Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force

Resolve 2025, c. 108

Public Comments Received During the 2025 Interim

Senator Richard Bennett
Senator Henry Ingwersen
Senator Donna Bailey
Nicholas Barth, Newcastle
Mal Carey, Newcastle
Annette Bossier, Bremen
Audra Caler, Camden Town Manager
Julian Payne, Comville
John Lambert, Cumberland
Colleen L. Brown, Washington County
Josh Houde, Windham Town Assessor
Sam Purinton, Portland area
The Urbanist Coalition of Portland
Glenace Breton, Beals Island
John Lambert, Cumberland

Maura Pillsbury, Maine Center for Economic Policy



Richard A. Bennett THE MAINE SENATE 3 State House Station
Senator, District 18 132nd Legislature Augusta, Maine 04333

August 7, 2025

The Honorable Nicole Grohoski, Senate Chair
The Honorable Ann Matlack, House Chair
Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force
100 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333

RE: Reguest for Review of Homestead Exemption Eligibility for Irrevocable
Trast Properties

Dear Senator Grohoski, Representative Matlack, and members of the Real Estate Property
Tax Relief Task Force:

I have been contacted by constituents facing significant financial strain due to rising
property taxes. These individuals have been residents of the municipality for over ten years
and would otherwise qualify for the Homestead Exemption. However, they are currently
ineligible because their property is held in an irrevocable trust. Given the increasing burden
of property taxes, these residents are in need of the same relief the Homestead Exemption
provides to others in similar circumstances.

I respectfully request that the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force review the carrent
policy and consider whether revisions should be made to extend Homestead Exemption
eligibility to properties held in irrevocable trusts, particolarly when the trust beneficiaries
are long-term, full-time residents.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

(alad i

Richard Bennett
Senator

Housing and Economic Development Committee ¥ Government Oversight Connniliee
State House (207) 287-1505 * Fax (207} 287-1527 % Toll Free 1-800-423-6900 * Y7
Richard Bennet@iegislature.maine.gov * legislature maine gov/tenate



Henry Ingwersen THE MAINE SENATE 3 State House Station
Senator, District 32 132nd Legislature Augnsta, ME 04333

August 12, 2025

The Honorable Nicole Grohoski, Senate Chair
The Honorable Ann Matlack, House Chair
Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force
106 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333

RE: Request for examination of fees or taxes on part-time residents and tourists to provide
property tax relief for full-time residents

Senator Grohoski, Representative Matlack, and Members of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task
Force:

As the Task Force begins its work, [ hope that it will consider the possibility of raising revenue from
part-time residents and tourists who visit Maine. Although these folks contribute to Maine’s recreation
economy by helping businesses employ workers and keep their doors open, they also use infrastructure
and services —without paying the taxes that maintain or support them.

It is critical that the recommendations from the Task Force identify meaningful, equitable relief to
residents across Maine, including the folks who live in Senate District 32. It is time that we consider
establishing new fees or taxes that would focus on part-time residents or tourists. They dvive on our
roads, own empty vacation homes, and use emergency services.

1 respectfully request that the Task Force examine fees or taxes on part-time residents and tourists that
could provide additional property tax relief for full-time residents, particularly older Maine residents
who live on modest, fixed incomes and want to age in place in their communities.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

|

Henry Ingwersen
State Senator, Senate District 32
Arundel, Biddeford, Dayton, Hollis, and Lyman

3 State House Starion, Augusta, ME 04333
State House (207} 287-1515 * Fax (207) 2871585 * Toll Free I-800-423-6900 * TTY 711

Henry. Ingwersen@legisloture. maine.goy * legislature. maine. gov/ senate



Donna Bailey THE MAINE SENATE 3 State House Station
Senator, District 31 132nd Legislature Augusta, ME 04333

August 13, 2025

The Honorable Nicole Grohoski, Senate Chair
The Honorable Ann Matlack, House Chair
Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force
100 State House Station

Aungusta, ME 04333

RE: Request for cousideration of a property tax cap for older residents on fixed incomes whe live
in their homes for 20 or 25 years

Senator Grohoski, Representative Matlack, and Members of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task
Force:

As the Task Force begins its work, I hope that it will consider the feasibility of establishing a property
tax cap for older residents on fixed incomes who have lived in their homes for 20 or 25 years. In recent
revaluations, including in the Town of Old Orchard Beach, bome values have risen significantly. At the
same time, many older Mainers who live on Social Security have not seen a similar increase in their
modest, fixed incomes. This trend puts them at great risk of losing or selling their homes, without being
able to afford to move within or stay in the community.

Tt is critical that the recommendations from the Task Force identify meaningful, equitable relief to
residenis across Maine, including the folks wha live in Senate District 31. It is time that we take action
to provide additional property tax relief for older Mainers and retirees, some of who are working part-
time jobs beyond their hard-earned, well-deserved retirement years. |

T respectfully request that the Task Force consider the feasibility of establishing a property tax cap,
particularly for older Maine residents whe live on modest, fixed incomes and want to age in place in
their communities.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

o

Donna Bailey
Stafe Senator, Senate District 31
Buxton, Old Orchard Beach, and Saco

3 State House Station, Augusta, ME 04333
State House (207) 2871515 * Fux (207) 287-1585 * Toll Free 1.800-423-6900 * TTY 711

Donna Bailey@legislature.maine.gov * legislature.maing gov/senate



Olson, Rachel

L

From: Nicholas Barth <nbarth1935@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2025 5:18 PM

To: Laxon, Lindsay

Subject: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force

This message originates from outside the Maine Legislature.

M, Lindsay,

We are senior citizen residents in the Town of Newcastle, Lincoln County. We have also been residents of
Boothbay and Alna, also in Lincoln County.

Qver these many years our real estate property taxes have increased astronomicaily. Concurrently, the
response of Maine State Government to address and implement longterm and meaningful

property tax relief has been lackluster and misguided. We are doubtful these circumstances will change until
State Government gives real estate property tax relief top priority by updating and

streamlining statewide education funding, administration and bureaucracy. Concurrenly, local governments
funding share for education should be significantly reduced with all revenues going to reduce real estate

property taxes. And local governments should be required fo rethink and control their overall management,
operation, maintenance and capital costs with growth and development caps to prevent excessive

expenditures and real estate property fax increases.

Please share our concerns and thoughts with all membets of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force.
Thank you.

Respectfully,

Nicholas Barth

August 14, 2025



Mal Carey 29 August, 2025
58 Spruce Rd

Newcastle, Maine 04553

(malcarey@fidewater.net)

Senator Nicole Grohoshi

3 State House Station

Augusta, Maine 04333
(Nicole.Grohoski@legisiature. maine.qov)

Representative Ann Higgins Matlack
2 State House Station

Augusta, Maine 04333
(Ann_Matlack@legislature.maine.gov)

Dear Senator Grohoski and Representative Matlack;
Pleasant Surprise

While perusing bills passed this session, | encountered LD-1770. Oh, myt Af long last
the Legislature is taking a serious look at the Maine Constitution’s simplistic, morally
unassailable, “Just Value” assertion and the “real world” “Just Value” implementation
language in Title 36.

Trade Craft?

The LD-1770's “whereas” rationales for action could have been a bit more specific fo
scope the problem set, but | suspect Augusta “irade craft’ calls for getting the bill
across the finish line with difficult-to-criticize pertinent generalities while relying on
subsequent work product to deal with the introduction and the resolution of challenging
topics. '

Differential Impacts.

Substantial property tax impacts have been felt by Maine's older, less heaithy, and less-
well-educated citizens over recent decades. The nature of well-compensated work has
changed, leaving many behind. The milis are targely gone — replaced in substantial
measure by sales, service, and “white collar” or knowledge work. In 1955 a store clerk
could buy a house even if they were not using the Gl Bill. New house and apartment
construction has lagged need for some time. One result has been too much money
chasing too few housing units, especially in Southern and Mid-Coastal, areas. Prices
have consequentially risen — frequently substantially. Title 36's “Just Vaiue” has also
substantially raised the taxes for alt whether they were benefiting from the new
economy or not. Folks with better cash flow vote for new, shiny things at Town Meeting



and the increased total valuation keeps the mill rate stable. Newcomers are happy that
the mill rate is so much lower than it was in Hoboken. For some it's a slow loss.

Data Quality

Consuitant activities called out in Section 6 of the Resolve may be difficult to maximally
execute given the budget and reporting time frames of the Resolve. Data commonality
across the nearly 500 organized MCDs and the assessing Units in the UT may be hard
1o quickly and reliably assemble for creating a representative sample with which to
explore issues. Methodology behind similarly named data elements may vary from
town to town.

36 MRS §328. Administrative rules and regulations

Any rules and regulations established by the Bureau of Revenue Services
shall recognize the freedom, invention and individual means of the
municipalities by which said standards will be met. For municipalities,
whether a municipal assessing unit or in a primary assessing area, such
regulations shall recognize that:

1. Electronic data processing. Electronic data processing will be
optional;
3. Uniform accounting system. A uniform accounting system wili not
be mandated;
4. Budgets unnecessary. Budgets need not be submitted to the
bureau;
6. Office records. The following office records do not necessarily
have to be maintained:
A. Copies of deeds;
B. Aerial photographs;
C. Summary accounts or "tub” cards;
9. Tax maps. Municipal assessing units do not necessarily have to
maintain tax maps.

Several different assessing packages are in use across the State with TRIO
being most commonly encountered. CAl also provides mapping services to a
significant number of Maine communities. A number of Assessor service firms
provide similar services, Whether even similarly named data elements across
these products or instances contain similarly measured or assessed entities is
uncertain. One practical option for developing the Sample might be to go with
solely TRIO towns. It would eliminate one class of sampling biases, but multipte
Assessor slyles and practices would still require a thoughiful review.

Balancing Interest Groups?

Hopefully, the Task Force will stick to making changes solely to Title 36. Attempting to



make any change to the Constitution in our fraught moment would be at least
distracting.

The LD-1770 initiative, coming from a “place” some might describe as “wokish”, might
be better promoted by including worthy issues from other populations.

An example would be promoting rational tax treatment of PFAS-impacted
properties. One case is my Town which makes no real estate tax adjustment for
such circumstances even though the Town itself contributed to the creation of
the problem. (A related non-tax PFAS issue of note is the potential for future use
of the Tort Claims Act with its limited compensation and potential for bundling
multiple related claims under the statutory compensation limit, thus paying cents
on the dollar.)

Engagement Recommendation

The Resolve in Sections 7 and 8 provides for supporting services from several named
State departments including DAFS in furtherance of this Resolution.

I suggest DAFS should be engaged to offer consultation by the Exec Director of
the GeoLibrary and such divertable services, as may exist, by MEGIS staff in
furthering the efforts of the Task Force and Consultant.

NB: The MEGIS staff is in the midst of the significant move of data from
local spindles to the Cloud

Part of the GeoLibrary 2025/26 work plan Is the initiation of a long-term town-
level Parcel Mapping undertaking with universal coverage and annual central
collection of map changes and parcel attribute data.

Such a Parcel Mapping facility would not be in place in a time frame fo fitinto the
work of LD-1770, but Property Taxation is not going away and will never be a
static essence in “Augusta’. Stand alone, the intent of the project is to provide
accurate and timely spatial information about the characteristics of individual
land holdings for the whole state. Used in conjunction with other socio-economic
data, it would be a foundation for addressing many policy questions with a spatial -
resolution not currently possible. My current favorite hypothetical is whether
Spraw! or Unaffordable Housing is the worst problem in this emerging broadband
world. ;-)

Submitted for your consideration.
Mat Carey

Member Geolibrary Board (Public Seat) / MAP / MEGUG / LCRPC Exec Bd
58 Spruce Road, Newcastle, Maine 04553 / 207-586-5008 ! malcarey@tidewater.net



Laxon, Lindsay

From: abassler@zoho.com

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2025 11:06 AM

To: Laxon, Lindsay; Olson, Rachel; Sargent, James

Cc: Reny, Cameron; Simmons, Abden

Subject: Input to Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force

Dear Members of the Maine Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force,
As a full-time Maine resident and tax payer, | would like to provide the following input to the committee:

1. The Town of Bremen reassessed property values in 2024. After receiving the information in August 2024, |
questioned the revised value of my property. During the process | found that for the past 16 years | have paid an
inflated tax: for a full basement that my property does not have and for a finished attic that my property does
not have. | had not noticed this error in the past because the assessed value of my property was in line with my
view of the market value. However, in 2024, the Town of Bremen nearly doubled the value of my property and |
therefore did a lot of research. | realized these errors when commercial real estate websites listed my off-market
house with a livable area of 3,752 sqft. However, | built this house (in 2007) and could also prove with the
architectural drawings that the house has a livable space of 2,765 sqft. The local, contracted assessor agreed to
the correction after | pointed out the error

What this issue however demonstrates is that the municipality has ho obligation to submit the property record with the
property tax bill when the property record is not available online, In the Town of Bremen, | have to request a copy of my
property record. It is not available online. The assessor is in the office twice a month to take care of Bremen property
owner requests. Looking at public property records of other Maine municipalities that are available online, | also find
that the information provided varies, depending on the municipality. For example, many online records state the square
footage of livable space. The Town of Bremen property record does not; it states the building foot print area but not the
livable space. That number is however included in the assessor’s database but is not on the property record shared with
the owner. Therefore, | could only notice the ervors when | hoticed what commercial real estate websites state as the
livable area of my house. This data, according to the assessor, is pulled from his database. If commercial real estate
websites have access to this data, it is unacceptable that the same data is not available to the owner. This is a major
issue because, under Maine law, the burden of proof re. errors in the assessment rests with the owner, not the assessor.
| therefore suggest to make the following changes to the way Towns communicate property values to owners:
1. The property data parameters on which assessments are based must be the same for all Maine
municipalities.
2. In case where municipalities do not make the property record available online, it must be mailed each year
with the property tax bill. The home owner should not have to request the property record.
3. Municipalities should have to reimburse the owner for overcharged taxes if the home owner can prove the
errors made by the assessor.

2. The assessor of the Town of Bremen last viewed my property in 2007, according to his records, and his
statements when | appealed the assessment before the Town of Bremen in December 2024 and Lincoln County
in early 2025. During his visit in 2007 he obviously made a major mistake: it is clear to even non-real estate
professionals that my house is built on a concrete slab and does not have a basement. Despite my appeals in
2024 and early 2025, the assessor did not bother to visit and review my property. But he felt confident
reassessing the value despite the fact of no recent site visit. Therefore, | believe it should be mandatory for a
municipal assessor to personally visit a property if the owner files an appeal. Maine puts the burden of proof on
the owner but there is no mandatory requirement for the assessor to have up-to-date information on the



property in question, This should be a mandatory part of the appeals process, including that the owner has to
agree to such a site visit

3. Reason for assessed value: The assessor claimed during the appeal hearings that his assessment of my property
was based in the recent sales in the Town of Bremen. However, he did not have to disclose which properties he
used for the assessment. In addition, small towns such as the Town of Bremen with less than 1,000 population
do not have many real estate transactions p.a. In most years, a handful of properties are being sold. in my
analysis for my appeal, | included comparable properties in the neighboring towns in Lincoln County but this was
dismissed as not acceptable. Maine is a rural state and comparable property sales analysis should include
adjacent or close-by municipalities with a similar profile if the municipality in questions has a small population.
In addition, during an appeal, the assessor should have to show which property sales were used and why. In the
hearing with the Lincoln County commissioners, the assessor was asked three times how he arrived at the value
of my property but he could not answer the question beyond that his analysis was based on recent sales.

| am happy to send you my appeal documents if needed or recommended. | am not attaching them here because | am
hot trying to re-open my appeal case but want to point out the issues that | see in the current property tax assessment
process.

i shall appreciate if the Maine Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force could consider the a.m. aspects.
Sincerely,

Annette Bossler

32 Blueberry Lane
Bremen ME 04551

Phone 207 529 2291
Email abossler@zoho.com



Laxon, Lindsay

From: Kerry Leichtman <kleichtman@camdenmaine.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 12:24 PM

To: Laxon, Lindsay

Subject: RE: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Tax Force - Second Meeting

Thanks, Lindsay. I'm submitting it on behalf of Audra Caler, Camden’s Town Manager.

Kerry Leichtman, CMA
Assessor
Towns of Camden and Rockport

kleichtman@camdenmaine.gov 207.236.3353 ext 7106
assessor@rockportmaine.goy 207.236.6758 ext 5
httn://camdenmaine.goyv

hitp://rockportmaine.gov

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipieni(s)
and may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, or an authorized agent of
the intended recipient, please immediately contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy/delete all copies of the original
message. Any unauthorized review, use, copying, forwarding, disclosure, or distribution by other than the intended
recipient or authorized agent is prohibited.

From: Laxon, Lindsay <Lindsay.Laxon@legislature.maine.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 11:10 AM

To: Kerry Leichtman <kleichtman@camdenmaine.gov>

Subject: RE: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Tax Force - Second Meeting

fieaidie

You don't often get email from lindsay.laxon®legislature.maine.gov. Learn why this is important
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Yes, I am the right person to send this to! Is this a proposal you are submitting to the Task Force on behalf of the Towns
of Camden and Rockport or is this from you individually? Thanks!

Lindsay

Lindsay J. Laxon, Esq.

Legislative Analyst

Office of Policy and Legal Analysis
Maine State Legislature

(207) 287-1670

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 9:37 AM



To: Laxon, Lindsay <Lindsay.Laxon@legislature maine gov>
Subject: RE: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Tax Force - Second Meeting

Hello Lindsay,
| want to give the attached to the task force staff as a public communication for their consideration. Please let
me know if you're not the right person to send this to.
Thank you,
Kerry

Kemry Leichtman, CMA
Assessor
Towns of Camden and Rockport

kleichtman@camdenmaine.gov 207.236.3353 ext 7106
assessor@rockportmaine.goy 207.236.6758 ext b
http://camdenmaine.gov

http://rockpertmaine.gov

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient{s}
and may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, or an authorized agent of
the intended recipient, please immediately contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy/delete all copies of the original
message. Any unanthorized review, use, copying, forwarding, disclosure, or distribution by other than the intended
recipient or authorized agent is prohibited.

From: real.estate.prop. tax-ip-reguest@lists.egislature maine.gov <real estate.prop.tax-ip-
request@lists.legislature.maine.gov> On Behalf Of Laxon, Lindsay

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 10:06 AM

To: real.estate.prop.tax-ip@lists.legislature.maine.gov

Ce: Olson, Rachel <Rachel.Olson@|egislature.maine gov>; Sargent, James <James.Sargent@egislature. maine.gov>
Subject: [Real.Estate.Prop.Tax] Real Estate Property Tax Relief Tax Force - Second Meeting

i You don't often get email from fingdsayJaxon@legislature maine.gov. Learn why this is important

SR

Good morning, Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force interested patties,

As you know, the task force will hold its second meeting on Tuesday, September 30™ at 10am. The meeting will be held
in Room 127 of the State House (TAX Committee room). Attached is the agenda for the meeting.

Members of the public may attend the meeting in person at the State House or through accessing a Hvestream of the
meeting through the Legislature’s website, available here: https:/ legislature.maine.sov/Audio/#127.

Piease let us know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Lindsay Laxon & Rachel Olson, Legislative Analysts, Office of Policy and Legal Analysis -- (207) 287-1670
James Sargent, Legislative Fiscal Analyst, Office of Fiscal and Program Review — (207) 287-1635
Maine State Legislature

Lindsay. Laxon@legisiature maine.gov



Rachel Olson(@legistatyre. mame.gov
James. Sargent@lesislature. maine. gov

From: Olson, Rachel <Rachel Olson@|egislature maine.gov>

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2025 4:15 PM

To: real.estate.prop.tax-ip@lisis.legislature. maine. gov

Cc: Laxon, Lindsay <Lindsay.Laxon@legislature maine.gov>; Sargent, lames <James.Sargent@legislature maine.gov>
Subject: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Tax Force - Second Meeting

Good afternoon,

You are receiving this email as a subscriber to the interested parties distribution list for the Real Estate Property Tax
Relief Task Force. The task force will hold its second meeting on Tuesday, September 30th at 10am. The meeting will
be held in Room 127 of the State House (TAX Committee room). Members of the public may attend the meeting in
person at the State House or through accessing a livestream of the meeting through the Legislature’s website, available
here: hitps:/lesislature maine, goviAudio#127.

Information regarding the meeting, including the agenda, will be posted on the task force wehpage,
htips:/lesislature maine. covireal-estate-property-taxrelief-task-force, in the near future.

If you have any questions, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Lindsay Laxon & Rachel Olson, Legislative Analysts, Office of Policy and Legal Analysis —(207) 287-1670
James Sargent, Legistative Fiscal Analyst, Office of Fiscal and Program Review — (207) 287-1635

Maine State Legislature

Lindsay. Laxon@legislature.maine.goy

Rachel Olson@legislature.maine. gov

Tames. Sargent@legislature. maine. gov

== About This E-Mail List ===== === = ==

Archives of this list: https://lists.lesislature.maine.gov/sympa/arc/real.estate prop tax-ip

To UNSUBSCRIBE from this list:

- Use this link: https://lists.legislature.maine.gov/sympa/auto_signoff/real.estate.prop.tax-
ip7email=kleichtman%40camdenmaine.gov

- Or send mail to the mail server:
mailta:listserv@lists.legislature.maine.gov?subject=unsubscribe%20real.estate.prop.tax-
in%20kleichtman%40camdenmaine.gov




Stabilizing Maine Communities and
Modernize State Revenue

Purpose: To reduce overreliance on local property taxes by expanding the state’s revenue base,
improving tax equity, stabilizing funding for essential services, and supporting municipalities
through revenue sharing, shared services, and targeted state funds.

SECTION 1 — Local Option Sales Tax (LOST)

Title:
An Act to Authorize Municipalities to Impose a Local Option Sales Tax

Section 1. Authorization.

1. A municipality may, by majority vote at a regular or special election, impose a local
option sales tax of up to 1% on those items subject to the state sales tax pursuant to Title
36, section 1811.

2. The local option sales tax may not apply to:

o Groceries
o Prescription drugs
o Residential heating fuels

Section 2. Administration.

1. The State Tax Assessor shall administer, collect, and enforce the local option sales tax as
if it were imposed under Title 36, Part 3.

2. The assessor shall deposit revenue into a segregated fund and return 100% of net
proceeds, less administrative costs, to the imposing municipality quarterly.

Section 3. Use of Funds.

1. Revenues from the local option sales tax must be used for:
o Property tax reduction
o Capital investment
o Local infrastructure or public safety

Section 4. Rulemaking.
The State Tax Assessor may adopt rules to implement this section. Rules are routine technical

rules.
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SECTION 2 — Seasonal Residential Property Surcharge

Title:
An Act to Establish a Surcharge on Seasonal and Second Homes

Section 1. Definitions.
« Seasonal residence means real property:
1. Not the owner's primary residence;
2. Used less than 6 months per calendar year; and
3. Assessed at more than $500,000 in value.
Section 2. Surcharge Imposed.

1. An annual surcharge of 0.75% is imposed on the taxable assessed value of each seasonal
residence meeting the above criteria.

Section 3. Collection and Administration.
1. The surcharge is collected and enforced by the municipal assessor as part of the annual
property tax bill.
2. Failure to pay the surcharge is treated as delinquency under Title 36.
Section 4. Revenue Allocation.
1. Fifty percent (50%) of surcharge revenue remains with the municipality.

2. The remaining 50% is remitted to the Disproportionate Tax Burden Fund under Title 30-
A §5681(4-B).

SECTION 3 — Tourism Resilience Fee

Title:
An Act to Create a Statewide Tourism Resilience Fee

Section 1. Definitions.

» Tourism-facing businesses include hotels, motels, inns, short-term rentals, and
attractions grossing more than $250,000 annually.

Section 2. Fee Imposed.

1. A 1% fee is imposed on gross lodging revenue collected by tourism-facing businesses.
2. The fee applies statewide and is collected by the State Tax Assessor.




Section 3. Revenue Distribution.

1. The first $10 million annualty is allocated to the Tourism Resilience Grant Fund.
2. The fund awards grants to municipalities that:

o Experience seasonal population increases of 100% or more; or

o Demonstrate public infrastructure strain due to tourism.

Section 4. Administration.

1. The Department of Administrative and Financial Services shall administer the grant
process by rule.

SECTION 4 — Amendments to Revenue Sharing (Title 30-A
§5681)

Title:
An Act to Expand Revenue Sharing to Include Lodging Tax and Seasonal Factors

Amend §5681(5) as follows:

"An amount equal to 5% of the revenue from the taxes imposed under Title 36, Part 3, including
but not limited to sales tax, lodging tax, and short-term rental tax, must be trans¥erred to the
Local Government Fund annually." -

Add the following paragraph to §5681(5):

"The Iegislature may increase the 5% allocation to the Local Government Fund through
majority vote during any legislative session, and may designate additional state revenue streams
for inclusion in the fund without further enabling legislation.”

Amend §5681(2)(E) to include the following:

"When calculating a municipality’s disproportionate tax burden, the following shall also be
considered:

« Seasonal population based on occupancy data;
« Public safety calls per capita during peak season;

« Lodging units per capita.”

Add §5681(9): Local Option Sales Tax Revenue Sharing




"If a municipality enacts a local option sales tax pursuant to state authorization, at least 80% of
net revenue shall be retained by that municipality. The remaining revenue, if any, shall be
remitted to the Local Government Fund for redistribution.”

SECTION 5 — Additional Enhancements to Revenue Sharing
Programs

Title:
An Act to Expand and Modernize State-Municipal Revenue Sharing

Sec. 5. 30-A MRSA §5681 is amended as follows:
A. Expansion of Eligible Revenues (Amend §5681(5))

“The Local Government Fund shall consist of 5% of the revenue from the taxes imposed under
Title 36, Part 3, including, but not limited to, sales tax, lodging tax, short-term rental tax,
cannabis excise and sales tax, and revenne from marketplace facilitators and remote sellers. The
Legislature may increase this percentage by majority vote.”

B. Creation of Rural Service Fund (§5681(10))

“10. Rural Service Fund. The Rural Service Fund is established to support municipalities with
fewer than 2,500 year-round residents that demonstrate high service cost per capita or limited tax
base. The Treasurer of State shall allocate no less than 5% of the Local Government Fund
annually to this purpose. Eligible uses include ambulance, road maintenance, fire protection, and
broadband infrastructure.”

C. Creation of Climate & Infrastructure Stress Fund (§5681(11))

“11. Climate and Infrastructure Stress Fund. The Climate and Infrastructure Stress Fund is
established to provide aid to municipalities experiencing direct fiscal impacts from coastal
flooding, overland flooding, storm surge, heat emergencies, or housing market volatility due to
climate migration. The fund shall be financed through state surplus, insurance surcharges, or
legislative appropriations and administered through the Department of Administrative and
Financial Services.”

D. Intermunicipal Revenue Sharing Compacts (§5681(12))




“12. Regional Compacts. Two or more municipalities may, by interlocal agreement, forma
compact to pool revenue sharing funds for the purpose of delivering regional services or
infrastructure. Municipalities forming such a compact are eligible for up to 10% additional aid
from the Local Government Fund.”

E. Shared Services Bonus (§5681(13))

““13. Shared Services Incentive. The State Tax Assessor shall identify and reward municipalities
that consolidate services, such as public safety, education administration, or financial services.
These municipalities may receive up to a 5% performance bonus from the Local Government
Fund.”

F. Revenue Sharing II Formula Updates (Amend §5681(2)(E))

“H. The formula shall also consider seasonal population swings, lodging units per capita, public
safety call volume, percentage of exempt property, and regional cost-of-living indices when
evaluating disproportionate tax burden.”

SECTION 6 — Modernizing and Equalizing the State
Education Funding Formula

Title:
An Act to Reform Maine’s Education Funding Formula to Reduce Property Tax Burdens and
Tmprove Equity

Sec. 6. 20-A MRSA Chapter 606-B is amended as follows:

A. Section 15688-A — Revised Calculation of Local Fiscal Capacity

Amend §15688-A(2) to read:
“Local fiscal capacity shall be calculated using a blended index composed of:

«  50% median household income as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau; and

« 30% student need, as measured by the percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch.”

o 20% equalized state valuation of property.




B. Section 15688 — Tiered Required Local Effort Based on Capacity

Replace §15688(3-A) with:
“Each municipality’s required local mill rate shall be determined by its fiscal capacity tier:

e Tier 1 (lowest 33%): 5.5 mills

« Tier 2 (middle 33%): 7.0 mills

o Tier 3 (highest 33%): 8.5 mills
The Department of Education shall update tiers annually using the capacity index in
§15688-A.

C. Section 15683-A — State Share Commifment

Add new subsection (5):
“The State shall strive to find not less than 60% of the statewide adjusted total cost of essential
programs and services annually, beginning with fiscal year 2026-27.”

D. Section 15681 — Additional Weighted Subsidy Allocations
Amend §15681 to add:

e  “I-A. A weight of 1.25 shall be applied for each student qualifying for free or reduced-
price lunch; | o

+ . 1-B.A'weight of 1,15 shall be applicd for English language learners;

« 1-C. A sparsity factor shall be applied to districts with enrollment below 500 and
population density below 20 persons/sq. mile.”

E. Section 15689 — Equalization Cap for High-Valuation Districts

Add subsection (4):

“In districts where equalized valuation exceeds $1,000,000 per pupil, the portion above that
amount shall be excluded from EPS subsidy calculations and redirected to the Disproportionate
Aid Pool for high-need districts.”

F. Section 15689-A — Adjusting for Emerging Costs




Add subsection (7):

“The commissioner shall annually review and update cost inputs for transportation, technology,
and climate resilience to reflect current operating realities and emerging educational facility
needs.”

Section 7 — Comprehensive Reform of State Tax Structure

Title:
An Act to Broaden Maine’s Tax Base, Increase Revenue Equity, and Reduce Local Property Tax
Dependence

Purpeose:
To modernize and reform Maine’s tax code across all major categories — including income,

sales, corporate, excise, and estate taxes — in order to diversify the state’s revenue, improve
fairness, and relieve pressure on municipal property taxes.

SUBSECTION A - Personal Income Tax (Title 36 §5111 et seq.)
1. Rate Structure Reform (§5111):
» Add two new brackets:
o 8.5% on income > $250,000 (single) / $500,000 (joint)
o 9.25% on income > $500,000 (single) / $1,000,000 (joint)
2. Pass-Threugh Entity Surcharge (§5200-A):
« Impose a 1.5% surtax on pass-through income above $500,000 (unless materially active).

3. Alternative Minimum Tax (§5203):

» Require high-income taxpayers to pay at least 5.5% of Maine AGI, regardless of
deductions.

4. Tax Base Expansion (§5122):
+ Include:
o Capital gains on second-home sales
o Out-of-state trust income received by Maine residents

5. Progressive Credits:

« Expand Earned Income Tax Credit (§5219-S) to 40% of federal EITC; make refundable
» Establish a refundable $500 Child Tax Credit per dependent (§5219-NN)




6. Deduction Limits (§5125):

« Cap itemized deductions at $50,000 for income above $500,000

SUBSECTION B — Sales, Lodging, and Service Tax (Title 36 §1811,
§2552)

1. Sales & Use Tax Reform (§1811):
«+ Expand base to include luxury and professional services (e.g., accounting, consulting,
personal fraining)
« Increase rate from 5.5% to 5.75%:; dedicate the extra 0.25% to K-12 education
2. Lodging Tax Restructuring (§1811):
» Dedicate 1% of the 9% lodging tax to municipalities with high tourism or STR density

3. Service Provider Tax Expansion (§2552):

« Add high-income service sectors (law, design, investment services)
« Exempt providers earning under $100,000 or operating in rural arcas

SUBSECTION C - Excise Tax Reforms (Title 36 §§1482, 1495-A,
1498, 2903, 4925)
1. Vehicle Excise Tax Reform (§1482):
« Add MSRP-based surcharge:
o +0.5 mills for vehicles $30K—-$60K
o +1.0 mill for $60K-$100K

o +2.0 mills over $100K
o Add 0.4% one-time surcharge on vehicles >$75,000

2. Boat and Aircraft Excise (New §1495-A):
« Boats >30 fi: $15/ft + 0.25% of value
o Aircraft: $1,000 base + 0.4% of value

»  50% revenue to municipalities, 50% to Climate & Infrastructure Stress Fund

3. STR Excise Tax (New §1498):

e 3% on gross revenue from short-term rentals >60 nights/year
«  70% revenue to host municipality, 30% to Tourism Resilience Fund

4. Carbon-Based Fuel Surcharge (§2903):



+ 2¢/pallon surcharge on aviation fuel, marine diesel, and other high-CO: fuels
« Revenue dedicated to rural transit and EV infrastructure

5. Tiered Cannabis Excise Tax (§4923):

10% on monthly revenue up to $50K

15% on $50K-$200K

20% over $200K

Small growers (<2,000 sq ft) capped at 10%

SUBSECTION D — Corporate and Estate Taxes
1. Corporate Income Tax (§5200):

« Add 10% bracket for corporate net income over $5 million
« Apply AMT of 5.5% of Maine AGI for businesses grossing over $5 million (§5203)

2. Estate Tax Reform (§4061):

« Lower exemption threshold from $6.41M to $3.5M
« Add tiered rates:

o 10% baseline

o 12% for estates >$5M

o 15% for estates >$10M

SUBSECTION E — Revenue Allocation and Property Tax Relief
(Title 30-A §5681)

1. Expanded Revenue Sharing Seurces:

s Addrevenue from:

STR excise

Lodging tax

Cannabis excise

Boat and aircraft excise

o ¢ o ©

2. Revenue Sharing I Formula Reform:

s Incorporate:
o Seasonal population
o % of tax-exempt property
o Local housing affordabilhity stress

3. Local Incentives:



« Add performance bonuses (ap to 5%) for municipalities sharing services regionally



Summary of Proposed Statutory Amendments

SECTION 1: Local Option Sales Tax (LOST)

Purpose: Authorize municipalities to adopt a 1% local sales tax for property tax relief and infrastructure.

Statate Affected’ | Type o0 ~Change
New (Title 36) Add1tion Authonzes mumc1pa11t1es 1:0 enact up to 1% local opt:ton sales tax by Iocal vote
New Addition State Tax Assessor administers and redistributes LOST revenue to the imposing town

New Addition Specifies eligible use of funds: tax relief, infrastructure, capital investment

SECTION 2: Seasonal Residential Property Surcharge

Purpose: Introduce a surcharge on high-value, non-resident seasonal homes.

Statute Affected  Type o ool Change
New (Title 36) Add}tlon Deﬁnes seasonal remdence and 1mposes 0.75% surcharge on assessed value
50% of revenue remains local; 50% goes to Disproportionate Tax Burden Fund under

New _Addmon §5681

SECTION 3: Tourism Resilience Fee

Purpose: Support tourism-impacted towns through a statewide fee on lodging.

Statute Affected - Type .- oo " ‘Change
New (Title 36) Addltlon Imposes 1% fee on revenue from hotels short- term rentals attractions

New Addition Establishes “Tourism Resilience Grant Fund” to support seasonal infrastructure needs
New Addition Grants administered by Department of Administrative and Financial Services



SECTION 4: Revenue Sharing Amendments (Title 30-A §5681)

Purpose: Strengthen the existing Revenue Sharing I & II structure.

Statute Affected ....... T ype : Change i
0 -
§5631(5) Amendment Expands 5 A) pool to 1nclude lodgmg, short term rental cannabls and marketplace tax
revenues
§5681(2)(E) Amendment ?dds seasonal population, tourism, and exempt property to disproportionate burden
ormula
§5681(9) Addition Establishes LOST revenue retention (80% to enacting municipality)

i Creates new sub-funds: Rural Service Fund, Climate & Infrastructure Stress Fund,
§5681(10-13) Addition Regional Compacts, and Shared Services Bonuses

SECTION 5: New Revenue Sharing Enhancements

Purpose: Expand capacity and equity of the revenue sharing system.

Statute Affected i Type G T e T “Change " o
§5681(10) Addmon Estabhshes Rural Serv1ce Fund for smail towns w1th high costs
§5681(11) Addition Creates Climate & Infrastructure Stress Fund with flexible revenue sources
§5681(12) Addition Enables regional revenue-sharing compacts between municipalities
§5681(13) Addition Provides performance bonuses for municipalities that share services

SECTION 6: Education Funding Formula Reforms (Title 20-A, Chapter 606-B)

Purpose: Make EPS formula more progressive and reduce local property tax dependence.

Statute Affected “Type - ; ': D :::'5'5 -:. sl Change L : L
§15688 -A(2) Amendment Changes fiscal capac1ty 1ndex to include property value income, and smdent need
§15688(3-A) Amendment  Replaces uniform mill rate with tiered required local effort (5.5-8.5 mills)

AL Codeas



~Statute Affected Type N

§15683-A(5) Addltlon
§15681(1-A—1-C) Addition
§15689(4) Addition
§15689-A(7) Addition

e Change
Requlres state to fund at least 60% of BPS costs

Adds weights for poverty, English learners, and rural sparsity

Caps subsidy benefit for districts with very high valuation per pupil

Requires DOE to annually update cost inputs for modern infrastructure needs

SECTION 7: Income Tax Reform (Title 36, Part 8)

Purpose: Broaden the income tax base and make the tax code more progressive to reduce reliance on local property taxes.

§5111 Amendment
§5200-A Addition
§5203 Addition
§5122 Amendment
§5219-S Amendment
§5219-NN Addition
§5125 Addition

Adds two new income brackets: 8.5% and 9 25% for high earners
Imposes a 1.5% surcharge on high-income pass-through business income

Establishes a state Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) of 5.5% of AGI for incomes >
$400,000 .
Expands capital gains tax to second home sales and out-of-state trust income

Increases the state Eamned Income Tax Credit (EITC) match to 40%; makes it fully
refundable

Creates a $500-per-child State Child Tax Credit, refundable and phased out by income
Phases out and caps itemized deductions for high-income taxpayers

Section 8 Excise Tax Amendments (Title 36, Part 7)

Purpose: Broaden and Modernize Maine’s Excise Tax System to reduce reliance on local property taxes.

Statute Affected ©  Type
§1482 Amendment
§1495-A (New) Addition

Adds progressive vehicle tax tiers and luxury surcharge
Excise tax on large recreational boats and aircraft

A et



Statute Affecte ype

1ang
§2903 Amendment 2¢ carbon surcharge on high-emission fuels
§1498 (New) Addition 3% excise tax on short-term rentals (in addition to lodging tax)
§4925 Amendment Tiered cannabis excise tax based on retailer revenue

Summary Table: Section 9 — Comprehensive Tax Reforms

- TaxArea tatute(s Key Amendments ~
Income Tax §5111 et seq. New top brackets, pass-through surtax, AMT, credits, capital gains
Sales Tax §1811 Rate bump, luxury services added, 1% lodging share to towns
Property Tax Relief §5681 Expanded sources, reweighted sharing formula, 5% share codified
Excise Taxes §§1482, 1495-A, 1498, 2903, 4925 New taxes on STRs, luxury goods, fuel carbon, cannabis tiers
Corporate Tax §5200 New top rate for large corporations

Estate Tax 84061 Lower threshold, new progressive rate tiers

Service Provider Tax §2552 Base expansion and exemption for low-revenue providers

g:"é Ce L



Laxon, Lindsay

From: listserv-request@lists legislature.maine.gov on behalf of Julian Payne
<japmrp@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2025 10:41 AM

To: real.estate.prop.tax-ip-request@lists.legislature. maine.gov

Subject: Julian Payne

Thoughts on property tax discussion.
1 have heard discussion on shifting property taxes to income based.

The unique situation Maine is in is the population is about 1.6 million and has the oldest
population of residents in the country.

They are retired typically low income. If you remove the retired, people under the age of 18,
those unable to work, homemakers and caregivers, students etc etc

Basing it on income would cripple the middle class.
1t would also take renters out of the payment pool.

Property taxes are also terrible as values go up but that is not related to income and a home
is not a luxury item.

I think the solution is a combination of three things, a hybrid combo.

It should be based on three factors, property taxes, income and Increase the sales tax on
everything but vehicles (They are essential and a big up front cost)

Maine is vacation land and has one of the lowest sales taxes in the nation so capitalize on it.
It also feathers out costs to locais and on purchases) We are missing the vacation land
tourist opportunity.

While political it might subside when residents are not priced out of their homes. The influx
of Americans after COVID has driven values hightier than Maine income.

1 am from the UK and travel there, sales tax is 17% and it never stopes me from going. | am
only there for 2 weeks so just pay it.

Property value 25% of formula
Income 25%

Sales tax and Maine covering balance 50%

Julian Payne



October 28, 2025

Hon. Senator Nicole Grohoski, Chair
Hon. Representative Ann Matlack, Chair
Hon. Senator Bruce Bickford

Hon. Representative Robert Nutting
Dick Woodbury

Peace Mutesi

Phil Saucier

Matt Peters

Vinnie Caliendo

Nick Cloutier

Carollyn Lear

Kathleen Billings

¥d Gardner

Peter Lacy

Michael Allen, Ph.D.

Re: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Force

Dear Chairs Grohoski and Matlack, and
Members of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Force (“REPTRE”);

I write to you in capacity as members of the REPTRF, first to thank you for your
willingness to participate in such an effort and hopefully, to provide you with some thoughts that
you may find helpful. I will not dwell unduly on the importance of the subject because it seems
so self-evident given the profound housing challenge in Maine and the fundamental role of
property taxes in funding Maine’s public education through 12% grade (In my town, Cumberland,
68% of the property tax bill is for the school system). The challenge of adequately educating the
next generations is just so complex, and while money will not solve everything, the need for
additional funding for education should not be questioned.

Distilled, the riddle to solve is generating more taxable income while (A) finding a less
regressive (and archaic) tax mechanism, and (b) reducing the property tax burden in a transparent
and equitable manner — a daunting task.

1. Finding more money: the exemption for benevolent and charitable institutions
should be revisited.

Subject to specific limitations, benevolent and charitable institutions are exempt from
property taxation. Title 36 MRS §652(A) - Property of institutions and organizations. An
overlooked (actually forgotten) statutory restriction on these institutions is:

A director, trustee, officer or employee of an organization claiming exemption may not
receive directly or indirectly any pecuniary profit from the operation of that organization,



except as reasonable compensation for services in cffecting its purposes or as a proper
beneficiary of its strictly benevolent or charitable purposes;

36 MRS §652(C)(2) (my emphasis). Compensation matters and unreasonable compensation is a
disqualifying circumstance for the exemption.

[ humbly suggest that a great many of the “not for profit” entities in Maine are not truly
charitable or benevolent institutions but have instead morphed into entities that provide shocking
levels of compensation for the directors, officers, and employees without paying property (and
usually income tax). I encourage you to examine the attached IRS 990s at of Bates, Bowdoin,
Colby, Jackson Labs, etc. to gain some insight into how extravagant the compensation
arrangements have become. (The 990s may be found at
hitps://projects, propublica.orz/monprofits/ and they are very informative). These entities are
unregulated — there are no shareholders requiring accountability — and the compensation 1s often
set, directly or indirectly by the compensated officer (the director of every entity is at the mercy
of the information he or she receives from the entity’s officers).

This extravagance is particularly true with Maine’s version of the Italian “city states” —
the I 95 hospitals: Maine Health, Northern Light, Maine General Health, and Central Maine
Health Care. Without any meaningful competition and no regulatory or really any other
oversight (Anthem and the other carriers like matters to be increasingly expensive; when they
gripe about cost, it’s really about the pace of the increase in costs), these organizations have
salary structures really without peer in Maine.

The cutrent statute included the policy goal of “reasonable compensation” as a qualifying
condition to obtain an exemption from property taxes. As a former trial lawyer, I understand the
enormous difficulty and expense associated with trying to prove that a salary is reasonable or
unreasonable; it is terribly vague and will usually require a lot of expert witness work and
testimony.

1 suggest that the same policy goal could be achieved — and actually mean something — if
the statute provided a concrete number for the compensation. Personally, for me, the number
should be $200,000. I do not understand how an entity in Maine dedicated to benevolent and or
charitable purposes pays someone or has a compensation package that exceeds $200,000. If the
entity wants to pay compensation in excess of $200,000, fine — but the tax paying public should
not be subsidizing that decision. In Maine, if an entity can pay someone $200,000; it’s not a
charity — it’s a business and should pay property taxes like the rest of us.

I have no doubt that the suggestion of taxing the hospitals has produced seismic eye rolls,
which I respect and understand having dealt once with the hospital lobby. Its political lobby is
formidable. That noted, I do think it time for some real candor about the parent entities of the
hospitals (which are quite different from the rural hospitals).

Between 2015 and 2025, the Cumberland County population is believed to have grown
7.2% from 292,000 to 313,000 people. Here is a financial snapshot of Maine Health during a
comparable time.



Year Program Services Rev % Increase Salaries % Increase CPI
2016 (9/30) $1,118,173,174 $655,990, 620
2024 (9/30) $3,593,508,908 250% $2,341,274, 701 221% 31.4%

The purpose of this letter is not to fix health costs care in Maine, a crisis that needs its
own task force. Rather, I wish simply to show that the revenue growth of the corporate hospital
entities and its compensation arrangements are out of control and not reasonable as required by
the current legislation. This compensation growth can be slowed down — at least a bit with these
entities stepping up and paying property taxes which would make the lives of others and
municipalities better.

2. Seniors

As a 71-year old retiree (almost) with three kids, T would fike to think that no one will
have the temerity to suggest that there should be more property tax breaks for seniors to enhance
the supposed goal of seniors aging in place or for any otber reason. | have attached a 2018 Op-ed
of mine that the Press Herald published when I, naively, thought the federal debt of $21.6 trillion
was suitably shocking that something in Washington would change. While mindful of the
additional funds needed for the pandemic, seven years later the total debt is now $37 trillion with
an annual deficit of about $1.9 trillion. Things have only gotten worse for our kids.

The focus must change from what’s good for us seniors to what is good for the future and
absent genuine financial hardship, more breaks for seniors cannot be justified. Perhaps things
are not perfect, but the seniors are still living better than seniors from any prior generation by
leaps and bounds.

Please, nothing more for us old folks — we’ve done enough taking.
Conclusion

Following up on my last remark, I would like to encourage you 1o use this opportunity to
craft solutions that are audacious and will help to restore hope for our kids that they can live as
well as we have.

Again, thanks for your service and time and if I can help the Task Force in any way, |
would be happy to do so.

Yohn Lambert

7 Ocean Terrace
Cumberland, ME 04110
207 831 8225 (m)



10/22/25, 2.08 PM Maina Volces: Yes, older adulls shouldn't be forgotten ~ but what about our Kids?

- Maine Voices: Yes, older adults shouldn’t be forgotten —
but what about our kids?

@ pressherald.com/2018/11/30/maine-voices-the-glderly-have-gotten-enough-what-about-our-kids

CUMBERLAND FORESIDE — | write to offer a somewhat different perspective from that
offered by Lori Parham, state director of AARP Maine, in her Nov. 21 Maine Voices column.
In the column, noting the losing vote on ballot Question 1, which proposed to provide funding
for the care of the elderly, Ms. Parham argues that the Maine Legislature must address the
need for such care and funding.

[ write as a 64-year-old, which is seeming pretty senior. | write also as the father of three
children, ages 22 to 29, and | look at the world we are leaving them.

Our gross national federal debt is $21.6 trillion, state and local debt is $3 trillion and
unfunded state and local pension liabllity is estimated to be $1.4 trillion, for a total of roughly
$26 trillion of public debt. It is certain that our national debt will increase by another trillion a
year, with no end in sight.

https:ffwww. pressherald.com/2018/14/30/maine-volces-the-elderiy-have-golten-anough-what-about-ourkids! .~ 13




H/22/25, 2:068 PM- Maine Voices: Yes, oider adults shouldn't be {orgotten — but what about our kids?

Health care spending accounts for roughly 22 percent of the Maine economy, and the field
employs maore than 100,000 individuals. Our nation pays more than twice what other nations
pay for health care — for really mediocre results. The rate of inflation in health care is
astonishing, with no reason to think it wilt subside. Nationally, 34 percent of health care
expenditures, through either private or public payer systems, go toward medical attention for
seniors, though they account for only 14 percent of the population.

Education costs have also soared at a rate substantially beyond the general inflation rate.
Despite these increases, as a society, we have continually imposed more and more of the
cost for education, especially post-secondary education, on fo the next generation, resulting
in shocking levels of debt for our kids.

And then there's housing for the next generation, many of whom will never be able to
purchase a home because the pricing is also rising so rapidly.

Shortly after | became a town councifor in 1994, | was sitting in a meeting discussing funding
for a town library and a constituent said, “We didn't have a library when | was growing up,
and if that was good enough for me, it's good enough for this generation.” Many years later, |
still remember my surprise at the comment, wondering, “Who thinks like that? Who doesn’t
want to do better by their kids?”

Well, it turns out that all of us don’t want to. We are leaving our children an incredible
financial mess, and, more disturbing, we seem to be resigning ourselves to the notion that
the future of our children is not what we had, that things will not be better for the next
generation. And that doesn't even take into account the huge cost of the environmental
issues we have created and done litfle to solve.

I do not doubt the need for the care of the elderly. | think it is also appropriate to note that no
generation of seniors in the history of mankind has lived as well as our current seniors (a
generation that now includes me). Are there shortcomings? Yes. Are there needs? Yes. But
stilf, things have never been better for seniors.

| do not advocate decreasing any expenditures for our seniors. That said, the time has come
for seniors to stop seeking more public subsidies at the expense of the younger generations,
Breaks on property taxes, more money for health and elder care, etc., need to end. If we are
going to give up on leaving a better world for our kids, we can at least try to leave them
something comparable to what we inherited — and to do that, we need io substantially
refocus our public spending and policy decisions.

Rather than trying to figure out what more can be done for the elderly, let's start to figure out
what we can do to provide our kids something like what we got. The starting point for that
effort is to collectively agree — the elderly have gotten enough.

hips:fww.pressherald.com/2018/11/30/maine-volces-tha-eldarly-have-golten-enough-what-about-our-kids/ IR S T Y 213
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SVP/DEAN ADMISSIONS & ST. AID (in 0 0 0 a 9 0 ¢
(7 MICHAEL ARGHIBALD it 248,698 of 2528 37,352 25,675! 314,251 0
VP FOR DEVELOPMENT & AR m | 0 g o o} g ) 0
"3 BENJE DOUGLAS (i} 220,250 0 1,307 47 254! 27,580 289,081 )
SVP FOR INCLUSION & DIVERS|TY (i | 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
(18) ELIZABETH MCCORMACK U} 217,591 8 3,488 32,270 162, 279,532 0
FRMR SVP FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS an 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
201 CHRISTINA FINNERAN 0; 184,791 Q 1,108 49,097 238 242,234 0
SVP/ANSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH i 0 0 0 0 4] (4] 0
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Schedule 3 Compensation information

. (Form 993)

OMB Ho, 1545-D047

E)é:znmem of s Treamey
Fiterrl Bigvaiioe Sateich

For certain Officers, Dirertors, Tnistees, Icev Emplsyees, and Highest
Campcnsah:d Employees
d “Yes” pn Formm 290, Park XV, Jine 23,
¥ Krtach wo Form 996,
> Goto Wovgggﬂ 00 for instructions and the fatest inFormation.

& if the org

* Campl

Nsme of the organization
Tt JAcks S Labsrymey

D1-0231512

Employer identification number

Quastions R'egardi_ng Compensation

n-o

-3

mibjectto the m&l-ai :ontmct cxcent.ion described in Ragulations seciion 53 4958-«4{::){3)? if "Yes,” describe

Yes §

Cheek the approplate box{es) it the argamzation provided sny of the fofowing ta or far 2 parson Jisted on Formm
990, Part Vii, Section A, ling 1a. Complete Part 111 0 provide any refevant information regarding thesa items.

D & or e for personel psg
[} ] ?awnenzs Fm‘ business use of personal residence
] 1._3 Health or social club dues or intiation fees

J 3 ersonat services {n.9., mald, chauleur, chaf)

M any of the bokes on Line 1a ara checked, did the eryanttation folow s written paticy regarding payment ar
reimbursement ar provisith of all of the expenses deseribed above? I *No,” camplete Farf 1 toexplain. -, - -

FArst-dlass or charter travel

Travel for companicns

Tax idemnlfitation and gross-up payments
Giserationasy: spanding account

ib

Yes

Did the argznization requine sub prior to reimbursiag or slicwing expenses ncudréd by all

directors, trustecs, officers, Including the CEQ/Executive Directar, regarding the items checked on Line 1a7 .,

oo .

Indicaé which, [franv, af the tolfowing the filing wgamzaum wsed [0 establish the campensatian aof tha
Qrganization’s CEO/Exentitive Director, Check alf that 2pply. Do not chetk any boxes for mathods
used by 'a wdated viganfzation to esiaiish torpensation of the Cﬁelixemtive Dirictyr, ot expiain in Part B

T} srivten employment contrack
E Compensation survey of study
£ Agpraval by the boord Or compensation commities

Compensalion comimittes
& Independent compensation consuitant
Form 290 of gther orgsnizations

During the yeal, did sty perstn listed o Form 980, Past VT, Sectios A, ine ia( with vespect 16 the filing tsrgorization or &
retated orgenization:

Re:e'wea'.fmem‘nn:;‘ua‘ymcn’tcé:hangem!‘wnmipam’ncnt?. e e e e e e e e s

Yes

Farticipate In, o receiva paympnt from, 2  supplemental nangualified retirement plan? = . . . .

b

Yes

Partidpate in, ar recefve paym«m;tfmm, an equity-based compensation Jmangement? . . . P

45

1f ~Yes™ to any of Hines 43+¢, Tist the uersans and provice tha applicable emounts for sach tam in Pan i1

Anly 501(e}{3}; 501{c){4), and 501{c)(28} ¢ izations must complete ines 5-9.

For persons ligtéd g Form 980, Part VIL, Section A. Fng 14, did the argantmtien pay or acorue any
mmpexmtim ootingent on the revenues of:

Tnenrganizaﬁon?.,,fw,.,.,.‘.x...,..

No

Aﬁyre!aledéwanizaﬂnn?.-' B T T

b

No

& “Yes,” on finte 5o ur b, descride In Part Eil.

Far parsons listed on Forin 990, Part VT, Section A, tne 14, did the nrgemzaﬁan Pay or stowe aiy
compensation coftingent on the et éarmings. of

THROTGANZENT .+ . & . i o s e e e e e

o

Any related seganization? . . . . . . 0 L L 0 L 0 a4 . e e e e -

&h

No

Y "Yex," on fine 63 or Gk, desczibe in Port BI,

For persans Ested on Form 980, Pert VE], Section A, fire 1a, did the organization pm\nie any nonfixed
payments notﬁescﬁhed i pes S and 33 If "yt deseribe in PareTil. . . - e v s

Yes

Wird say smaunts reporied on Form 990, Part VII, pold or accursd plessuant 10 b contract that was,
inPart I, . B B

E)

No

If "Yos™ on line &, did the orgarizstion 9150 fallesy the rabutiable presumnption procedure destribad in Regulations section
53495&5(:).,‘v..,4.=.;.,..,..,....,

k4

Far Paperwork Reduction Ak Natice, see the Instructions for Farm 990,

" Cat. No. 500537

e

Schedule 3 (Form 9590) 2023

Jackson Laboratory - Full Filing ~ Nonprafit Explorer - ProPublica

4/ 4N

Schedida ¥ {Form 990) 2023 Page 2
Prip i Officers, Dquctors, Teustens, Key Emptovues, and Highest Compensated Employees, Use dupltcabe coples if additienal space is needad.
For each ingividua) whose compensation must be reported g Scheduie J, report compensalion from the organizatios on row {i} and from related orgeaizstions, described in the
instructions, on row (i), Do nat list any individisals that am not listed on Fores 590, Part V1.
Nsts. The sum of columes (BYD-(50 for each listed individual must eouel the tetal amount of Form 990, Pert VI, Section A fme 1a. asoliable columa (D sid (E} amoants for that indivicamt,
(A Mo aed Trife {8} Hredkdown of We2, 1099MISC compensaton, 1 (C) Redrement S} Nontyanizf {E) Totar of {F}
and’ar 1053-NEC and sther “henefits columns Compensation in
N Baze [} AN Goher delerred {800} cotumin (8)
compensation Bonus & reporabie EUINBENEatitn reponad as
ncentiva compansation geferred an prior
EompenEation ] Form 9911
T Lon Caddon PHD FHEDSCE 6] 1,413,219 240,900 319,202 201,803 34,049 2,108,278 a
Sepstent 6 CED Rl e I At I e S I L PR
" - - - - - - - EEE R
an 9 a [ 2 o 0 ]
5 Cagarine Longlay. m 583,540 31:5:2 1 445,386 107,672 13,685 131928
Expautive Vien Prmidet & OO (h} - ERRASYS I SRS SR Bl
9 e o 0 ] ]
3 Dovgles Abbeit f63) LxEEH 167.500 1898 31,066 57,302 &
Senior Vice Presithent and £FO E0) - o F:::: R -_-_-_-_ ----- - -_:::_- N -_,’::::: T ..—..._..-.-‘. o
a o a 9 0 0
4 Danlel Hozq 63 431,578 68,550 16371 34,518 £42,001 ]
Goneral Councel & Segstary ) - R A TR PR SR B oo
1] [ # ] o L]
5 ireFeli Rennedy fo} 623,077 a 101,558 266 290,750 Q
Extoutive VP & Frosdent, JHORS my LR LTy LT R ERPUS B B e
o ] [ ] B ¢ ¢

hitps:/fprojects.propublica.orginonprofits/organizations/10211513/20240318034031 _1210!1’11“
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Jackson Laboratory - Full Filing - Nonprofit Explorer - ProPubllca

& Charlas Lee MO

)] 70545 4628 33,000 1,916 809,788 0

SCIENTIFIC PIRECTOR, JAX GM iy AR Strietuiial Eivietoieiet it RS S
[ [ o 8 [ B

7 Hadia & Renentrial ¢} 407,856 59377 7.539 Bty T 520,573 n
SCIENTIFIC BIRECTOR i) BRIl PR bt Eabiivhaet Beslehtviaiet Batuiiuiviviel Bt DA

o a 1 o G o

8 Andy Greeve @ EECXT 2 58,158 45,005 45,549 578,386 'y
Senler Vice fresidest for Restarch w B DU Rt Bahhuihit Tiiieele U Bl

s o 4 [ 0 9 0 b

2 EdsonT LR HD m] W& 0 15,505 31,950 2673 " ssnge v
. FORMER PRESIDENT & CED Gy T IR R Bl Eeiieiniiid Biviiviniuiel Mieletielututels

) o 8 ¢ [ [ 4 a

10 David Graiss ml__ :&3.35_8_ . 47,744 2,763 29,541 26,045 788,041 a
V7, IMCRS MICE & SERVICE 02 (UNTR. 20/23) an _———- AR Eabhih il Eatubiuinid Behiviiivinit Rieiviuivied Bbehduieubis

d a o 8 [ 1] 9

11 RaryBlen Taseph . 533-355 54,960 117,614 26,500 5,059 530,688 [}
VF, JMCRS Globat Sats, Morkuting, B Customer Suppart {LrHiL 10/23) an AR iyl I iiintinl foke AT Iieioiri Evivatoioioll Sdelieioiuint

b 1 [ 0 o [ o

1 JensRoeer 5, FY) T 33,000 31,977 s73507 o
Caier Madicat Gfficer BT B RS Iisiseit el B I

a o

13 Bridn Bonnceran [ 39552 95,070 -]
Vice bresiaeit, IMCRS Finance | ) .-E; IS LT

i o

14 James Keck t 303,133 85,370 o
Senar Cirecio, Innovation and Product Developmnt an o --; SR el LT

o o

Schedule X (Form %90) 7023

Schedule 3 {Form $50) 2023

Pane 3

Pert I11 Supplemental Information

Provide the informatian, axpianabion, or @eseriptions required for Part 1, jines 12, 1k, 3, 42, 5b, 4c, 58, 5b, &2, &b, 7. and 8, and for Part 11, Aiso comaiete this part for eny adodional information.

Fadurn Hafarende

Schedule ), fart §, Line ta Tax

ndemrification as! gross-up payrienis|BENEFITS FOR THE SENIDR MANAGEMENT GROUP TO COVER TAXES.

Sl:hedL%IE.J,PBﬁl Line 1a Hmmg
£ or msidence for p

[THE JACKSON LABDRATORY GROSSES UP THE AMCUNT ADDED TO WAGES £FOR IMPUTED INSURANCE PREMIUMS FOR LIFE, DISABILITY, AND LONG TERM CARE
THE LABORATORY ALSCH GROSSES UP WAGKS TO COVER THE TAX THPACT OF GIFT CARDS:
AND OTHER AWARDS OR PRIZES T EMPLOYFES S0 THAT RECIPIENTS RECETVE THE FULL VALLE OF THE GIFT OR AWARD.

[THE LABORATORY PROVIDES A HOUSTNG ALLOWIARCE 70O THE PRESIDENT. THE AMOUNT IS INCEUDED TN SCHEDULE 3, PART 13, COLUMN {B)(TH).
] e

Schedula ), Part 1, Line 43 Severance
or charnge-oficontest saymane

DAVED GRASS RECEIVED A SEVERANCE PAYIAENT OF $320,111. MARTELLEN JOSEPH RECEIVED A 5EVERANCE PAYMENT OF $116,027.

Schedule ), Part §, Line Qb

Supplesental nanqua!:fed ratiement PRESIDENT/COO $70,000 EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

THE LABORATORY MAINTAINS A DEFERRED COMPENSATE
& PRESIDENT, JMCHS $58,846 SR U & CHIEF FINANCIAL OEFICER $50,
EXECITIV

ON PLAN DNDER SECTION 452(F): CONTRIBUTIONS MADE: PRESIDENT/CED 5168,805 EXECUTIVE VICE
000 GENERAE COUNSEL 430,686

Schedufe 3 (Form ¥90) 2023

I
Retwrn to Form

Han SR VP PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH 514,257 DISTRIGUTIONS MADE: E VICE PRESIDENTIC0O0 5456,786
Schedule J, Part 1, Hine 7 Non-fised E TOTAL LOMPENSATION PACKAGE OF CERTAIN OFFICERS, KEY EMPLOYEES, ARD OTHER EMFLOYEES INCLUDES VARIABLE CGMPENSATION AYIARDED BASED
payments ON PERFORMANCE.
Addltiunal Data
Software ID: 23017437
Software Version: 2073v4.1

hitps:/iprojects.propublica,orafonprofitslorganizations/ 1021154 3120240 31853493 1121 0full
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Sehadule J (Form 980} 2023 MaineHealth 10238552 Paga2
! Part1b i Officers, Directors, Trustess, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees. Use duplicate coples [f additional space is needed,

For each Individual whosa compensation must be reported on Schedule J, rapori compensatlon from the erganizatien on row {) and from related organizations, described In the nstructions, on rew {ii),
Do net {ist any inclividuats that aren't ksted on Form 930, Part VI,

Note: The sum of cetumns (B)i)-i) for sach listed individual must equal the total amount of Form 9906, Part Vil Sectlon A, ling 1s; applicable colurn (D}.and () amounts for that individual,

(B} Breakdown of W.2 and/or 1099-MISC and/or 1099-NEC [ (C) Retitementand | (D) Nonlaxeble |(E) Total of tolumns| {F) Compensation
compenaation other deferred " benafils BN In eclumn (8)
[A) Name and Tl {1 Base (i) Bornus & {1} Ciher sompensation | reported as deferred
‘ compensation incentive reportable on pror Form 290
compensalions | compensation i

{1} Andrew Mueller, MD i) 1,371,192, 670,198, 189,661, 13,200, 42,068, 2,277,317, 0,
CEO and President {ii} 0. 0. 8. ) 0. g, 9. 0.
{2} Robert Ecker, MD {i) 1,438,321, 0. 23,742, | 61,435, 35,473, 1,558,971, 0,
Chief ~ Neurosciences {n 9, 0. 0, 0. 9, g, 0,
{3) HMatthew R Sanborp, MD 0] 1,435,145, o, 44,574, 18,500, 45,184, 1,541 413, 0,
Physician {in 9. 0. 0, a. 9, 0. 0,
{4} Adam J, Rana, MD {1 1,100,642, 208 934, 23,310, A2, 501, 43,404, 1,428 791, ] G,
Physician (i} 0. o, 0. 0. 3.} 8, 9.,
{5) Jopeph T Alexandar, MD ‘([; 1,203,700, B, 208 075, 78,061, 37,646, | 1,427,482, 0,
Phynielan {in 9, o, 0, 0, 0. g, 0,
{6) Dougald MacGlllivray,6 MD 0] 1,171,714, 53,4584, 29,812, 66,124, 44,688, 1,405,833, a,
Physiclan ) q. 0, g, L0, 0, . 9.
{7) Albert 0 Swallow IIX G} 738,704, 246,695, 290,132, 31,666, 36,023, 1,404 205, 2,
CPQ, Board Treasurer -t 0, g. o, 0, 8. a, g,
(8} Jeffrey Sanders 1] 440 0358, 116 351, 807,893, §,600, 27 5BEf, 1,358,582, q,
Formex MMC Pregident ) 0. ¢, 0, 0. ] 8, 0. 0,
{9} Lugene Inzana M 498 280, 113,815, 275 428, 20,234, 41 243, 948 933, 1,
Formar Qfficer/MH AgBociate CFO 1] : 0, U, ) 0, 0, 0. 0,
{10} Joel Botler, D o) 566,10%, 159,180, 128 221, 60,273, 32,574, ‘348,320, 9.
Former Officex/Reg, ¢MO-So. Reglon gy 0. 8. 8. 0. a, 8. 0.
{11} Heth Relsch I 520,986, 141,750, 8%, 840.7 55,677, 40,338, 848 591, 0,
General Counsel Board Secretary {il} i, 0. 0, g, g, 0. 0.
{32} Lism Beaule, D ). 487,331, 0. 87,122, §1, 926, 39,509, 696, 288, 0.,
VP Phyasc & APP Bves - So, Reglon fi} o.] 0,| 0, o. 4. o, o,
{13} Brett Loffredo, MD ) 381,776, 0, 8,104, 60,240, 32,8810, 483,010, 0.
Physiclan {1} g, 0, 0. 0, g, 0, ¢,
{14} ‘Thomas J Ryan, Jv, HD, PAQC ) 307,308, R 20,730, 57,295, .ab as:, 415 184, b,
Physlclan (i &y 0, 0, 0. 0, g, 0.
{15) Peter Manning, MD m 357,468, o, 18,279, 16,500, 3,278, 415,535, 0,
Physleclan o 0, 0. 0.l 0,] 0. g. a2,
(16} Eate Herlihy, HD, MEP ) 210,664, 6,088, 49 021, 24,222, 32,208, 322,200, 0,
Physlclan {1i} g, o, a, 0.] 0, g, 0,

‘Schedule J (Form 580} 2023
TR TE-06-23-
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Schedule 3 Covipensation Information

Furm %90
¢ ) Por cuttain Dificers, Dlretlors, Trustees, Koy Employess, and Highest
i Compensated Employees
w Compiste if the oraanteation answered "Yos© on Form 530, Part TV, Jires 23,
¥ Attach te Form 990,
Dasarirfier? bf the Trsdzany » Go to www.lrt gov/Form990 for instractions ansd the latest information.
Irfieral e Sevioe i ’

OMB No. 1555-0047

2023,

]

Name of the oraanization
EASTERR PAING HEAITHEARE SYSTEMS

WORTHERN UGHT HEALTH D1-0527066

Employer Hentification numbier

Farg 1 .Quesﬁcns Regarding Compensation

13  Check the oppropiate bok{es) if the vrganization provided any of the fallowing @ or for a persgn sted on Fonsl
9490, Pare VIE, Section A, line 12, Compizte Part TIT to providz any relevant information regarding these Rems,
O Firsrdass or charter ave! IV Hovsingallowance or residence For personal use
3 Travel for companions {0 piyments for busk use of p ] Fesid
Tax idemnification and gross-up p2yments £} Heaith or social b dues or rltiation fises
T3 Diseretionary fpending accouak i1 racsonnt servines {e.g., maid, chouffeun chef)

B 1fany of the boxes on Line Ia aro checked, did the prganization follow 3 wiitten policy regarding payment or
relmbirsemnent or provision of 21l of the expenses described above? If “Ne,” complete Port i fo explain. . .
Z  Did the organtzation require substantiation prior to reirnbiursing or alloiing expensés durred by all
directors, trustess, oificers, intluding the CEQ/Exccutive Direzlon, regarding the Rems checked on Lpe fa?. .

3 Indigate which, if 3y, of the foljowing the filing o 1 ysed t etz the comp fon of the
oryaniration’s CEQfExecutive Director. Clieck 3l that apply: Do not check any. Boxes for methods
used by a refated siganization to establish compensation of be CEO/Exacutive Directur, but explain In Pare 11T,

8 wntten emoloyment contract
Compensetion suney or Sty
3 Approvet by the bbard or compansation comitten

Bl compensation committea
@ indepoandent compenisation esnsulant
{0 rorm 990 of gther crgaamations

4 Dusing the yead did any person fisted an Form §99, Pat Vi1, Section A, Fine 13, with rasgect (o Use fillng orgaaization oc s

related arganization:

& Receive § sevefence payment oc change-of-conwod pryment?. - . - v . o . e -0 e
Participate In, or receive payrhent From, 3 Supp ot nonquakitied refrement plan? . . - . 1 . - -
©  Pastidpate i, or cegelve payment from, an bquity-bosed compensetion arangemem? . - . . . s -

If ¥es* o any of fines 4a-<, fist the persons and provide the applicsble amaunts for each item in Ferl TD.

L4

Only 501(c)(3}, 501{c){4), and 501{c}{29) arganizations must complete linex 5-9.
5 For persons Ested on Fonn 959, Part VIT, Section A, line 1a, did tre croenization pay or 3ccrue ary.
compensation contingent on the revenues of: :
2 TheomgansdFon? . . . . 4+ . s s 4 a4 s s e
B Any relafed oeganization? . . . 4 . s :
1F *¥os,” on Brie Sa o7 Sh, describe in Part 1L
& For persons Yistedd on Foen 999, Part VT, Section 2, fine 18, did the organiration pay tr acchie sy
compensation contingent an the Ret earmings of
3 Theorgenizalion?. . . o . . e - s e s
b Anyrefatedargamization? . . . o . s+ . 0 a x = e e w4 s e T
I "Yes,” on ive 63 ar Bb; describe in Part 111
¥ For persons Tisted on Form $90, Part VI, Sectian A, tiné 13, did the orgaaizaticn pravide any neifixed
payments not descnbed in Bnes 5 and 67 1 Yes," descibe it L3775 2 2 £

8  Wers any amoconts reporied on Form 990, Part VIL pald or accured purmiant to & controct thst waK
suhjcr(éttn the iitiat copiract exception described in Regulations section 53.4958-4{a){3)? I{ "Yes," describe
B ey ¢ S T S T

6 {t'™yes" on me 8, did the arganization also lollow the rebuttable presumption-procedure described In Regulations section

53.4958-8(c) . .

Yes | bo

Yeg
Yes

hig

Sa Heo
Sh Ne

$a t Ko
33 e

B No

9

For Paperwork Rediction Act Motice, s4& the Instructlons fier Form RN Cak. Ko, 500537
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Page 2

Loy L

Officers, Diractors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employess, Use duplicete coples if additionz) space is needed.

Far e3ch Individual whose compensatisn must he reporied on Schedule 3, TEpGrL CoMpEnsaTion rom U organizaton on raw (i) and from related arganizations, destribed in the

ISEUCKONS, On row (), 29 not st any ndividuals whial are not izbed én Feam 990, Part VAL

apalicable colurnn {D) and (£} amounts for that Individuat,

Note, The st of colusins (KT8 for aach fisted individual must eGaal the total amaunt of Foom 990, Part VII. Section A, line ia;
['A)' Mamie and Tie {8} Breakdown of W3, 1 huaMINC cumpnation, andsor wssﬂ_m: (07 Reliterfiein wid AR Flontanctia =y Toral of wlhenns {Py Sompraitiah W
) Base {i1} BonGs & incentive {i) Oher | ther deferres benefits (BI-(2) colmn {8) reparied
compensation " compensation repartable compensation as deferred on grior
¢ sation . Form 990
X Aisgn Worster 1 258,500 i 1,346 ‘35,676 3,077 318,365
VP-HR EIMESERE W LR e R AR Bkt e —————
(n) - - - - - -
7 Anthony ] Fiter 45,351 173 ; » ] 3
Ems Tesaurer 101 I ieio ol S s SRR A LB v Lmem eeaun
(it} - - - - - o
3 Apnibent [43] 103.03% 21,38 9520 5,326 8,743 152,014
Former SYP-Chiet Digaal & Inng U e wme o pemmmeuveenme] memmcmurmmer] cmmetememmnr) cccmennnn A S T T
(ﬂ) i - el - - - -
4 Bathaay Mocnight ® 169,753 1,543
VP bed Bep INE pummmame g et waa A, T
(ﬁ) - - -
5 Betie Nuvlie 321,359 T
VP CRO W L L L (Ui U It AP VORI A0 N SRRy AMOEIIRS SR e
(i) - - - - - .-
6 Garit Low Arsenaulc 336,435 16,85 &3 a2 25203 4775
SYP. OVl 0} R Lo L L LB LT SRR (i Alrp NP RV

hitps:fiprajects.propublica.crgfonprofifs/organizations/ 10527066/2025121 69349301336Hull

fh
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6] - - - - -~ -

7 Cathednn Mactarmn 34,840 018 5, X239 16,050 285,598

¥ HRTololBPiv (2} R ool SN I o SRS SUNods NN IO R csioaots U e
{]&) - - - - - - - -

& Ciprins Thersian 6] 354,754 2L54% 59118 67,249 22245

P Mercy Y O S, [P A [P L -
@ - - - - - - -

5 Ciis Fravenholer © 76252 36,310 12,762 25,557 28,058 351,359

VP, FinHedGrp

{i}

- . - - -- -

20 Christing Pty 52,196 £285 46,152 2,246 5,316 118,154

Formar VP-Chied Infe Setunty OFF u’ UL Ls e, -.._....“...._--.. d'b_n.n:.-----' O -——A"-——ﬁh-k AMSamum e wm B e s R AdE e
t“} - - - - - - - -

13 Collaen Hilmn [0} 265,497 om0 15547 25,059 16,463 78536

o Yt S e L L E LT il T e e e e Sl e mem e hid mmdmmmmmmm——
lﬁ) - - - - - - - -

Y32 Darmita Wiltor ) 33,373 ) 7,589 26,400 34,545 4,617

VR kedicEduca o A rrwmamaemsnme] trmrenr e ar] mrS s s o A L L neenEe = -
(i) - - - - - == -

13 David Stration m 26,623 11,229 13,190 24,670 25,665 GRS

VA, Payer Strat ] mrmmmrameer] ks s s s cwunne] camaarmrann—i] mrameanrrmns]| meswsmLsmE A | meme e
{;i} - - - - - - L
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Laxon, Lindsay

From: Joey and Colleen Brown <joecolbrown85@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2025 12:15 PM

To: Laxon, Lindsay; Olsan, Rachel; Sargent, James; Grohoski, Nicole
Ce: Moore, Marianne

Subject: Submissien for Consideration — Rural Valuation Equity Initiative
Attachments: Land Valuation.pdf

Dear Members of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force,

My name is Colleen L. Brown from Washington County. I'm not a legislator, but as a longtime taxpayer and
former small business owner, I've been studying the valuation and income imbalance affecting rural Maine.
I've identified three key issues contributing to tax inequity—one of which is the way “just value” assessments
inflate property taxes in counties where incomes have not kept pace.

I've drafted the enclosed Rural Valuation Equity initiative, which outlines a hybrid “Just Value + Income
Sensitivity” model modeled after Vermont’s proven system. | believe it directly supports the task force’s
mission to explore long-term, equitable property-tax solutions.

I'd appreciate the opportunity for this concept to be reviewed or included in the public comment record and
would welcome any feedback or questions.

Thank you for the work you’re doing on behalf of Maine taxpayers.

Respectfully,

Colleen L. Brown
Washington County



RURAL VALUATION EQUITY INITIATIVE

A Policy Framework to Restore Fairness in Maine’s Property Tax System

l. Executive Summary

Maine’s “just value” property tax system, which requires assessments at 100 percent of market
value, has created inequitable outcomes in rural counties where property values have soared
due to nonresident and seasonal demand while local incomes remain stagnant.

This proposal establishes a Hybrid Just Value + Income Sensitivity Model that protects residents
from valuation-driven tax inflation without reducing municipal revenue or violating constitutional
uniformity. It is modeled on Vermont's proven income-sensitivity program and tailored to Maine's
unique county and valuation structure.

Key Data Snapshot
(For inclusion in briefings and fiscal notes)

e Income vs. Valuation Gap: According to Maine Revenue Services’ 2024 Equalized
Valuation Report, median household income in Washington County grew only 1.8
percent over the past five years, while equalized property valuation increased by 11.4
percent.

e Disparity Ratio: In Aroostook and Franklin Counties, total property valuation now
exceeds median household income by a factor of 14—16, compared to a statewide
average of 7.

e Legal Precedent: Vermont's income-sensitivity property tax model has operated for 27
years with no successful constitutional challenges, proving that valuation uniformity and
income fairness can coexist.

e Fiscal Feasibility: Maine currently spends approximately $115 million annually on the
Homestead Exemption and Property Tax Fairness Credit combined. Redirecting or
repurposing 25 percent of that ameunt would fully fund a statewide pilot.

e Affordability Benchmark: The Rural Valuation Equity Initiative would cap residential
property tax burden at 4 percent of household income, matching the New England



median affordability standard.

ll. The Problem: Valuation Inflation vs. Local Reality

Counties such as Washington, Aroostook, Piscataquis, Somerset, Franklin, Oxford, and Lincoln
now face severe tax distortions. Their valuations appear wealthy on paper because of
waterfront, recreational, and second-home markets, but their residents remain among the
poorest in Maine,

Consequences

« Inflated county tax apportionments based on artificialty high valuations.
s Reduced state education aid due to lower “need” scores.

e Rising property taxes that far exceed local ability to pay.

Cause and Effect

Each high-value seasonal sale raises the “equalized just value” for every parcel nearby, cutting
state aid and raising county obligations. Rural Mainers are being taxed on what their land is
worth to outsiders, not on what they can afford.

lil. The Solution: Hybrid Just Value + Income Sensitivity Model
Maintain constitutional valuation while applying income fairness up front.

1. Keep 100 percent market-value assessments to preserve equity and transparency.

2. Apply a state-administered income-sensitivity credit capping property taxes on a primary
residence at a fixed percent of household income (for example, 4 percent).

3. Fund the credit through:

o A state-level surtax on non-primary residences above a $400,000 threshold
{0.25-0.5 percent).

o Modest reallocation of state revenue-sharing growth,

P Y
.



4. Maintain full revenue for municipalities and counties. Residents receive relief through the
state, not local abatements.

This mirrors Vermont’s proven model, balancing constitutional compliance with real-world
fairness.

IV. Supplemental Reforms

e Blend valuation and income when calculating county tax apportionments.

s Merge the Homestead Exemption, Property Tax Fairness Credit, and senior deferral into
one automatic, income-sensitive benefit.

s Expand current-use classifications (Tree Growth, Open Spacé, Working Waterfront) to
include Rural Residential Stability.

V. Offset and Funding Mechanism
Seasonal / Non-Primary Residence Surtax Example (Lubec, Maine)

s Average seasonal home value: $550,000.
« Surtax: 0.5 percent on portion above $400,000 — $750 annually.
e 180 parcels yield approximately $117,000 per year.

e County-wide: $1.5-$2 million annually, enough to fund 1,000 credits of $1,500 each.

Rationale: Nonresident ownership drives valuation inflation. The surtax corrects the imbalance
by asking those who influence market pressure to help fund relief for those living under it.

Household Income Definition (Proposed Maine Language)

Purpose




To ensure property-tax fairness is based on a household’s true ability to pay while protecting
families with non-contributing adult dependents, students, or temporary residents.

Definition

For purposes of determining eligibility and benefit under the Hybrid Just Value + Income
Sensitivity Model, Household Income means the total combined income of all owners and
financially contributing members of a household for the taxable year, including federal adjusted
gross income and all nontaxable income received by those members, such as Social Security,
pensions, disability benefits, and tax-exempt interest.

Exclusions

1. Dependent students: Income earned by a household member who is
o under age 23,
o enrolled full-ime in a postsecondary education or training program, and

o does not contribute financially to household expenses or property ownership
costs.

2. Minor dependents: Income of dependents under age 18.

3. Certain public benefits: Foster-care payments, adoption assistance, and other
state-approved caregiver reimbursements.

4. Non-resident temporary occupants; Income of individuals residing in the household for
jess than six months of the taxable year who maintain a separate permanent residence
elsewhere.

Rationale

This definition ensures the program measures real household financial capacity, not incidental
or transitional income. It protects multi-generational and working-class Maine families who often
house adult children or students during college, apprenticeship, or seasonal employment. The
intent is to align tax responsibility with actual household economics—who pays the bills, not who
sleeps in the spare room.

VI. Constitutional and Fiscal Integrity

o e



e The proposal preserves Article IX, Section 8's uniform “just value” mandate.
Municipalities continue assessing all property equally.

e The surtax is a state-level excise applied uniformly to a use-based class of property
{(non-primary residences above a threshold).

e Similar frameworks have been upheld in states such as Vermont, New York, and
Maryland when linked to legitimate state purposes like community stabilization or
affordability.

e Municipal budgets remain whole. The state’s fiscal exposure is offset by the surtax,
existing PTFC appropriations, and adjustments in revenue sharing.

VIil. Relationship to the Property Tax Fairness Credit
This initiative does not duplicate the PTFC. It expands and modernizes it.

The PTFC is reactive and capped below rural burdens. This plan applies fairness proactively,
using the PTFC system as its delivery mechanism. It is not redundancy; it is reform.

VIl Legislative Path Forward
Establish a Rural Valuation Equity Working Group to:

e Collect valuation and income data from affected counties.
« Deliver findings to the Taxation and State & Local Government Committees.

e Develop a three-county pilot (Washington, Aroostook, Piscataquis) for FY 2027
implementation.

IX. Coalition Scope

Nearly haif of Maine’s counties, from Washington to Oxford, are now affected by valuation
distortion. This proposal represents a bipartisan, statewide solution to a structural inequity that
undermines rural stability and workforce retention.




X. Contact / Draft Sponsor (for discussion)

Colleen .. Brown, Washington County



Property Tax Relief Task Force ideas
Presented by Josh Houde
Windham Assessor

Dear Members of the Property Tax Relief Task Farce,

| attended the September 12 meeting of the Property Tax Relief Task Force in person, and viewed the
and September 30 and October 24 meetings ontine. | found them very informative and highly anticipate
seeing what proposals emerge from this task force. Listening carefully to the ideas presented, and
reflecting on my own firsthand experience as the Windham Assessor, | present several observations
and ideas to the Task Force for consideration.

Property Tax Pie

Much discussion has been devoted to understanding the impact of government spending,
assessments, and revaluations on the mill rate and property tax. To properly explain these relationships
to property owners in my town, | find it helpful to imagine the property tax burden as a huge pie that no
one wants to eat, but which must be eaten in order to fund local services. In this analogy...

« Pie Size — The SIZE of the pie is the total property tax to be raised in a municipality and is the
direct result of the county, school, and municipal budgets. The assessments and property
values do not determine the size of the pie - only the budgets do. it does not matter if all the
assessments in town double during a revaluation or are cut in half — the size of the pie remains
the same.

e Pie Slices — The proportional size of each SLICE of the pie is determined by assessments. Some
slices are proportionally larger (due to higher market value), while other slices are smaller (due
to lower market value). So yes, if your property has twice the value of your neighbor’s property,
you will pay twice as much in taxes; however, whether that means you pay $2000 while your
neighbor pays $1000, or whether you pay $200 while your neighbor pays $100 —that is
determined by the budgets, not the assessments.

» Exemptions — EXEMPTIONS are like removing a slice from the pie so that one person or group
doesn't have to eat it, but that slice must then be evenly sprinkled over the rest of the pie for
others to eat. If you create an exemption for seniors, for example, you pile the extra pie to be
eaten on young families and others struggling to afford their first home. If the state reimburses,
say, 50% of the exemption, then half of the slice gets thrown out, but half of the slice must still
be sprinkled over the rest and must still be eaten.

Key Takeaways — Several key takeaways from this analogy:

s Revaluations - Assessments and revaluations do not create higher taxes. | cannot emphasize
this enough. Revaluations do not create higher taxes. County, school, and municipal spending
creates a larger pie, and thus, higher taxes — not revaluations. A revaluation simply ensures that
the slices of the pie are fairly apportioned according to market value.

» Solutions —To truly reduce property taxes, one must either:

o Reduce Expenses — Make the property tax pie smaller by reining in the year-over-year
growth in county, school, and municipal budgets.

o Increase Other Revenue - Identify and develop additional revenue streams to help
offset budget spending {such as impact fees, registration fees, etc).

o Increase Growth — Invite more people to help eat the pie, thus expanding the taxable
base and reducing the amount each individual has to eat.

With that analogy as the backdrop, here are several concrete ideas for consideration:
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1) Homestead Exemption - If the goal (or a goal) is to simply shift some of the tax burden from resident
homeowners to owners of vacation hames, investment properties, and commercial parcels, then |
agree with Lewis Cousins {who presented September 30) that expanding the Homestead Exemption
would be an efficient way to accomplish that.

» Opportunity - The existing exemption already creates a clear distinction between resident-
homeowners versus non-resident property owners; expanding it would add little to no
administrative wark to the state or municipalities as it is already tracked and implemented.

e Challenge - The biggest issue to tackle would be how to fund any Homestead expansion so that
municipalities do not lose out on reimbursement from the state; otherwise, the exempt slice
just gets sprinkled back over the rest of the pie and drives up the mili rate.

2) Property Tax Fairness Credit — The Property Tax Fairness Credit (PTFC) was recently expanded to
provide targeted relief to homeowners who need it, and, per Michael Allen’s presentation on September
12, the state invests more in this program than it does even in the Homestead exemption ($110M vs
$85M for FY 25). However, as task force member Dick Woodbury noted on September 30 and October
24, many residents do not link the credit they receive to the property tax bill they have to pay, even if the
PTFC is providing genuine relief.
« Questions - Are there ways to better help property owners make that connection? |s there any
way to link the PTFC relief to the actual payment of property taxes?
e Consideration — Any solution in this regard would have to be carefully thought through so that it
does not create an undue administrative burden on municipalities.

3) Business Personal Property Reform — Many municipalities rely upon business personal property as
a significant component of their property tax base; thus, elimination of this tax is not feasible. However,
simple, common-sense reforms could improve the administration and public perception of this tax.

» Unduly Burdensome —On September 30, task force member Matt Peters asked if any taxes are
unduly burdensome to collect in relation to the amount they raise. For me, this tax immediately
comes to mind. For many municipalities, the time and energy required to assess personal
property can be monurmental for relatively little payoff. In Windham, our full-time assistant
assessor spends the majority of several months each year administering our 1,159 personat
property accounts, which compose only about 1.2% of our property tax base.

e SmaltBusiness Impact — This tax can also be an unwelcome and time-consuming intrusion for
small business owners. They already pay income tax for their business, they already pay sales
tax on items for their business, and now they’re going to be taxed for their business equipment
annually? Some business owners are incredulous.

e Thresholds - | would propose that business personal property have a threshold or cutoff that
preserves the majority of value while reducing the administrative burden. Perhaps the business
personal property tax could kick in only once the property value reaches a certain dollar
amount, such as $5k, $10k, or $20k. Accounts or amounts betow that threshold would be
exempt. Alternatively, it could apply only to businesses that have employees an payroll (and
thus exempt single individual or family businesses), or could kick in when a certain number of
employees is reached. Or perhaps some combination of value/employee threshold could be
implemented.

» Threshold Impact - Such thresholds would preserve the majority of the value municipalities
rely on while reducing the administrative burden and improving rapport with small businesses.
In Windham, for example, here are how several threshold options would impact our revenue:

o $10k Threshold — Only 38% of our accounts have $10k or more of value, yet they
compose 97% of the total personal property value in Windham (i.e. we could eliminate
62% of our accounts and only lose 3% of personal property value)

o $50k Threshotd — Only 15% of our accounts have a total value of $50k or more yet
compose 87% of our personal property assessed value.

o $100k Threshold — Only 9% of our accounts have a total value of $100k or more, yet
compose 80% of our personal property assessed value.




4) Individually Owned Personal Property — | would hasten to bet that the vast majority of Mainers —
perhaps even members of this Task Force — are unaware that their individually owned personal property
is liable to property taxes (Title 36, para 601, 655).

¢ Exempt [tems — Some items are exempt, such as household furniture and musical instruments
- and there is a $1000 per item threshold - but persanal items like lawnmowers, snowblowers,
valuable artwork, etc, are technically subject to property tax.

+« Current Practice — Anecdotally, most municipalities do not assess persanal property to
individuals as the cost, time, and energy required to do is prohibitive. In addition, assessing
people’s lawn equipment and household items would be a pubtlic relations disaster when
people are already upset about rising property taxes.

» Recommendation - Why not officially eliminate the individual personal property tax altogether
or raise the $1000 threshold to a figure that makes this tax irrelevant? While this may not be the
most urgent proposal, the assembly of this task force makes this an opportune time to
accomplish this.

Thank you for your consideration of these four, concrete proposals to improve the property tax system
in Maine. | would be happy to discuss or develop any of these further and can be reached at:

207-777-1983 or jkhoude@windhammaine.us .

Sincerely,

Josh Moude, CMA
Assessor, Town of Windham

APPENDIX: Do Higher Assessments Lead to Higher Taxes?

GRAPH #1 - The mill rate is simply the tax to be raised divided by the total taxable value. When
townwide assessments and the budget both increase at a similar rate, as has happened in Windham
over the past four years, the mill rate remains relatively stable, but taxes increase due fo the budget
increases.
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GRAPH #2 - If the tax amount to be raised were flat due to no changes in the budget, there would be no
increase in taxes, despite the assessed value (the orange line) increasing dramatically. The mill rate
would simply drop way down, and most peopie would see a decrease in their tax bill since new growth
and develop compose a portion of the increase in assessed value.

Mitl Hate Scenarfos

Increased Assessments { No Increase {o Budget

4,500,000,008 e - 55,600,000

50.000,000 |

4,006,000,600
45,000,900

BEBEHO0,GIQ o

&0,600,000  FH

1599

55,000,000 1250

32,060,600,000
1290
35.000,00¢

2,500.080,000
WO e

25,060,000

26,000,800 a0 -

2,000,000,000

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2021 2022 2023 2024 2028

e B 1581

mdfpuen T3 0 e Rajsed i Flat Burdget, Increased Base

meunTaxpbic Yatue Base

GRAPH #2 - Alternatively, if assessments were to experience no change, but the budget were to
increase, the mill rate would skyrocket and people would indeed pay more in property taxes, despite
seeing no change in their assessment. It is the county, school, and municipal budgets that drive
higher taxes, hot assessments.
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Laxon, Lindsay

From: Sam Purinton <mrspurinton@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 21, 2025 9:56 AM

To: RE Propery Tax Relief Task Force

Subject: We already have a property tax deferral for retirees!

Th

Hi alt,

in the Nov 13th meeting, the members spoke strongly about the importance of creating refief for
retirees. | wanted to emphasize that we already have a property tax deferral program that will pay for
your property taxes if you are 65 and older and makes the town whole (with interest) when the
property changes hands. This is a program that gives relief that's needed without distorting the tax

base in the lang term.

| just talked to 500 people for a town council campaign, and nearly no one was aware of the property
tax deferral. it seems obvious that the task force's energy would be best used to create awareness for
this program that already exists.

Also, there was a mention that the meeting materials are posted online, and was wondering where |
can find them.

Thank you for your work,
Sam



To: Senator Nicole Grohoski, Representative Ann Matlack,
and all members and staff of
The Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force

From: The Urbanist Coalition of Portland
Subject: General and specific suggestions for making taxes better instead of worse
Date: Noventber 24, 2025

First, we extend our thanks for the work you've done and are doing to understand the complex status quo
of property taxes in Maine, their benefits as a vehicle for public financing, the problems they’re causing, and
possible ways of mitigating those problems. Second, we're writing in opposition to proposals to reduce property
tax burden on any specific population at the expense of other demographics, for exameple by shifting tax burden
from older property owners to younger ones or shifting tax burden from residential to commercial. Third, we
want to bring your attention back to the idea of split-rate taxation as proposed in 1D 1464 (An Act to Provide for
an Alternative Municipal Property Tax Assessment Rate), which would allow fowns to make their tax systems
more progressive and less economically deleterious.

‘We members of the Urbanist Coalition of Portland are interested in property taxes in Maine and Maine’s
towns. Boih the revenue and the incentives created by property taxes affect our goals: to solve the housing
crisis, to make Portland a more walkable and vibrant city, and to lower our property tax burden by getting the
most out of our public infrastruciure, We appreciate that other goals may be appropriate for other regions, but
we’re unaware of any region where people are disinterested in improving their tax system. Fundamentally, there
are: four ways to mitigate the tax burden on 2 population:

1. Spend less money on public goods, services, and management.

2. Make people wealthier in peneral.

3, Shift the burden to someone else.

4, Dilute the burden across a larger population,

The first two are only indirectly related to property taxes; we mention them for completeness and context.
We should always be striving to get the most ot of our public spending and increase our prosperity. If there was

an easy way o get the same level of public services for much less cost or improve Maine’s economy overnight
we certainly wonld have done so already,
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Several bills were considered in the previous session that would have atteropted the third method, including
by shielding older homeowners from property taxes at the expense of younger homeowners and their own local
economies. Property taxes are one of the hardships facing older Mainers but older Mainers are not facing these
costs alone, and peither municipal budget shortfalls, the current housing crisis, nor anyone’s personal finances
should be imagined as independent of the Jocal economy. We are in a housing and affordability crisis that is
impacting neatly every demographic in the state and we need a solution that doesn’t leave anyone behind, These
proposed policies would raise the mill rate on surrounding sew constroction, disincentivizing new housing. We
hope that, having already considered this subject for several months (and for many of youn, much longer), your
report will share our conclusion that this kind of fargefed shifting of tax burden is rarely fair and rarely strategic.

Attempting io shield any particular demographic from the burden of property taxes
is worse than a zero-sum change. In addition to foisting the costs onto everyone else,
it will negatively affect the local economy, making property taxes more onerous for
everyone.

Diluting tax burden is a subtly different solution. In short, the per-capita cost of similar public goods and
services often goes down when the same public services can serve more people. Many local services have costs
that don’t grow as quickly as the population. For example, ronning a sewer line is expensive, but running a
sewer line with twice the capacity isn’t twice as expensive. We're a Portland-based osganization, and one of our
goals is 10 have more people living here. Housing is at a premium everywhere in Maine, and in many places
the shortage is quite dire. This is a problem for bomeowners (and everyone else) in Portland because the cost
of running our city is rising and new neighbors who might share that cost with us have nowhere to live. Zoning
and building codes in Portland and Maine have been improving, but our tax systems are still working against
housing creation. The specific problem is that new housing and all other kinds of development are immediate
tax liabilities, In Apdl of this year we spoke before the Joint Standing Committee on Taxation in favor of 2
split-rate taxation mechanism that would have allowed towas to shift the burden of property taxes away from
homes and buildings in general and focused it on land area and land vatue (1.1 1464). Policies like split-rate
property taxes, land-value tax, or a universal building exemption may not be appropriate for all municipalities,
but they are within scope for the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force and they can help ensure that
Mainers in coming years are able to shoulder the costs of functional city governments.

Urban development of any kind, but especially housing developmen, is property tax
relief. Furthermore, some forms of property tax relief can help us address the housing
crisis, and others cannof.

At present, everywhere in Maine today, both the value of land {its location and area) and the vakue of the
buildings {and built landscapes and other man-made fixtures) on that land are taxed at the same rate. Land
is nnusnal among things that people own because the supply basically doesn’t change; therefore there’s no
deadweight loss. Deadweight loss is the {(missing) value of things that don’t get buijlt because of the taxes that
would be imposed on them. Buildings, including the houses we live in, are like most forms of property: the
taxes levied on them do induce deadweight loss. Tuxing buildings makes them more expensive to own, so
people build less of them than they otherwise would. Shifting some of this burden {rom buildings to land,
similar to what BETE does but for all buildings and other builf improvements, would relieve this weight on the
housing market. (Since the supply of land is static, it can support the weight without distorting the market.)
The amount taxpayers in a given town would pay would not change, but they would no longer be taxed more
for building new homes.

A universal (but likely partial) building exemption would be one way of implementing this shift. Another,
as proposed in 1.1 1464, would be split-rate faxation, in which a town can adjust the zatio between separate mill
rates applied to land and buildings. Af a policy leve] these are both fine options; we offer no opinion about
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which might be more expedient. The nse and effects of split rate tax policies have been studied in the real
world in America, see Zhou Yang's “The Effects of the Two-Rate Property Tax: What Can We Learn from the
Pennsylvania Experience?” (Lincoln Institute of Land Policy Working Paper WP14ZY1, 2014).

In 1989, Pittsburgh shifted to a 5:1 split rate property tax. In the following twenty
years, while ofher rust-belt cities were struggling, Pittsburgh saw large increases in
consfruction permits and new houses being builf.

Discussion of these options in Maine so far bas focused on whether they’re consistent with the just value
cause of onr constitution, Art.IX, §8: “Al taxes upon real estate ... shall be apportioned and assessed equally
according fo the just value thereof.” "This provides Mainers with a necessary protection from being unfairly
singled out for taxation. Programs like BETE and the hornestead exemption program show that it is not
necessary to tax all forms of property the same way, as long as the policy is applied to all properties equally,

We do not believe that the just value ciause preclades a universal building exemption
or a split-rafe tax policy where the split is between fandamentaily different kinds of

property.

From an administrative perspective, split-rate property taxes induce virtually no complexity at all. Property
values are already frequently assessed as a sum of land value and built value; in Portland, it explicitly appears
as such on our tax bills. The change from [mill x (land + buildings)] to [(milly x Tand) + (mills x buildings)]
doesn’t involve additional data collection or management.

We hope that the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force will specifically and closely consider this
option for improving property tax systems in Maine. In particular, you can recommend enabling legislation
that will provide a clear legal framework within which towns can implement these policies. Public comment on
LD 1464 from back in May of this year is still relevani (except that some of the discassion that day emroneously
grouped LD 1464 together with the kinds of demographic shielding we discussed ealier in this Jetter). We
appreciate that yon have only two more meetings scheduled before submitting your interim report, and that
these kinds of policies have not been the subject of your work so far, but we encourage you 1o include them in
your discussion. We would be able and glad to attend your meetings December 4 or 16" or next year if you
would like us to speak on this subject at greater length,

Thauk you again for the work you are doing to help Mainers manage and afford the costs of modern society.

——Mako Bates
and peers at
The Urbanist Coalition of Portland
www.urbanistportland.me
contact@urbanistportland. me — makobates@pm.me
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Laxon,

Lindsay

From:
Sent:
Te:

Subject:

Glenace Breton <glenace@breton.us>
Tuesday, December 2, 2025 6:16 PM
RE Propery Tax Relief Task Force

Fwd: Property taxes

This message originates from outside the Maine Legisl

Sent from my iPhone

ATTN: Real Estaté Property Tax Relief Task Force

To Whom It May Concern,

My1 name is. Glenace Breton and [ share OWIlel'Shlp of 1y parent's home on Beals Isiand
Maine." T any compelled to wme today asthe alannmg increase in property taxes in our
small commumty has béenso overwhe}mmg that some resxdents are selling | their
homes. Beals i isa small ﬁshmg v111age and most fo]ks are commercxal ﬁshermen of

that support these hvellhoods

With the current State fundmg d13tmbutzon to towns fohelp support thelr schools Mame ]
small communities are left out in the cold;-and it's gettmg colder. “As a matter of faet,
unless the school fundmg formuila-is revised stch that Maine's small towns get the
fundmg assistance théy need, our schools will close: and generatlonal residents-will bé
taxed to the point of unsustamablhty, partly because every time an "out—of»stater
purchases a property in our small coastal towns for a huge price | that no one in our, small
towns could begin to ‘afford, our property taxes £0 up. Not'to mention the fundmg mess
that Washmgton Coum:y is ini that is sure to fall on the backs of. Washington County
taxpayers There is no relief in sight. - Some residents of Beals are a]ready putting their
homes on the market due to extremely high town taxes they have to pay.. The vast
majority of native Bels islanders are NOT wealthy and cannot continue {0 pay taxes that
increase substantially e¢very yeat. ‘Why does Portland, Brunswick, and other cities like it
receive the bulk of help for their schools, while Maine's small towns are Jjust strugglmg to
survive the increasing tax burden, combined with' increased costs of everytbmg else they
and their children need? Thesé cities have many more people and many more wealthy
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people, who can afford a bit of a tax increase to fund their schools, especially when
compared to Maine's small struggling towns.

The school funding formula is broken and needs to be chariged. Changes need to be
made so taxes for residents in Maine's small towns need to decrease for a change not
hugely increase every year. If these needed changes are not made very soon, Maine's
coastal towns; as well as other small fowns, will no longer be fishing villages. They will
be resort towns with most property owned by out-of-staters. Maine's people will suffer,
Maine's fishing industries will greatly suffer. Is this what the State Government wants
and thinks is best for Maine?

It won't be long before it's too late. Please do something before it's too late-and Maine is
forever changed, time honored vocations and it's local people-gone forever.

Thank you, we are depending on your help!

Glenace Breton

Home owner, Beals Island



Laxon, Lindsay

From: Laxon, Lindsay

Sent: Monday, December 15, 2025 9:03 AM

To: RE Propery Tax Relief Task Force

Subject: FW: Real estate Property Tax Relief Task Force
Attachments: 111525 Lambert Property Tax Letter .pdf

Lindsay J. Laxon, Esq.

Legisiative Analyst

Office of Policy and Legal Analysis
Maine State Legislature

(207) 287-1670

From: john F. Lambert Jr. <jlambert@lambertrudman.com>

Sent: Monday, December 15, 2025 8:11 AM

To: Laxon, Lindsay <Lindsay.Laxon@legislature.maine.gov>; Olson, Rachel <Rachel.Olson@legislature.maine.gov>;
Sargent, lames <James.Sargent@|egislature.maine.gov>

Subject: Real estate Property Tax Relief Task Force

Hon. Senator Nicole Grohoski, Chair
Hon. Representative Ann Matlack, Chair
Hon. Senator Bruce Bickford

Hon. Representative Robert Nutting
Dick Woedbury

Peace Mutesi

Phil Saucier

Matt Peters

Vinnie Caliendo

Nick Cloutier

Carollyn Lear

Kathleen Billings

Ed Gardner

Peter Lacy

Michael Alten, Ph.D.

lindsay.laxon@legisiature.maing.goy

Lolson®@legislature.maine.gov
james.sargent@legislature,.maing.goy

Re: Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force

Dear Chairs Grohoski and Matlack, and
Members of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force (“REPTRTF”);



| write to comment on the redlined December 5 Draft Preliminary Findings and Recommendations posted
on the REPTRTF website and seme related issues. Before jumping into my comments, | again want to thank each of
you for your time and service. Clearly, a lot of work has been eccurring.

INCREASING PROPERTY VALUES

Baoth implicitly and explicitly in the materials posted on the website of the Task Force, rapidly rising
property values are identified as a problem. Rising property values are certainly an issue for access to housing, but
for purposes of property taxes, they are not an issue except in the limited instance when the percentage increase
in your property value exceeds the average percentage increase of property values in the town. If the assessment
value for your property goes up 50% but the average increase in the town is 75%, your property taxes actually go
down. Only when the percentage increase of your new property assessment exceeds the average percentage
increase of the town average is there an increase in your property taxes.

The 800-pound gorilla before the Task Force is not increasing property values. The issue is increased costs
and spending. Taxes are up because expenses and spending are up — not because of higher property values.

There is no more meaningful step that can be taken to reduce property taxes than to reduce the costs towns and
schools pay. And the single most important recommendation this Task Force can make to the Legislature is to
underscore the urgency of the need for Maine to control health care costs (and park the concern of access —
because access will be easier if the costs are controlled). The inflationary rate of Maine health care costs is killing
us. Each year these increases pose increasingly difficuit financial challenges for towns and schools, producing
higher tax rates. And the increasing health care costs are also using up more and more of many households’
income. The property tax bill seems more daunting when health care costs keep rising.

An additional thought on rapidly increasing property values. | never understood why the price of a newly
sold home (or the estate appraisal of an inherited property) does not immediately become the town's assessed
value for the property. The sale price is the fair-market- value of the property and fair-market-value should be the
goal of all towns’ assessments. And using the sales price helps the other property owners. The house assessed
for $500,000 that sells for $1,000,000 and is then assessed by the town at $1,000,000, reduces the property
burden on the rest of the town by $500,000. Properties that sell for more than their municipally appraised value
should reduce the tax burden on the remaining property owners. Make the sales price the presumptive town
assessment.

The Concern over Capacity ta Pay Property Taxes

Proposed Finding No. 7 notes that property taxes may exceed the amount that some seniors may have
“budgeted.” Noting the disparity between household income growth and the increase in property taxes, Proposed
Finding No. 13 notes that some, “are living in homes with a fair market (taxable) value that is far higher than they
could afford today, based on their income” (a statement that could probably be made about every household
purchase). These observations appear to have prompted a concept of limiting the amount of property taxes a
property owner might be obligated to pay based on the property owner’s income.

Early on in my tenure with the Cumberland Town Council, we had a situation where a property owner who
resided in a house with 200+ acres would each year come in the last day before the municipal lien filed for non-
payment of taxes “matured,” transitioning title of the property to Cumberland (the pertinent statute has
fortunately, since been amended). One year, he missed the deadline, and by statute, the town owned the property.
Upon payment of all that he owed, the town was willing to return the property but asked for a right of first refusal
should he ever want to sell. We were deemed communists for such an audacious request and there was
contentious hearing about what to do. As the hearing progressed, the issue boiled down to the property owner who
had inherited more real estate than he could afford, complaining about taxes to people who were working to pay



off mortgages obtained to purchase their homes. He lacked the income to pay his property taxes - but there was
much more to the story.

Wading into a property owner’s capacity to pay and using income as a tool to discern that capacity is dicey
business. Income is a pretty unreliable indicator of wealth, especially amongst seniors. A person can have a $2
million dollar portfolio or 401k and tive on $50,000 a year. One has only to watch the machinations househotds
underwent to secure college financial aid to see the games that occur to disguise income. | assume such a
program would require a Maine tax return with no return in any other state, for property that was the full-time
residence of the applicant. Woutd there also be a review of the person’s other assets? Sort of a wealth test?

As this concept is explored, | think it helpful to remember the following:

1. Every exemption to or break in payment of property taxes is at the expense of the rest of the taxpayers,
even when the substituted funding comes from the state.

2. People do not have a right to “retire.” People do not have a “right” to stay in their houses, especially if they
had the good fortune to inherit it or it is a second home. We all make choices about what we earn, save,
and when we stop working. The instances when the other taxpayers should have to cover other’s tax
obligations should be limited and rare.

3. Trustin governmental processes and the belief that they are fair is at an all- time low. Itis hard to see how
income test approach will not engender more distrust as it is inevitably gamed.

The proposal for addressing ostensible income shortfalls appears to use state tax revenues to ameliorate the
shortfall. Looking to state revenues for help, especially with the service centers and for education, does make
sense in some respects because its sources are so much broader and diverse: income, estate, sales, excise taxes,
etc. from residents and tourists.

Recreational/Sports Expenses

Increasingly communities are spending very substantial operational and capital funds on recreational
opportunities for their constituents, walking trails, ptaygrounds, weekend programs, etc. While certainly wonderful
additions for the communities, are these governmental necessities — or luxuries. Should these costs be fee based
instead of covered by some form of tax (whether property or state income)? | think the same tension probably
exists with the school's sports budget. User fees in a school are problematic, as some households genuinely
cannat afford them and no student should be excluded on a financial basis.

Maybe the schools could spend less on sports activities?
Again, thanks very much for your time and efforts. Itis very impressive.
Very truly yours,
John Lambert
7 Ocean Terrace

Cumberland, ME 04110
207 8318225 (m)
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December 16, 2025

Dear members of the Real Estate Property Tax Relief Task Force,

Maine Center for Economic Policy is submitting this input on the Task Force’s draft
preliminary findings and recommendations dated December 5, 2025. Thank you foryour
diligent work on this importantissue. We are available as a resource should you have

further questions.

Sincerely,

Maura Pillsbury, maura@mecep.org

Additional suggested preliminary findings

Property taxes payforimportant services we all need and use, like saferoads, clean
water, and educating our future workforce.

Income inequality is worsening. Relieving pressure on those who cannot afford their
property taxes will require either: 1) those who have more paying more or 2) cutting
services.

Housing affordability is exacerbated by rising property taxes. The state must address
the housing crisis at the root of this problem. (Source: “A Roadmap forthe Future of
Housing Production in Maine,” lanuary 2025)

Property taxes are valuable for addressing wealth inequality because they are
essentially a tax on wealth. However, property value does not always reflect ability to
pay property taxes.

Property taxes are an important source of revenue thatis comparatively less regressive
than alternatives like the sales tax. {Source: hitips://itep.org/mains-who-pays-7th-
edition/)

Property taxes allow the state to tax those who may not otherwise pay income taxes or
payless in sales taxes, such as vacation home owners.

The value of residential property has increased at a greater rate than commercial
property, leading to a shiftin the property tax base to become more relianton
residential property tax payers.

According to Maine Education Policy Research Institute (MEPRI) updates are needed to
the state education funding formula to make it more eguitable, especially in the area of
special education where funding is inadequate to deliver required services. Local
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communities picking up the cost of these services impacts property taxes. (Source:
“Review of Selected Essential Programs and Services Components,” June 2025)

Property tax rankings should be interpreted with caution because they include non-
resident property taxes, but notincome. (Ms. Billings and Dr. Allen referred to this on
Dec. 5.) Additionally, average income from Census data includes renters, who are likely
to have lower incomes, further skewing average income to average property taxratios.

Additional proposed preliminary recommendations

Increase state funding to municipalities. To relieve pressure on local property tax
payers, the state should increase education funding , revenue sharing, and general
assistance funding to municipalities.

Increase progressive revenue. The fairest, most equitable way to raise revenue is
through the income tax because it is based on ability to pay. The Legislature approved
bills increasing the individual and corporate income taxes last session, LD 229 and LD
1879.

Explore taxing different types of property at different rates according to use, e.g.
commercial, residential, second homes. This may hecessitate a constitutional
amendment. Maine already taxes certain property at different rates, like tree growth
and open space.

Eliminate the BETR and BETE programs for large multi-national corporations and only
offer them to small businesses. Big out-of-state corporations should not get big tax
breaks that disadvantage our small local businesses.

Oppose setting a limit on property taxes regardless of home value, which could provide
costly tax breaks to owners of high vaiue homes.

Oppose increasing the homestead exemption based on length of residency, which
would have unintended consequences such as discouraging people from moving and
potentially puts new homeowners and renters at a disadvantage. Length of residency
also does not capture ability to pay.

Oppose requiting older residents to pay lower property taxes because they don’tuse
schools. All Mainers benefit from having an educated populace.

Oppose capping property taxes if a municipality has rent control. This would favor
wealthier residents and these are local decisions.

Consider alternative revenue sources to relieve pressure on local property tax payers,
such as a statewide property tax (possibly with a large exemption for primary
residences) or tax on high value second homes.



