Maiy Dunn, I am a resident of Whitefield and I ask that you fully fund LD
1656, Energy Efficient Affordable Housing.
In the past few months, housing has gotten quite a bit of attention in the media.
Whether living in P01iland, Lewiston, or other small cities and towns across Maine,
there is a crisis because of the lack of affordable and energy efficient housing. As an
elder in this state, this concerns me greatly. I have lived through the difficulty of
finding affordable housing for my family. So to hear that this continues to be an issue
is deeply disappointing. And even though I snuggled, it is clear to me that the issue is
much worse today. I can't imagine ttying to find somewhere safe and warm for my
family in today's rental and housing markets.
Recently several young friends have shared the strnggles they are having because of
their tenuous housing situations. All three explained how they need to move for
various reasons but shared that even though they all work full time jobs they have
nowhere to go because they cannot afford the rising cost of housing.
One friend and his partner, both essential workers, shared their urgency to find a new
home. Because of high rents they cannot find another apaiiment that they can afford.
They are preparing to live in a camping park in a camper. Another friend shared that
her son, a disabled veteran, needs to move with his own son and dog. He cannot find
anything that he can afford and is in the process of setting up a tent in his mother's
small yard while his son sleeps in a spare room. A couple with two young children
need to move from their apartment because it has mold and is causing one child to be
sick After multiple complaints to the landlord nothing has been done. For weeks they
have searched for a new apartment and yet they can't find one that they can afford.
They also work full time as essential workers. They are also preparing to live in a tent
in a campground. Two young professionals, who moved to Maine several years ago,
have both decided to leave the state. The sad reason was unaffordable housing. What
a loss to our state. This lack of affordable housing is a crisis and a moral disgrace that
needs to be addressed quickly.
As we walk or drive through towns and cities in our state it is clear that we need safe,
affordable housing. No one should be living in an unsafe home and no one should be
homeless in a state as great as ours. When I hear these stories I try to imagine the
overwhelming fear and sadness these families are experiencing. Then I imagine we
make the decision to create the changes needed to make these stories a thing of the
past. We would also be remiss to miss this opportunity of making these housing units
as energy efficient as possible as we work to address the climate crisis.
For these families and the many others here in Maine strnggling to keep a roof over
their head, as well as those without a roof, please fully finance LD 1656.
Thank you for your work
Respectfully submitted by:
Mary Dunn
Whitefield, Maine
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Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and honorable members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Hamda, I live in Lewiston and
work for New Mainers Public Health Initiative (NMPHI). I am also a member of the LA
Emergency Task Force, which is a coalition of 19 organizations who came together in early
March when the pandemic started. I am writing this testimony today on LD 221 to urge the
governor to fully fund the access of MaineCare for all Mainers regardless of their immi@ration
status and age.
NMPHI is the largest ethnic based Public Health Organization in the Lewiston/Auburn areas
covering needs for the immigrant/refugee/asylum seeker families to reduce health care access
barriers. NMPHI also pro'l1ides direct service to children with developmental disabilities,
providing Targeted Case Management, Behavioral Health Professionals and Community Health
Workers whose mission is to reduce the health disparity.
Today, we are here to share our gratitude for including children and pregnant women in the
budget. We also strongly believe that fully finding this program will help our elders, low income
families, and youth who work more than one place to live a sustainable life.
I personally came to this country in 2013 seeking asylum from my country Djibouti and went
through the mental distress of not having fulLhealthcare coverage even after I got my green
card. This lack of access to healthcare also barred me from getting vision care and dental care
that I really needed at that time. Luckily, I have never been hospitalized or become extremely ill
from another disease, but always felt that fear of being sick while dealing to have a stable
income.
This bill will be an extreme relief for the families we work with (mostly low-income families) to
have the same healthcare opportunity, because being able to go to the hospital if you get sick or
need a check up is the basic human need that we all seek.
Fully funding this bill will also reduce the healthcare barriers that already ,exist in our system.
The New Mainers Public Healtfl Initiative is urging you to expand MaineCare by also includ~ng
people of all ages and immigrantion status.

SEA FARMS.
May 19, 2021
The Honorable Catherine E. Breen, Senate Chair
The Honorable Teresa Pierce, House Chair
Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
State Office Building, Room 228
Augusta, ME 04333
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, Honorable Members of the Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs.
My name is Jesse Baines and I represent Atlantic Sea Farms. I am here to testify in strong support of the proposed supplemental
budget for the Department of Marine Resources.
Our mission at Atlantic Sea Farms is laser-focused on providing diversified income opportunities for Maine fishermen through kelp
farming. We work with 24 farmers throughout the coast of Maine - most of whom are lobstermen. We provide them with free seed
and guarantee purchase of every single blade of kelp that they grow. Together, with our fishermen farmer partners, we are building
and scaling an entirely new industry for Maine and even in these very early stages, are the leading representative of kelp cultivation in
the U.S., putting our state on the map for yet another delicious, sustainable ocean product. Our kelp helps fishermen diversify when
they are otherwise almost completely dependent on a lobster monoculture. In addition to the economic development benefits, kelp
cultivation removes carbon and nitrogen and helps mitigate ocean acidification in our local waters.
Maine is uniquely positioned to grow and scale the kelp aquaculture industry, with an overqualified workforce of lobstermen who
already possess the key infrastructure and working knowledge to grow high quality kelp in their own home waters. My ovm father, a
career lobsterman and long time advocate for the fishery, has himself become a partner kelp farmer, and is eager to grow this
opportunity to diversify for future generations of Maine's fishing families.
Over the last twenty years the Maine aquaculture sector has grown slowly and steadily. That growth is directly controlled by the
state's ability to accept and process lease applications. We are eager to continue to build our partner farmer network and provide more
opportunities for Maine's fishermen, but we cannot get the supply we need and make the positive impact that we would like because
of the backlog in DMR's processing of leases. Our company's growth, and fishermen's ability to diversify their income, is stifled
because of lack of funding and staffing ·within the aquaculture division. Currently there are over 35 lease applications pending before
the DMR. At current staffing levels it will take DMR at least two to three years to work through this application backlog.
Our company's CEO is an Aquaculture Advisory Council member and has seen first hand the need for more funding and positions at
the DMR, and we have advocated for more funding for the DMR for years. The staff at the DMR is extremely strong and are working
hard - but they need additional staffing in order to continue to fulfill their mandate, and allow this important sector to grow
opportunities that make working waterfronts and our coast even more resilient. Funding these positions with the proposed
supplemental budget is just a start, but an important one.
The proposed supplemental budget makes a small investment to help DMR ensure that any growth that occurs in the states aquaculture
sector is responsible and sustainable. That small investment will directly allow farms to be started, new products like ours to be
created and sold across the country, more Mainers to be employed and additional revenues to flow into the state. And this should only
be the beginning - the DMR needs the appropriate staff members to appropriately vet the good applications from the less viable ones and to help our sector grow sustainably and provide important jobs and career opportunities for Maine's coastal residents and
fishermen.
Maine has a long tradition of producing high quality, healthy seafood. Maine seafood is an iconic part of the Maine brand and Maine
aquaculture products have earned their place as part of that brand. Please help us continue to build that brand and give DMR the
investment they need to help us grow the aquaculture sector. I thank you for your attention and patience and would be glad to answer
any questions you may have.

Sinmely,~
Jesse Baines
Sales and Marketing Director, Atlantic Sea Farms

Jesse Baines
Atlantic Sea Farms

May 19, 2021
The Honorable Catherine E. Breen, Senate Chair
The Honorable Teresa Pierce, House Chair
Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
State Office Building, Room 228
Augusta, ME 04333
Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, Honorable Members of the Joint Standing Committee
on Appropriations and Financial Affairs.

My name is Jesse Baines and I represent Atlantic Sea Farms. I am here to testify in
strong support of the proposed supplemental budget for the Depa1iment of Marine
Resources.
Our mission at Atlantic Sea Fmms is laser-focused on providing diversified income
opportunities for Maine fishe1men through kelp farming. We work with 24 farmers
throughout the coast of Maine-most of whom are lobste1men. We provide them with
free seed and guarantee purchase of every single blade of kelp that they grow.
Together, with our fishe1men fmmer pminers, we are building and scaling an entirely
new industry for Maine and even in these very early stages, are the leading
representative of kelp cultivation in the U.S., putting our state on the map for yet
another delicious, sustainable ocean product. Our kelp helps fishermen diversify when
they are otherwise almost completely dependent on a lobster monoculture. In addition
to the economic development benefits, kelp cultivation removes carbon and nitrogen
m1d helps mitigate ocean acidification in our local waters.
Maine is uniquely positioned to grow and scale the kelp aquaculture industry, with an
overqualified workforce of lobstermen who already possess the key infrastructure and
working knowledge to grow high quality kelp in their own home waters. My own
father, a career lobste1man and long time advocate for the fishery, has himself become
a partner kelp farmer, and is eager to grow this opportunity to diversify for future
generations of Maine's fishing families.
Over the last twenty years the Maine aquaculture sector has grown slowly and
steadily. That growth is directly controlled by the state's ability to accept and process
lease applications. We are eager to continue to build our partner fa1mer network and
provide more opp01iunities for Maine's fishermen, but we cannot get the supply we
need and make the positive impact that we would like because of the backlog in
DMR's processing of leases. Our company's growth, and fishennen's ability to
diversify their income, is stifled because of lack of funding and staffing within the
aquaculture division. Cunently there are over 35 lease applications pending before the
DMR. At cunent staffing levels it will take DMR at least two to three years to work
through this application backlog.
Our company's CEO is an Aquaculture Advis01y Council member and has seen first
hand the need for more funding and positions at the DMR, and we have advocated for
more funding for the DMR for years. The staff at the DMR is extremely strong and
are working hard - but they need additional staffing in order to continue to fulfill their
mandate, and allow this important sector to grow opportunities that make working
waterfronts and our coast even more resilient. Funding these positions with the
proposed supplemental budget is just a start, but an important one.
The proposed supplemental budget makes a small investment to help DMR ensure
that any growfu that occurs in the states aquaculture sector is responsible and
sustainable. That small investment will directly allow fa1ms to be started, new
products like ours to be created and sold across the country, more Mainers to be
employed and additional revenues to flow into the state. And this should only be the
beginning - the DMR needs the appropriate staff members to approp1iately vet the
good applications from the less viable ones - and to help our sector grow sustainably
and provide imp01iant jobs and career opportunities for Maine's coastal residents and

fishe1men.
Maine has a long tradition of producing high quality, healthy seafood. Maine seafood
is an iconic part of the Maine brand and Maine aquaculture products have earned their
place as part of that brand. Please help us continue to build that brand and give DMR
the investment they need to help us grow the aquaculture sector. I thank you for your
attention and patience and would be glad to answer any questions you may have.
Sincerely,
Jesse Baines
Sales and Marketing Director, Atlantic Sea Farms

Testimony of Jess Maurer on Behalf of
The Maine Council on Aging
To the Joint Standing Committee on
Appropriations & Financial Affairs
In Favor of LD 221- Changing Certain
Provisions of 2021-2023 Biennial Budget
Submitted in Person on May 20, 2021

Greetings Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing Committee
on Appropriations and Financial Affairs.
My name is Jess Maurer and I'm the Executive Director of the Maine Council on Aging
(MCOA). The MCOA is a broad, multidisciplinary network of more than 100 organizations,
businesses, municipalities and older community members working to ensure we can all live
healthy, engaged and secure lives with choices and opportunities as we age at home and in
community settings. I am testifying in favor of LD 221, although we are urging amendments to
this bill to include necessary investments in the infrastructure that supports healthy aging. I
commend this committee for the hard work it has done so far this year.
We are all here today because we are active participants in creating a just society in Maine.
Justice involves the core ptinciples of access, equity, and human tights. Many ofus stand before
you today seeking justice - access, equity, and human tights - for people who are entitled to
receive support in Maine, but who are going without support because of our severe workforce
shmiage, putting their health, and the long term health of our economy at 1isk.
Given the compelling information and testimony provided over this session, we had hoped the
Governor's Change Package would contain ctitical funding for three bills that have received
unanimous bi-paiiisan suppmi from the Health & Human Services Committee. These include:
•

•

•

LD 485, which provides critically needed structural funding for Meals on Wheels,
without which thousands of qualified recipients will lose access to the program as soon as
emergency federal funding runs out;
LD 1360, which eliminates wait lists in several different state-funded and MaineCare
programs, including 980 older and disabled people waiting to access Section 63/Chapter
11 home care. These people have been determined eligible for services but there is no
funding for the services; and
LD 1573, which reduces Maine's essential suppmi workforce shortage by increasing pay
of all essential support workers across all populations and in all settings.

Unfortunately, the Change Package does not include funding for these critically needed
investments. We urge you, therefore, to consider amendments to this budget that would, at a
minimum, make significant investments in Maine's essential care workforce, address the
waitlists for existing programs, and include funding to ensure older homebound Mainers can
keep their life-sustaining meals coming. This is a matter of justice as too many Mainers who are
entitled to support are going without access, are being treated inequitably, and are having their
basic human rights of dignity, autonomy, and community inclusion violated.
LD 1573 marks an historic turning point in Maine. It creates an "essential support worker"
concept, which includes all suppo1i workers serving all populations across all settings, including
at home and in facilities, and improves pay for all essential support workers at once. It values
these workers for the work they do by requiring the wage pmiion of rates for essential support
workers to be set at 125% of minimum wage, plus required taxes and benefits. It requires the
rate to include unfunded mandates. It creates an annual COLA, plus a 5-year rebasing. LD
1573 attempts to reduce essential support workforce shortages by increasing pay, making these
jobs more competitive with other employment options.
We've been pursuing increased funding for all suppmi workers, but especially home care
workers, since 2016, when the number of unstaffed weekly personal support hours for Section 19
Waiver members was 5,000. Since that time, and after many rate increases, the number of
unstaffed hours has doubled to more than 10,000. Since January of this year, the Section 19
census has declined by more than 100 people, which is unusual. 66 of these members moved
into higher costing nursing home care. The others died. We cannot say if these people moved to
nursing homes because they didn't have staff, but we can say these 66 people chose to be
integrated into the community, and they were unsuccessful in meeting this personal goal.
We cannot keep doing the same thing - paying similar rates as other states who are not
experiencing a severe workforce shortage - an expecting different results. Currently, essential
support workers working across all settings are earning between minimum wage, $12.15 an hour,
and $15.88 an hour, with the higher wages paid in faciiities. Some CNAs are earning as much as
$17 an hour in Southern Maine where competition demands these wages. One home care
provider who pays Personal Support Specialists $14.50 an hour says they've been unable to hire
one new person in more than a month. An internet search shows that McDonald's is paying $14
an hour for workers in Maine. Until MaineCare reimbursement rates are set at a rate that make
worker salaries competitive with the private labor market, we will continue to see severe
shortages in this workforce, and people wii1 continue to go without the support they need.
Our current situation isn't an individual problem to be solved- it's not about people not working
hard enough, or not saving enough money, or a family not stepping up to help - this is about
Maine's workforce crisis, an historically undervalued segment of workers in our economy, and
an historic lack of investments in low-costs interventions that support healthy aging. These are
problems no one individual can solve, and not solving them is costing us much more money.
Justice demands, however, that when we know people are going without the services they are
qualified to receive, and need to receive in order to live, we act to correct the harm being caused.

We need vision, will, and a clear plan to grow an essential support workforce in Maine ready and
able to meet the current and future needs of Mainers. The Report of the Commission to Study
Long Te1m Care Workforce Issues gives us a roadmap, but we must implement the
recommendations in this report, and we must invest in the necessary solutions.
Many economists believe a significant investment in our social infrastructure, i.e. the care
economy, during a time of economic downturn and high unemployment, has the potential to
create thousands of good paying, quality jobs. This smi of investment also has the potential of
nairnwing gender and racial pay gaps, addressing historic inequities, and expanding overall
household income.
We are at a perfect moment to realize this oppmiunity. We can use ARP A funds to pay for rate
increases for a year and a half and establish a Commission to Study & Recommend Funding
Solutions to Maine's Growing Personal Support Workforce Shmiage to find a pennanent
solution. Modeled on the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission Transpmtation Funding
Commission, the commission would study how to refonn and adequately supplement
funding for Maine's Essential Support Workforce infrastructure to promote equity,
sustainability and predictability in the delivery of personal supp01i.
We recommend this Committee create such a Commission and charge the Commission to:
• Prepare a report on the impact of Maine's essential support workforce on Maine's
economy, the return on investment by ensuring support is provided in home and
community settings, the current unmet support needs across all settings and for all
populations covered by LD 1573, and the levels of staffing needed to meet that need.
• Identify a revenue pathway to fund the increased rates established in LD 1573, plus
anticipated cost of living increases and future rebasing increases, beginning July 1, 2023;
• Track worker shortages across all sectors from January 1, 2022 until January 1, 2023 to
detennine if increased wages, promotion of the workforce, enhanced training, career
pathways, and other actions taken as a result of the recommendations of the Commission
to Study Long Te1m Care Workforce Issues, have had an impact on worker recruitment
and retention;
what it would cost to pay personal suppmi workers a livable wage through the
Explore
•
wage component of a MaineCare rate, taking into account wage compression for other
workers in the same setting, and what benefit this would have on Maine's economy; and
• By March 2023, make recommendations jointly to the Appropriations and HHS
Committees about on-going personal support worker shortages, a funding source for the
rate increases established by LD 1573, and make any further recommendations about
appropriate rate increases and/or other investments in this workforce that are needed to
ensure a sufficient essential personal support workforce in Maine;
We also urge the Committee to fully fund LDs 485 and LD 1360 out of the general fund. With
these requests for amendments, I urge the Committee to vote in favor of LD 221.
Thank you.
Jess Maurer, Esq.
207-592-9972

Greetings Senators Breen and Claxton, Representatives Pierce and Myer, and members of the Joint
Standing Co1mnittees on Appropriations and Health and Human Services:
Testimony submitted May 19, 2021
I am writing in support ofLD 221: 2021-2023 Biennial Budget
I am writing to support passage of LD221 with suggestions for some additions for infrastructure needed
for healthy aging which were left out of the budget including: 1) increased structural funding for
Meals on Wheels, 2) fully funding the waiting list for older and disabled people waiting to receive
home based care, and 3) creating a concept of equity for all "essential support workers" working
across the care continuum including not only hospitals, assisted living facilities and nursing homes but
also in home settings and committing to respectful supp01i of this essential care workforce.
My name is Dr. Lesley Fernow. I am an internist and geriatrician (semi-retired) who spent the last
several years of my practice exclusively doing house calls and long term care visits to people in rural
Piscataquis County who were disabled and otherwise unable to go to medical visits. These individuals
were mostly old and some quite young, and all of them required some form of support care, either in
nursing homes or assisted living facilities, or in-home care to enable them to stay in their homes rather
than going to a long term care facility. They required Meals on Wheels to provide healthful regular
meals that can be simple heated; they required personal in-home or in-facility care providers who
provide personal care to help them bathe, dress, and eat; and if at home they required homemakers or
Personal Supp01i Staff (PSS) workers that help with household chores, cleaning, shopping, laundry to
maintain a dignified environment.
I have witnessed the benefits of excellent support care, which can be experienced by a select few
individuals with wealth and who are lucky to find a local person willing to be privately employed in
their homes. I have seen poorer individuals who cannot afford in home care or are not provided
adequate hours of supp01i by MaineCare programs forced to go into nursing facilities. These people
can thrive in their own homes with the assistance of caring and compassionate home care workers, and
avoid the expensive and less desirable care provided in ERs, hospitals and nursing homes. I have
also seen the excellent essential care given by nurse's aides in nursing facilities and without whom
patient care suffers.
I have seen also the remarkable benefits of services such as Meals on Wheels(MOW), a targeted
intervention that is only available to people 60 years of age or older, who are homebound and unable to
leave their house without assistance, unable to prepare a meal and have no one available to prepare a
meal. When funds are available, the program also serves disabled adults under 60 who meet the other
requirements. As a house call physician I often considered MOW to be an essential service for many
ofmy patients. People who meet this criteria don't have family who can shop and cook for them. They
aren't able to prepare food on their own, even if food is provided from a food pantry. While neighbors
and community members might be able to provide a meal from time-to-time or even weekly, people
who qualify for MOW need daily, nutritious meals in order to survive. I often saw people who had
lost significant weight at home who started once again to thrive, heal their skin wounds, and gain
energy when provided with this simple intervention. I know that in some cases MOW prevented
hospitalizations and even deaths.
I have also unf01iunately seen many people, who were unable to avail themselves of services such as
these due to waiting lists, lack of advocacy, lack of available care providers, or just that there was
inadequate funding from the state to support all those needing the assistance. These people and their

families often have had to experience indignity, suffering, unnecessary health decline and ultimately
forced transfer to hospitals or long tenn care facilities to wait out the rest of their lives, or premature
death. Many of these people have qualified for in-home supports, but the agencies who provide this
care cannot find enough employees at the wages that are cuITently supported by DHHS.
CU1Tently in the state there are hundreds of people who qualify for support services who are not
receiving it because there are not enough workers or funding has rnn out. Right now in Maine there are
10,000 hours per week of approved but unstaffed hours of PSS because of under-funding and
inadequate workforce, there are over 800 people on waiting lists for Section 19, the Home Based
Care program, despite qualifying for services, because of under-funding. There are 250 approved
Homemaker clients who receive no services because of lack of staffing and another 1000 people on
waiting lists to access this program. Nursing home beds are being left empty because of inability to
hire nurse's aides. There are many others who fall between the cracks in the laws who, if they have
enough wealth, are left to fend for themselves to find friends, neighbors or other privately paid
individuals to provide in home care or they must go into nursing facilities.
Personal care providers either in nursing facilities or in home settings should be considered "essential
supp01i workers." These trained individuals are the backbone of dignified care for people with
disabilities and for people as they need increased supp01i with aging. How is it that our government
institutions, despite best intentions, can pass good laws and then can knowingly fail to adequately fund
the programs developed under the law that support our disabled or aging population? What is the
implied value that we place on these workers and the people who need the care by this action? We are
devaluing a workforce that is predominantly women and often women of color or immigrants; we are
devaluing people who are disabled, and people who are elderly.
This is a systems issue. It is also a justice issue. All people in our state should have equal opportunity
for dignified supportive care whether at home or in nursing homes and regardless of income.
Fmihermore, it is a failure of our society and our institutions of government. We need to recognize
that we need to think differently about the human beings in our midst. Investment in human beings
pays off. Creating good paying jobs for people to become essential supp01i workers keeps patients out
of expensive nursing homes, ERs and Hospitals which ultimately benefits not only the patients and the
care workers, but us too. Furthermore, well paid jobs in the care workforce will expand our economy,
naITow gender and racial pay gaps, address historic inequities, and expand overall household income.
These individuals, the workers and the patients, are our neighbors, friends, store clerks, f01mer
employees or bosses. I urge you to consider how you want to age? Who will be there for you? We all
deserve and hope for dignity as we age, and know also we will probably need some help when we get
older. Half of people over age 85 require care support. Let's align these incentives and get it done!
Finally, during the COVID pandemic in the past year I have been involved with a group in Piscataquis
County, Neighbor Helping Neighbor, which has been dedicated to supporting people isolating in their
homes who were unable or unsafe to leave their homes. Our coalition included a representative from
our local Meals on Wheels program who reported an astounding 800% increase in need during this
period for home delivered meals. Most of these new clients continue to qualify for the program, even
as COVID needs decline, but most will need to be dropped when the CARES Act funding ends later
this year. What will happen when these supp01is are removed?
I urge you to pass LD 221 and to add supp01is for development and funding of an essential services
workforce, increased and continued support for the essential Meals on Wheels program, and support
for equity in the essential support services sector across all locations of care. It is the right thing to do.

It is the smart thing to do.

Thank you.
Lesley M. Fernow, MD
Dover-Foxcroft
992-6822

Good morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Gretchen Pianka and I live in
Brunswick. I'm here today to testify in favor of Part WWW ofLD 221, the section of the
proposed budget that would end the sale of all flavored tobacco products, including menthol
cigarettes, cigars, and electronic cigarettes, in order to prevent tobacco use and nicotine addiction
among Maine children and young adults.
I work as a pediatrician in Lewiston and I want to share a story about a teen I care for. She was
struggling at home and at school. She was exposed to violence at home and it was a constant
source of stress. Then she started having trouble with her friends and she felt like life was too
hard. Fortunately, her older brother was her suppmt person. She came to me saying she was
feeling anxious and worried almost all the time. We talked about counseling but she didn't have
transportation. I tried prescribing medication but she never remembered to take it. And then her
older brother ran away because things were so hard at home. After he left, she started vaping and
noticed she felt less anxious. When she told me about it, it was like she was proud of herself for
solving her problem. She'd found something that looked healthy, it was fruit flavored and it
helped her. When I asked about how much nicotine was in each one she said she didn't know.
She didn't think it had anything but fruit in it. I asked her to check. When I asked her how much
she was vaping in a day, she said she didn't keep track but she had a new boyfriend who would
buy them for her. She liked him, he was nice. When I saw her later, she said there was nicotine in
those devices. And that she was vaping a thousand times a day. She said there was no way she
could survive without vaping. She was coming to see me because she was having chest pain,
feeling light headed and as if her heart was racing. We talked about nicotine, how she was
addicted and how it was what was making her sick. She was terrified. She's always wanted to
join the militaiy and knew she would have to quit before that. The militaiy had been what
rescued her brother from living on the street. She tearfully told me she felt like those little
strawberry banana vaping devices had just mined her life. I saw her again the other day. She is
trying to quit and down to vaping only one Juul pod a day.
I have been astounded by how quickly my patients become addicted to nicotine, many without
even knowing it is happening since they think they are just vaping a yummy fmit flavored water.
I never thought I would miss how obvious it was or how long it took to smoke an old-fashioned
cigarette. Going into the pandemic, many Maine teens did not have healthy self-care strategies or
coping skills. During the pandemic, they had less access to sports and social events and were
even more desperate for things that help them feel better and a third of our high schoolers have
tried vaping. With half of the youth in Maine with a mental health diagnosis not receiving
needed treatment, these teens are even more vulnerable. They often choose unhealthy coping
strategies like vaping, like my patient, and become addicted before they know what happened.
And as long as nicotine products are deceptively flavored with things that are familiar, youth are
less likely to realize these are fa1m from harmless.
Our kids need your help. We are working together to tty to help them build healthy coping
strategies but this work takes time. As long as flavored tobacco products are so widely available
and seemingly innocuous, this addiction will take over the lives of too many Maine children,
eroding their chance of health in the future and consuming all their financial resources before

they even realize what has happened. Thank you for your time and I would be happy to answer
any questions.

Lynn D'Agostino
Freeport
LD 221: An Act To End the Sale of Flavored Tobacco Products
Testimony of Lynn D'Agostino, Elementary PE Teacher in Brunswick, VP PE of MAHPERD. I
reside in
Freeport Me.
May 20, 2021
Good morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Lynn D'Agostino and I live in
Freeport. I'm here today to testify in favor of Part WWW of LD 221, the section of the
proposed budget that would end the sale of all flavored tobacco products, including menthol
cigarettes, cigars, and electronic cigarettes, in order to prevent tobacco use and nicotine
addiction among Maine children and young adults.
As a Physical Educator for over 30 yrs., I have seen the impact of advertising, targeting the
elementary
school students who I educate and teach life skills to. Many of my students share stories of
their siblings
and how they experiment or try tobacco because of the cotton candy kind of flavors. It is my
job, along
with teaching the importance of a healthy heart and wellbeing, to explain on a level they can
understand, just because it tastes good, doesn't mean it is good for you.
I am of the generation where there were cigarette ads on TV, remember those folks? I bet
you find
yourselves smiling, as they have been done away with for many years so this type of impact
is not
targeting the younger population of Maine or our nation; flavored tobacco products are like
what the ol'
TV ads used to be for kids, teens and even adults. They are hard to ignore.
Now, it's 2021, add the social media piece to it, and kids do not stand a chance regarding
influences
beyond what we can imagine. It is no longer TV ads but the peer pressure with social media
and the
flavors themselves in each product. PLEASE, Maine's future depends on healthy kids, teens
and adults.
Flavored tobacco products are like those TV ads we fought so hard to get rid of. Let's stop
this modern
persuasiveness by the flavor in a product we all know is addictive and not good for our kids or
anyone
striving to live a happy, healthy life. It is time to stop flavored tobacco sales. Please VOYTE
YES on LD
221.

Morgan Washburn
Brunswick
LO 221:
Testimony of Morgan Washburn, Brunswick, Maine
May 20, 2021
Good morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Morgan Washburn and I live
in Brunswick. I am in 10th grade. I'm here today to testify in favor of Part WWW of LO 221,
the section of the proposed budget that would end the sale of all flavored tobacco products,
including menthol cigarettes, cigars, and electronic cigarettes, in order to prevent tobacco use
and nicotine addiction among Maine children and young adults.
In today's world, it is more important than ever to keep our bodies healthy. But
because of flavored tobacco products, kids just like me are compromising themselves.
I started vaping on and off when I was in 8th grade, but it became more severe as I got
into high school. In my freshman year, I got pneumonia because I had a compromised
·
immune
system from vaping. Vaping caused deep tissue scars inside my lungs to form from the
harmful
metals in all vapes/e-cigarettes. I was told to believe that it was better for you than smoking
was,
so it was okay. I was told that it was fun, and I'd make more friends because "everyone" does
it.
But that wasn't the truth. I made better friends with my hospital bed and inhaler than I did with
the people that told me to do it. There was a time when I was handed a tobacco-flavored
vape,
and it was honestly one of the worst things I've ever tasted. But they make other flavors,
flavors
that reel you in. Kids are enticed by good flavors and exciting packages, not by tobacco.
By targeting my generation with these flavors, the tobacco industry is creating its next
group of nicotine-addicted consumers. I am not willing to sacrifice my health, or anyone
else's,
to the tobacco industry. By voting 'yes' on LO 221, you'll prove that you aren't willing to
sacrifice this generation either. Thank you for taking the time to read my testimony. I hope
you'll
take what I have to say into consideration.

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint
Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My
name is Dr. Alyssa Goodwin, I am a pediatrician at Martin's Point
Healthcare and parent in Brunswick, and I am here today to testify in
favor of LO 221, An Act Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations
for the Expenditures of State Government, General Fund and Other
Funds and Changing Certain Provisions of the Law Necessary to the
Proper Operations of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending
June 30, 2021, June 30, 2022 and June 30, 2023.
As a Primary care pediatrician and school physician I see first hand
the devastating effects of flavored nicotine in my practice every day.
Like many parents and health professionals, I learned about and came
to understand the significance of flavored tobacco products well after
the adolescent vaping epidemic was out of control in my community.
I'm very concerned that tobacco use among Maine youth has
skyrocketed. I talk with my adolescent patients about substance use
honestly. The trends are terrifying. By 7th grade the majority of my
patients know someone who vapes, many of them in the home or in
their school. My high school students speak of needing to avoid
restrooms because of the rampant, uncontrolled vape use. While use
of combustable nicotine products is almost unthinkable to the teens I
see, they don't bat an eyelash when asked about vaping, because in
their world, it is everywhere. Tobacco companies have developed an
array of menthol, candy, and dessert-flavored products in colorful
packaging. The sole purpose of these products is to attract new users
and addict them to tobacco. With sleek, covert packaging and fun
flavors like Pop Tartz, the intent of the packaging is clear: Flavors are
designed to hook kids and created a customer for life.
As I pediatrician, J can tell you with authority that kids are uniquely
susceptible to nicotine addiction because their brains are still
developing until about age 26.1 Many teens are vaping the equivalent
of one pack of cigarettes or more per day. This is because of the high
concentration of nicotine in the pods. Many of the patients I treat who
vape report repeated using throughout the day. They are so addicted

that they use at home, at school and often right under their parents 'or
teachers' radar.

Treating this kind of nicotine addiction is one of the most challenging
things I do in my practice. The addiction is powerful and negatively
affects other realms of teen's physical and mental health. Frequently
these patients require the highest dose of nicotine replacement to
have any chance of cutting down or quitting successfully. And as these
teens are battling their own addiction, they are being constantly
triggered by the use that occurs around them.
Our kids won't win against the tobacco industry. They are hooked
before they have a chance to understand the risk. Our children
deserve better. Our children deserve our protection. Please help me
take a stand for Maine's children and Maine's future.
It's time to end the sale of flavored tobacco products. Please vote 'yes'
on LO 1550. Thank you for your time and I'd be glad to answer any
questions you may have.
1. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, in partnership with the Office of the U.S Surgeon General and the U.S.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health, 2020. hllps://e-cigarettes.surgeongeneral.gov/
knowtherisks .html, Accessed December 11, 2020.

Phillip Potenziano
Brunswick School Department
Phillip Potenziano
Brunswick
LO 221:
Dr. Phillip J. Potenziano, Ed.D. Superintendent of Schools Brunswick, Maine
May 20, 2021
Good morning Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing
Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs. My name is Dr. Phil Potenziano. I'm here
today to testify in favor of Part WWW of LO 221, the section of the proposed budget that
would end the sale of all flavored tobacco products, including menthol cigarettes, cigars, and
electronic cigarettes, in order to prevent tobacco use and nicotine addiction among Maine
child.ren and young adults.
I provide testimony as a Superintendent, Parent, and Resident of this Great State.
Maine's future depends on "healthy kids" Brunswick School Department cares about our students - their overall wellness and
good health are essential to their readiness for school to their success.
"Maine depends on all of our children to be healthy," and I've seen first hand the
harmful effects that tobacco-flavored products have impacted my students - there is
no denying that - it happens in our schools - our hallways, our classrooms, locker
rooms, school-yards.
I'm growing increasingly concerned that tobacco use among Maine youth has been
skyrocketing - to 1 out of 3 Maine kids now using some form of tobacco product,
including cigarettes, cigars, e-cigarettes, and chewing tobacco.
Ponder that for a moment 1 out of 3 Maine children are going to be addicted because
Tobacco companies have developed an array of menthol, candy, and dessert-flavored
products in colorful packaging to attract new users and addict
them to tobacco.
The tobacco industry knows that 95 % of adult smokers start by age 21, so these
flavored products aren't for adults.
When I have spoken to students about tobacco addiction, they report it tasted good - it
makes me feel good - the fact is Flavors hook our students. Students are uniquely
susceptible to nicotine addiction because their brains are still developing.
I welcome any of you on this committee to come to visit my schools - come and speak
to my administrators, nurses, counselors, teachers, and coaches. They will all have
stories to tell about the harmful effects of Flavored Tobacco and how it hooks our
students.
If you take away one thing from me today - one small thing - it is that Tobacco
Flavored Products - are by far impacting our most vulnerable students - students who
our society has repeatedly marginalized and students I strive to ensure they have a
fighting chance to succeed - help me take away one impediment to their success.
Please vote 'yes' on LO 221.
Thank you for your time, and I'd be glad to answer any questions you may have.

The Nature

Conservancy
Maine

Testimony before the
Joint Standing Committee on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
By Rob Wood, Director of Government Relations and Climate Policy
May 20, 2021
RE: Governor's Change Package to LD 221

Senator Breen, Representative Pierce, and members of the Joint Standing Committee on
Appropriations and Financial Affairs, my name is Rob Wood and I am the Director of
Government Relations and Climate Policy for The Nature Conservancy in Maine. I appreciate
this opportunity to testify in support of the Governor's Change Package to LD 221, An Act
Making Unified Appropriations and Allocations for the Expenditures of State Government,
General Fund and Other Funds and Changing Certain Provisions of the Law Necessary to the
Proper Operations of State Government for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2021, June 30,
2022 and June 30, 2023.
The Nature Conservancy is a nonprofit conservation organization dedicated to conserving the
lands and waters on which all life depends. Guided by science, we create innovative, on-theground solutions to our world's toughest challenges so that nature and people can thrive together.
Working in more than 70 countries, we use a collaborative approach that engages local
communities, governments, the private sector, and other pminers. The Nature Conservancy has
been leading conservation in Maine for more than 60 years and is the 12th largest landowner in
the state, owning and managing roughly 275,000 acres. We also work across Maine to restore
rivers and streams, partner with fishermen in the Gulf of Maine to rebuild groundfish
populations, and develop innovative solutions to address our changing climate.
$5 million for culve1i replacements (DEP)
The Governor's Change Package allocates $2.5 million per fiscal year to the Department of
Environmental Protection's Municipal Stream Crossing Upgrade Grant Program. This program
awm·ds grants to municipalities to upgrade municipal culverts at road stream crossings to
improve road safety and increase fish passage.
Culverts are perhaps the least visible elements of the infrastructure that we use every day, but
they play a critical role in Maine's transportation system, providing water passage and drainage

beneath roads. When culverts wash out during storm events, roads above them collapse. There
are more than 30,000 road-stream crossings in Maine, the majority of which are over 30 years
old.
The DEP's program helps municipalities replace undersized and aging culve1is-the average age
of culverts replaced through the DEP program is 40 years-with upgraded culve1is that allow for
increased stream flow beneath the road. More natural stream flow allows for improved fish and
wildlife passage, while significantly reducing susceptibility to flood damage. These open-bottom
culve1is-sometimes known as "Stream Smaii" culverts-typically save towns money in the
long-run, lasting more than twice as long as corrugated metal pipe culve1is and requiring less
maintenance. According to a recent analysis by Dr. Rachel Bouvier, a 72-inch corrugated metal
pipe culvert is expected to cost $124,000 over a 50-year period, on average, while a 16'x6'
Stream Smart arch culvert is expected to cost $79,000 over the same period-a 36% savings.
These culve1i investments are also good for Maine's economy as a whole. They create and
preserve local jobs in the areas of construction, fisheries, and enviromnental engineering. An
Associated General Contractors analysis of the $10 million 2014 water bond-which included $5
million for culvert upgrades-projected it would create or sustain more than 1,000 jobs and add
$119 million to Maine's gross domestic product and $38.5 million to personal earnings.
Since the DEP first began awarding Municipal Stream Crossing Upgrade grants in 2015, more
than 130 projects have been funded in all regions of the state. Culvert upgrades have been
completed as far south as York and as far no1ih as F mi Kent. More than $10 million has been
awarded to municipalities in total, which has leveraged over $13 million in matching funds.
There are thousands more culvert upgrades that will need to be completed in the coming years,
and the appropriation in the Governor's Change Package will help more towns and cities make
these important and timely upgrades.
It is also important to note that culvert infrastructure investments are strongly supported by
Mainers. Bonds have been approved by voters in 2014, 201 7, 2018 and 2019 to fund the DEP' s
culve1i replacement program.

In sum, TNC strongly supports the proposed appropriation for the Municipal Stream Crossing
Upgrade Grant Program, because it:
• helps communities prepare for and handle flood events;
• creates and preserves good local jobs;
• saves money in the long-run by mitigating future infrastructure needs; and,
• enhances habitat for brook trout and migratory fish-these projects are estimated to have
resulted in 185 miles of restored streain habitat to date.
$5.5 million to support municipal climate resilience and green communities (GOPIF)
The Governor's Change Package includes a very timely investment to support municipalities in
planning for and implementing emissions reduction and climate resilience projects. Towns and
cities across the state are seeking to prepare for and address climate change, but municipalities

often have limited funding and staff capacity to dedicate to these projects. In a survey conducted
by TNC and Coastal Enterprises Inc. (CEI) in 2017, we gathered data from officials in 143
Maine municipalities. More than two-thirds said that inadequate funding was among the top five
bani.ers to moving forward with clean energy and efficiency projects in their municipalities,
while 61 percent ranked lack of staff capacity among their top five barriers.
The Governor's Change Package addresses these bani.ers head on. It also perfectly timed to
leverage investment from municipalities, which are receiving direct federal aid from the
American Rescue Plan that can also be used for climate planning and resilience.
Municipalities are clearly ready to move fo1ward with projects when the right funding and
technical assistance is available. Since 2019, TNC and Efficiency Maine have collaborated to
offer enhanced energy efficiency incentives to Maine's small municipalities (population less than
4,000). The enhanced incentive, paired with a program structure that makes it simple for
municipalities to apply for funding and complete projects, has resulted in more than 90
municipalities converting to efficient LED lighting and/or heat pumps through this initiative.
TNC is also working with both coastal and inland communities to support climate resilience
planning and investments. No1thern Maine Development Commission (NMDC) and TNC were
recently selected by the State to support several municipalities in Aroostook County-Washburn,
Caii.bou, and Fort Fairfield-in planning to make their communities more resilient. The funding
included in the Governor's Chai1ge Package will directly support these communities and others
in implementing their community resilience plans. We strongly supp01t this provision and urge
the Legislature to support this provision in the Change Package.
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
The environmental laws the administered by the DEP provide the underpinning for Maine's way
of life. In a recent poll conducted by TNC, when voters were asked what they like most about
living in Maine, the most frequent response was the outdoors and our environment. At a time
when Maine is seeking to attract and retain residents, the environment that the DEP protects is
one of our greatest assets.
To successfully carry out its mission, the DEP needs appropriate resources. This is true under
normal circumstances, but the Department has taken on increased workload in recent years that
will only grow in the next two years. The six new positions in the Change Package for land use
licensing will help support permitting of solar energy and other clean energy projects that have
submitted permit applications to the DEP at an unprecedented rate. Balancing much-needed
clean energy development with natural resource protection should be a key priority for the State,
and these FTEs will support that goal.
TNC is also supportive of the one-time $400,000 allocation to support forest carbon mapping at
the DEP. The State and other stakeholders are actively developing strategies to incentivize
landowners to increase carbon sequestration-for example through the Task Force on a Maine
Forest Carbon Program-and forest carbon mapping will support this important strategy to
address climate change while conserving and improving our natural resources.

Governor's Energy Office (GEO)
There are also several key additions to the Governor's Energy Office in the Change Package.
TNC suppmis a science-based approach to offshore wind planning and development, and we are
happy to see two FTEs dedicated to offshore wind research in collaboration with the Department
of Marine Resources. Floating offshore wind is relatively new technology in the U.S., and
additional research (including an offshore wind array dedicated to research) can help Maine
better understand the impacts and benefits of this technology, including the potential impacts on
the habitats, fish, and wildlife in the Gulf of Maine and how floating offshore wind can co-exist
with marine resource users.
We also suppmi the proposed two FTEs to suppo1i grid modernization, and the related, limited
period position to provide power sector transformation studies. To achieve the State's emissions
reduction and clean energy goals, Maine's electric grid will need to expand to absorb increased
electricity demand and modernize to account for the two-way power flows associated with
distributed energy resources like small-scale solar power. Appropriate planning and studycalled for in the Climate Action Plan-is essential to ensure that the right policies are in place to
encourage grid modernization and that natural resource conservation is integrated into Maine's
strategy. TNC has played a role in moving the ball forward on grid modernization by convening
stakeholders around this issue in recent months, 1 and we believe it is important to invest in
additional state capacity to provide support on this key issue.
Depaiiment of Marine Resources (DMR)
As mentioned above, the Change Package allocates important resources to support offshore wind
research, including 2.5 additional FTEs and $2 million per year at DMR. These resources are
necessary to suppo1i a science-based approach to the proposed research array that is critical to
the planning and development of offshore wind throughout the Gulf of Maine. We especially
appreciate the partnership between the GEO and DMR in pursuing a research consortium, which
reflects a commitment to ensuring natural resources and ocean habitat are at the fore, alongside
clean energy production, as the state pursues research on floating offshore wind.
The Change Package also creates a Bureau of Sea Run Fisheries and Habitat within DMR. TNC
strongly suppmis this change. Shifting this existing division into its own separate bureau will
elevate the work of this important program. Maine waters support 12 native species of sea-run
fish and our state is one of the last places along the East Coast where sea-run fish migration can
still be restored on a large scale. TNC is working with partners, including the DMR, to promote
policies and regulations that encourage habitat protection and access for fish and wildlife. There
is substantial work to be done to support these fish species and the communities that rely on
them. Establishing the Bureau of Sea Run Fisheries and Habitat will improve the Depaiiment's
ability to efficiently carry out this work.

1 "Stakeholder

Group Report Recommends Key Steps for Modernizing Maine's Electric Grid," The Nature Conservancy in
Maine (April 14, 2021 ), https://www.nature.org/en-us/newsroom/maine-modemizing-electric-grid/.

Furthermore, the Change Package adds multiple FTEs in key positions that will enhance DMR's
capacity to fulfill their mission of sustainably managing the mmine resources in Maine. TNC
strongly supp01is these additional FTEs.
Depaiiment of Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry (DACF)
There are several key positions at DACF included in the Change Package for which TNC
expresses support. Several positions are designed to provide adequate staff support for Maine
State Parks and Public Lands. Our Parks and Lands have seen record attendance over the past
year, and many local people and visitors have developed a newfound sense of appreciation for
the outdoors through their experiences at these special places. TNC appreciates that the Change
Budget includes resources to ensure these positive experiences continue.
We also appreciate the proposal for an FTE to help monitor Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) sites for compliance. Maine has received more than 900 LWCF grants to date,
supporting conservation projects as small as local ballfields and as large as Acadia National
Park. With permanent LWCF funding approved by Congress last year, Maine stands to continue
benefitting from this essential program for years and decades to come, and it will be imp01iant to
have additional staff to ensure smooth implementation of this program at the local level.
Depaiiment oflnland Fisheries and Wildlife (DIFW)
The Change Package includes one FTE at DIFW to suppo1i public outreach needs. Over the last
several years, the Depmiment has taken on new and expanding roles in public education for the
people of Maine and the many visitors to our state. The newly launched "Look Out for ME"
initiative is just one example of the Department's creative messaging campaigns to encourage
responsible use and recreation on Maine's lands. With the recent and significant uptick in
outdoor recreation in part due to the COVID-19 pandemic-a boon to Maine's people and rural
economy-additional investment in public outreach will allow DIFW to continue promoting
safe, responsible use of Maine's outdoor opportunities and natural resources.
Conclusion
The Governor's Change Package makes critical investments in resilience for Maine's
communities, our natural resources, our clean energy economy and our climate. TNC thanks
Governor Mills and her Administration for developing such a strong proposal, and we urge the
Committee to vote ought-to-pass.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I am happy to answer any questions you may
have now or in the future.
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LD 221, 2022-2023 Biennial Budget Change Package, Funding for the Maine
Commission 011 Indigent Legal Services (MC/LS)

Dear Sen. Breen, Rep. Pierce, and Members of the Appropriations Committee; Sen. Camey, Rep. Hamett,
and Members of the Judiciary Committee:
On behalf of the Board of Governors of the Maine State Bar Association, we write to express our
significant concerns regarding cmTent funding levels contained in the Governor's proposed LD 221
Change Package with regard to the Maine Commission on Indigent Legal Services. The MSBA
believes that, in order for the State of Maine to provide effective assistance of counsel to indigent
Mainers, funding levels for MCILS need to be substantially increased. For this reason, we oppose
the current funding levels in the Change Package related to MCILS.
About us. The Maine State Bar Association is a statewide trade association chmiered in 1891 by the
Maine Legislature. The Association currently represents approximately 3000 attorneys in the State in both
public service and private practice. The Association maintains 28 sepm·ate sections covering nearly every
field of law practiced in Maine, from Administrative Law to Workers' Compensation Law.
Discussion. Access to justice is a key part of our Association's mission, and the work of the Maine
Commission on Indigent Legal Services falls squarely within this mission. MCILS is the State's system
for providing effective legal counsel to citizens who cannot afford to fund their own defense in criminal
and child protective matters. MCILS is a key underpinning of Maine's justice system, including ensuring
that the State is in compliance with the Sixth Amendment right to counsel.

MCILS was established by the Legislature in 2009 to provide high quality representation to Maine
citizens who m·e entitled to counsel at State expense under the United States Constitution or under the
Constitution or statutes of Maine. The Commission's mission is to protect the rights of Maine's indigent
citizens in courts throughout the State by contracting with private counsel to provide legal representation.
In addition, MCILS provides oversight, support, and training to assigned private counsel to ensure the
quality of the representation they provide.
As highlighted in the 2019 Report of the Sixth Amendment Center, which was commissioned by the
State of Maine to evaluate MCILS, MCILS has not been able to fully satisfy its mission in a variety of
areas, in part due to a lack of resources. A subsequent report by OPEGA underscored the challenges
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facing MCILS. On January 15 of this year, the MCILS issued an Annual Report identifying a range of
modifications to address the challenges raised by OPEGA and the Sixth Amendment Center, all of which
will require more resources. Without getting into the specific issues highlighted in these repmts, it is
clear that making progress to ensure a fair and adequate system of indigent legal services will require
more financial resources - resources to provide for additional staff capacity to properly oversee the
system; resources to provide support and training for lawyers; and resources to set legal fees at a level
necessary to attract quality attorneys.
Earlier this session, the Judiciary Committee recommended additional funding for MCILS in the
Co1mnittee's repmt back to the Appropriations Committee on the Biemtial Budget proposal. Those
recommendations were not included in the Biennial Budget that the Legislature passed in March. We do
recognize that the Governor's Change Package proposal includes a salary increase for the MCILS
Executive Director, and we supp01t that recommendation. That said, we encourage the Appropriations
Committee to also include in the final LD 221 Change Package the other initiatives contained in the
Judiciary Committee's "Report Back" on the Biennial Budget.
As a final note, it is impmtant to acknowledge that progress is being made within MCILS regarding
effmts to train and develop qualifications for paiticipating attorneys, and the Board ofMCILS is working
diligently to move the system in a positive direction. However, for the Board to succeed so that Maine
can make the most impactful changes necessary to move the system forward, the State needs to commit
itself to providing the financial resources necessary to attract, train, and oversee quality attorneys. We
hope the Maine Legislature heeds this call, for the benefit of all Mainers.

Conclusion. For these reasons, we cannot support the LD 221 Change Package as proposed, and we urge
the Maine Legislature to substantially increase funding for MCILS - consistent with the Judiciary
Co1mnittee's "Report Back" on the Biennial Budget -- to ensure that indigent Mainers truly have access
to quality legal services. If you have questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to
let us know.
Sincerely,

Kelly McDonald
President, Board of Governors

cc:

Angela Atmstrong, Executive Director
Rachel Okun, Chair, MSBA Legislative Committee
Frank Bishop, Chair, MSBA MCILS Working Group
James I. Cohen, Verrill Dana, LLP

