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Cost-Sharing Method Evaluation Timeline

1/10/2018 - RSU5 Board instructs Finance Committee to undertake an evaluation of the
current cost-sharing method.

3/28/2018 - RSU5 Board votes on the process for approval of any recommendation from the
Finance Committee regarding changes to the current cost-sharing method. Board consensus
was to approve via Board vote rather than Referendum.

4/2018 through 6/2018 - Finance Committee holds two meetings with Town Leadership from
each member municipality to solicit input on additional factors to consider in its review of the
cost-sharing method, sends follow-up letter to Town Leadership requesting letter of input on
additional factors.



Cost-Sharing Method Evaluation Timeline

9/18/2018 - Finance Committee grants extension and/or allows for revisions to previous
letters submitted by Town Leadership from each member municipality.

10/10/2018 - Finance Committee invites Town Leadership from each member municipality to
RSU5 Board meeting to present their letters of recommendations. RSU5 Board provides
direction on overarching goals.

12/2018 through 3/2019 - Fact-Finding Phase.
4/2019 through 6/2019 - Deliberation on current method and potential factors.

6/12/2019 - Finance Committee unanimously votes in favor of the Recommended
Cost-Sharing Method outlined in this presentation.



Fact-Finding Phase

Researched school finance laws regarding minimum receivership, special education
adjustment, and EPS funding.

Reached out to Legal counsel to clarify existing language in current cost-sharing method.

Established comfort level and common understanding of how the ED 279 report utilizes
the “total cost of education” (i.e., EPS Funding Allocation), Pupil Counts, State Valuations,
and Mil Expectation to determine each member municipality’s Required Local
Contribution and State Subsidy.

Reviewed RPC Finance Committee meeting notes and contacted/met with former
members of the committee from each town.

Researched the cost sharing methodologies of other RSUs, focused on those that have
changed since formation of their RSU and looked for common themes.



RSU5 Finance Committee Overarching Goals

The Finance Committee considered the following criteria in its evaluation of the cost-sharing factors
based on direction from the RSU5 Board, RPC Plan Recommendations, Town Leadership
Recommendations, and Finance Committee Recommendations:

Transparent & Easily Understood

Variable

Fair

Not Overly Burdensome to Any Individual Town



Current Cost Sharing Method

Required Local Contribution® + Local Cost Sharing? + Total Outside Contribution to the RSU3

1.  Required Local Contribution per ED 279 Section 4.C.

2. Local Cost Sharing includes:
e Amount raised above Required Local Contribution to meet Mil Expectation (i.e., ED 279
Section 4.B. minus 4.C.)
e Additional Local Money pursuant to the Cost Sharing Formula.

3. Total Outside Contribution to the RSU includes all revenue from the state, except state-funded
debt service.
e Subsidy (i.e., Difference between EPS Cost Allocation and Required Local Contribution by
Municipality per ED 279 Section 4)
e Minimum Special Education Adjustment per ED 279 Section 5.A4.
e Any Other Adjustmentsin ED 279 Section 5.B., such as Regionalization and Efficiency
Assistance.

Section 13-B. of the Reorganization Plan prepared by Reorganization Planning Committee (‘RPC”) [9/18/2008].



Current Cost Sharing Formula

Additional Local Money - Member municipalities shall pay the following shares of each year’s
total Additional Local Money for the RSU:

Durham: 21.42%
Freeport: 65.98%
Pownal: 12.60%

Per the RPC FAQs #4 & #6 (09/28/2008), these percentages were based on the percentage of ALM costs each town generated prior to
consolidation in the base year (i.e., 2007-2008).



Current Cost Sharing Method vs Overarching Goals

GOAL YES NO
Transparent & Easily Understood v
Variable v
Fair V4

Not Overly Burdensome to Any Individual
Town



Non-Exclusive Criteria for
Changing the Cost-Sharing Method

The RSU Board shall consider all factors it deems relevant, but must consider the following criteria:

1.  Fairness of the cost-sharing method in light of at least the following factors:
e Relative state valuations, representing each member municipality’s ability to raise revenue;

e Relative populations, representing each member municipality’s board representation in the
budgeting process; and

e Student head counts, representing each member municipality’s student usage of RSU
facilities and programs;

Section 13-B., Paragraph D of the Reorganization Plan prepared by RPC (9/18/2008).
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Non-Exclusive Criteria
for Changing the Cost-Sharing Method

2.  The effect of the cost-sharing method on the RSU'’s ability to raise sufficient funds to sustain
educational programs deemed to be in the best interests of RSU students;

3. Clarity of the method, including ease with which the public can understand the method, and
avoidance of uncertainty over the method'’s application;

4.  Consistency of the method with the operation of the RSU as a single, cohesive entity;

5.  Effect of the method on the stability of RSU revenue streams and local taxpayer obligations.

Section 13-B., Paragraph D of the Reorganization Plan prepared by RPC (9/18/2008).
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Evaluation of Cost-Sharing Factors

Required Local Contribution

Minimum Special Education Adjustment
Calculated Mil Rate

Mil Expectation

Additional Local Money

State Valuation

Pupil Counts

Population

Tax Increment Financing (TIFs)
Historical Spending

Median Household Income
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Recommended Cost-Sharing Method

The Finance Committee Recommends:

e Total Required Local Contribution:
o Each municipality’s Calculated Mil Rate from Section 4.C. of the ED 279 adjusted
downward by the amount of each municipality’s Min. Spec. Ed. Adj. (i.e., the Adjusted Local
Contribution in ED 279 Section F shall be the Total Required Local Contribution).

e Additional Local Money based on the following Cost-Sharing Formula:
o Each member municipality’s contribution to Additional Local Money shall be calculated as
a weighted percentage, with 85% attributed to the municipality’s percent of the total of
the member municipalities’ state valuations, and with 15% attributed to the municipality’s
percent of the total of the member municipalities’ subsidizable pupils. A municipality’s
percent state valuation and percent subsidizable pupils shall be calculated based on the
values reported in ED 279 Section 4.A. and 4.B.

e Jotal Outside Contribution to the RSU revised to exclude Min. Spec. Ed. Adj.

(K



Benefits of Proposed Cost-Sharing Formula

Achieves the RSU5 Finance Committee Overarching Goals and provides a compromise of the various
factors recommended by Town Leadership.

GOAL YES NO
Transparent & Easily Understood V4
Variable V4
Fair V4
Not Overly Burdensome to Any Individual o/

Town
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Glossary

Additional Local Money means Total RSU Spending Budget minus Total Outside Contribution to
the RSU minus Total Required Local Contribution.

Applicable Mil Rate under the current cost sharing method is identical for all member
municipalities in any single year and is equal to the Mil Expectation per ED 279 Section 4.B.

Calculated Mil Rate is the mil rate required to raise the municipality's Required Local
Contribution, per ED 279 Section 4.C.

Local Cost Sharing under the current cost sharing method includes:
e Amount raised above Required Local Contribution to meet Mil Expectation (i.e.,

ED 279 Section 4.B. minus 4.C.)

e Additional Local Money pursuant to the Cost Sharing Formula.
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Glossary

Mil Expectation is the full value education mil rate calculated in MRS, Title 20-A, Section
15671-A(2) and is listed in Section 4.B. of the ED 279.

Minimum Special Education Adjustment applicable to Freeport only. This is the additional
amount above the State Contribution in ED 279 Section 4.C. which is necessary to meet the
guaranteed minimum state share of Freeport’s portion of the Special Education Allocationin
ED 279 Section 3.A. Calculated in accordance with MRS, Title 20-A, Section 15689(1)(B) and is
the amount listed in ED 279 Section 5.A.4. As established by MRS, Title 20-A, Section
15689(1-B), this adjustment is applicable to municipalities part of a school administrative unit
in existence prior to formation of the new regional school unit which received an adjustment in
fiscal year 2007-08 or 2008-09. Freeport received the adjustment in fiscal year 2007-08.
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Glossary

MRS, Title 20-A, Section 15688(3-A)B. For a school administrative district, community school
district or regional school unit composed of more than one municipality, each municipality's
contribution to the total cost of education is the lesser of:

(1) The municipality's total cost allocation from Section 4.A. of the ED 279.

(2) The total of the full-value education mil rate multiplied by the property fiscal capacity
of the municipality from Section 4.B. of the ED 279.

Required Local Contribution established by MRS, Title 20-A, Section 15688(3-A)B.

Total Outside Contribution to the RSU under the current cost sharing method consists of all
revenues received by the RSU from sources other than municipal tax revenues for a given year,
minus an amount equal to principal and interest payments on State-participating debt.
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Glossary

Total Required Local Contribution under the current cost sharing method is the member
municipalities’ most recent total state valuation multiplied by the Applicable Mil Rate. In
accordance with the Reorganization Plan prepared by the RPC (9/18/2008), the Total Required
Local Contribution for a member municipality may exceed the member municipality’s local cost
share expectation under the Essential Programs and Services (“EPS”) provisions (Title 20-A,
Chapter 606-B) of the Maine Revised Statutes. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in
the Plan, however, each municipality’s required contribution to the “total cost of education”, as
defined in Title 20-A, Section 15688 shall be the amount established by Section 15688(3-A), or
successor provisions of state law, and any additional amount required hereunder shall be for
purposes of local cost sharing. The Total Required Local Contribution under the current cost
sharing method is the amount listed in ED 279 Section 4.B. (i.e., the Required Local Contribution
plus the additional amount raised under Local Cost Sharing to meet the Mil Expectation).
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Handout #1

Town of Durham

630 Hallowell Road

Durham, Maine 04222

Tel.: (207) 353-2561
Fax: (207) 353-5367

August 29, 2018

Dear Members of RSU 5 Finance Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in RSU 5 Finance Committee meetings this past spring and provide feedback regard-
ing your review of the RSU 5 Cost Sharing formula. Thank you also for your follow-up letter dated May 29, 2018, requesting input
on any additional factors the Durham Board of Selectmen (“Board”) think should be considered by the RSU 5 Finance Committee
(“Committee”).

The factors to be considered listed in your letter seem to be quite comprehensive and should allow for a thorough review of the
formula. At the end of the review process, a successful formula will be one that has the following characteristics:

* |s based on a calculation easily understood by the average citizen in the RSU

* |s considered “fair” by the average citizen in the RSU

* |s based on objective criteria that allocates tax burden in a manner consistent with how tax burden is allocated at
the municipal level for other purposes.

* |s stable and changes only slightly from year to year

The Board has some specific input regarding the two major components of each Town’s payments to the RSU.
Required Local Contribution (RLC)

In the interest of fairness and transparency, it is the opinion of the Board that the Required Local Contribution for each town
should be taken directly from State calculations on the ED 279 report, and not be adjusted by the RSU.

Additional Local Monies {ALM)

The primary function of the Cost Sharing Formula is to allocate the tax burden for ALM across the three towns in the RSU. It is
the opinion of the Board that this allocation should be based exclusively on the proportional State Valuation of each Town as
listed on the ED 279 report. This would be consistent with the current state-wide practice of allocating Municipal tax burden
based on local property valuations.

Kevin Nadeau
Durham Board of Selectmen Chair

CC via email: Pownal Board of Selectmen
Freeport Town Council
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TOWN OF FREEPORT

30 Main Street, Freeport ME 04032
ph: 865-4743 fax: 865-0929
www.freeportmaine.com

October 2, 2018

RSU 5 Board of Directors

C/o Michelle Ritcheson, RSU 5 Board Chair
17 West Street

Freeport, ME 04032

RSUS5 Finance Committee

C/o Kathryn Brown, RSU 5 Finance Committee Chair
17 West Street

Freeport, ME 04032

Dear Michelle and Kate,

As you are aware, earlier this year the RSU 5 Finance Committee began a process to examine the cost
sharing formula that is used to apportion the “additional local monies™ paid annually by each member Town
of RSU 5. At the invitation of the Finance Committee, members of the Freeport Town Council have
participated in this process.

On August 14, 2018, in response to the Finance Committee’s request for input, the Town of Freeport
submitted a letter to the Finance Committee identifying two issues with respect to the calculation of
Freeport’s share of the RSU 5 Required Local Contribution and the application of Freeport’s minimum
special education adjustment to reduce Freeport’s required local contribution. This letter is attached and is
mcorporated by reference for the RSU 5 Board’s consideration. Additionally, the comments below are
provided by the Town of Freeport in response to the RSU 5 Finance Committee’s September 18, 2018
email invitation to submit additional feedback in advance of the RSU 5 Board’s October 10, 2018 meeting.

Due to the Freeport Town Council’s participation in the Finance Committee process for examining the cost
sharing formula, this matter was studied by individual Councilors, and was also discussed by the Town
Council as a whole. As a result of these investigations and discussions, the Freeport Town Council believes
that it is appropriate to transition the cost sharing formula from a formula based on both equalized
valuation by town and pupil count by town, to a formula based solely on pupil count per town. As under the
current formula, we would expect that this cost sharing formula would be applied only to the “additional
local monies” portion of the overall district funding formula, which accounted for approximately 31% of
RSU 5 district-wide funding for Fiscal Year 2018.



RSU#5 Board of Directors & Finance Committee pg20f 3
10/02/18

We see the benefits of moving to a “pet-pupil” cost sharing method of apportionment to be as follows:

1) Itis easy to understand. In our opinion this method is the easiest way for residents of member
communities to understand changes in each town’s annual apportionment of costs from year to
year. Under the current method of apportionment, abstract factots such as building and
development trends, town-wide (i.e. aggregate) property valuations, and state equalized valuation
per town can cause changes in the amount of total district costs that are billed to each member
community, even in a year where the pupil count per town remained constant from the previous
year. Moving to a formula based on annual pupil count per town could help to alleviate this
confusion.

2) Itis transparent. A formula based on pupil counts can be verified by the average resident using
simple math, encouraging confidence in the calculation of the apportionment of district-wide
costs. By contrast, the current formula is difficult to understand and replicate, even for
individuals who have spent a great deal of time studying how it is calculated.

3) It is fair. Pupil counts are a direct corollary to the demand that a member community places on
the RSU 5 district as a whole. If 2 member community’s number of pupils relative to the other
communities in the district goes up, so would its costs. If the number goes down, the member
community would likewise see a corresponding decrease in costs.

Concerns have been raised that moving to a formula based solely on a pupil count per town could expose
member communities to “swings” in apportionment based on changing pupil enrollments. We feel that
using a two or three year rolling average of pupil enrollments could help to alleviate some of these concerns,
and would support this approach if the Board of Directors chose to pursue it further.

Additionally, it has been suggested by another member community that a formula based either completely
ot partially on equalized valuation by town (similar to the cutrent formula) would be the most advantageous
for the RSU. While equalized valuation does provide a conveniently accessible number to base cost sharing
calculations on, we feel that it does not necessatily represent the “fairest” or most equitable way to divide
the financial responsibility for funding the RSU. Specifically, a higher equalized property valuation does not
necessarily correlate to the ability of the residents of that community to shoulder a higher percentage of the
financial burden to support the RSU. For example, as shown in the table below, while Freeport ranks
highest among the three RSU 5 towns in terms of equalized property valuation measured both in the
aggregate and per capita, when ranked by median household income, Freeport falls squarely in the middle
between Pownal and Durham. As evidenced by the median household income figures below, a higher
equalized state valuation does not necessarily correlate to a greater “ability to pay” by the residential

property taxpayer.



RSU#S5 Board of Directors & Finance Committee

10/02/18

Town Population' EQ State EQ Median
Valuation® Valuation Household
Per Capita income’
Pownal | 1,737 228,250,000 131,404.72 82,333
Freeport | 8,242 1,462,950,000 177,499.39 75,147
Durham | 3,918 339,850,000 86,740.68 71,118

Sources: (1, 3) US Census Bureau — American Community Survey 2016

(2) Maine Revenue Services — State Valuation 2016

pe3of3

The Town Council appreciates the opportunity to provide input on this important issue. If you should have
any questions about our position, we would be glad to meet with the RSU 5 Board of Directors in person to
discuss it in more detail.

Sincerely,

8@% “Tra

Sarah B. Tracy

Freeport Town Council Chair

On Behalf of the Freeport Town Council, per Town Council approval dated October 2, 2018

Cc: Durham Board of Selectmen (and women) (via email)
Pownal Board of Selectmen (and women) (via email)



TOWN OF FREEPORT

30 Main Street, Freeport ME 04032
ph: 865-4743 fax: 865-0929
www.freeportmaine.com

August 14, 2018

Dear Members of the RSU5 Finance Committee:

The Freeport Town Council (“Council”) received your May 29, 2018 letter requesting that the Council
provide any additional factors to be added to the RSU5 Finance Committee’s consideration of the RSU5
Cost Sharing Formula.

In light of the language in the original reorganization plan creating RSU5 that the fairness of the cost
sharing method should be considered when determining any change to the RSU5 Cost Sharing Formula,
the Council believes that the following two issues, which the Council became aware of through its
participation in the RSU5 Finance Committee’s Cost Sharing Formula reconsideration process, should be
brought to your attention and deliberated in your upcoming cost-allocation formula process:

1.

Currently, RSU5 bases the “RSU Plan Required Local Contribution” to fund the essential
programs and services provided by RSU5 on the calculation of each RSU5 member
municipalities’ average state valuation multiplied by the state’s mill expectation (“RSU5
Required Local Contribution”) rather than on the state’s calculated “Required Local Contribution
by Municipality.” This value is currently higher for the Town of Freeport than the State’s
calculated “Required Local Contribution by Municipality.” Because Freeport’s required
contribution is higher under “RSU5 Required Local Contribution” calculation than under the
State’s “Required Local Contribution by Municipality,” this reduces the “additional local monies”
that the other communities of RSU5 contribute.

For example, for the 2018-2019 fiscal year, Freeport’s RSU5 “Required Local Contribution”
(average state valuation multiplied by the state’s mill expectation) is $12,694,792.50.
Alternatively, Freeport’s state calculated “Required Local Contribution by Municipality is
$12,484,914.27. Accordingly, Freeport pays $209,878.23 more under the “RSU5 Required Local
Contribution” calculation than it is required to contribute per the state’s “Required Local
Contribution by Municipality” calculation.

The Council believes that the RSU5 Finance Committee should consider whether it is
appropriate for Freeport’s required local contribution to RSUS5 to be calculated consistently with
the state’s Required Local Contribution by Municipality. If this were the case, any difference
that needs to be contributed to fully fund the RSU5 budget, would then be included in the
“Additional Local Monies” category, which Freeport would pay according to its proportional
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share (i.e. under the current proportional share allocations, Freeport would pay 65.98% of the
$209,878.23, which is $138,477.66, rather than 100% of the entire $209,878.23 amount).

2. Additionally, the Council observes that Freeport’s minimum special education adjustment
(which, for the 2018-2019 fiscal year is $835,757.00), is not being applied at 100% to reduce
Freeport’s required local contribution. Rather it is being credited in the category of additional
local monies, which means that Freeport only gets credit for 65.98% of this amount (which in
the 2018-209 fiscal year would equal $551,432.47). This means that Freeport is paying
$284,324.53 more toward Freeport’s Additional Local Monies than if Freeport’s minimum
special education adjustment were applied 100% towards Freeport’s required local contribution.

Again the Council requests that this issue be further investigated and deliberated by the RSU5
Finance Committee as part of its upcoming process.

The Council is happy to make the Finance Director for the Town of Freeport, Jessica Maloy, available to
discuss this issue with the RSU5 Finance Director in the event that further explanation is needed.

The Freeport Town Council appreciates the opportunity to be involved in the Committee’s process to-
date and we are happy to answer any additional questions that are relevant to the RSU5 Finance
Committee’s determination of whether and how to change the RSU5 Cost Sharing Formula. The Council
asks that the Committee continue keep the Freeport Town Council, and Board of Selectmen (and
women) of the Towns of Durham and Pownal, apprised of the Committee’s work. In particular, the
Freeport Town Council and the Select Boards of Pownal and Durham be provided with an opportunity to
comment on any proposed revised Cost Sharing Formula when the Committee gets to that point in the
process.

Sincerely,

R T a0
8@,%& B Tl —/) ~
Sarah B. Tracy

Freeport Town Council Chair

Cc: Pownal Board of Selectmen (and women) (via email)
Durham Board of Selectmen (and women) (via email)



Town of Pownal
Independent Unto ﬂtsegf

September 24, 2018

Dear Members of the RSUS5 Finance Committee:

The Pownal Selectmen received your May 29, 2018 letter requesting that the Selectmen
provide any additional factors to be added to the RSU5 Finance Committee’s consideration
of the RSUS5 Cost Sharing Formula.

And, after reading and considering both the Town of Freeport and the Town of Durham’s
letters, the Pownal Selectmen wish to respond.

The original cost sharing co-efficient was determined by taking Pownal’s additional local
co-efficient while it was an independent school district. Lacking any other starting that
seemed like a good compromise, understanding that the Cost Sharing Formula would be
re-considered. That ALM included multiple factors that are not germane to the current RSU
5 relationship, factors involved in running its own district. That co-efficient is now
capricious.

Any cost sharing formula that does not include student population is inherently unrealistic.
The Town of Durham’s contention that this is a statewide practice is incorrect. There are
many situations where towns which are in a high valuation/low student population where
a ratio of valuation/ student population is in effect. Consider if Pownal had 12 students!

Freeport’s contention concerning the minimum special education adjustment is correct
with the exception that the adjustment pertains to the Freeport High School special
education budget, which at the time included Pownal students, hence the compromise at
the formation of the RSU. The Finance Committee would have to backtrack to the original
minutes and explore the ratios of SPED student in the high school.

Pownal Selectmen suggest a Cost Sharing Formula based on a ration of valuation/ student
population somewhere around 60/40.

Sincerely,

foo

on Morris
"Chairman
Pownal Board of Selectmen

429 Hallowell Road Pownal, Maine 04069
Tel. 207-688-4611 Fax 207-688-4978 www.pownalmaine.org



Handout #2

Revised September 28, 2008

FAQ’s

1. Where will the funding come from to pay for the costs of running the RSU?
a. Funding to cover the costs of the RSU come from three sources. They are:
‘1. Required Local Contribution — the required amount that must be
raised locally to qualify for state subsidy. This is usually
represented as the standard mil rate across the state for education.
In the base year (2007-2008) used by the RPC for analysis
purposes the state mil rate was 7.44 mils.
ii. State Subsidy — this is the amount of state funding that will be
provided to the school unit if the Required Local Contribution is
: approved locally.
iii. Additional Local Monies — this is the amount that will be raised
locally in addition to the Required Local Contribution by the
members of the school unit.

2. How will each of the components in #1 above be allocated to each of the member
towns?

a. Each town will contribute the Required Local Contribution through the
“standard” mil rate determined by the state.

b. The state subsidy will be calculated in total for the RSU, not for each local
town, and will be paid directly to the RSU by the state. .

c¢. The Additional Local Monies will be shared among the three towns using
a cost sharing formula developed by the RPC.

3. How much of the total RSU expense is represented by the Additional Local
Monies and therefore subject to the cost sharing formula of the RPC?
a. Approximately 15% based on the 2007-2008 school budgets for the three
school districts.

4. How will the Additional Local Monies be shared under the RPC cost sharing
formula?
& The RPC determined that Additional Local Monies (ALM) should be

shared on the same ratio as those costs were incurred in the base year
(budgets for school year 2007-2008). According to the plan, this cost
sharing method would stay in place for five (5) years to give the RSU and
its board time to gain experience in the operation of new school unit. The
cost sharing method could be changed as early as three years under
provisions of the plan.


Ginny


Ginny
Handout #2


5. How much of the ALM will each town be allocated based on the cost sharing
formula described above?
a. Durham —21.42% or $856,80
b. Freeport —65.98% or $2,640,000
¢. Pownal - 12.6% or $504,000

6. Ihave heard people who favor sharing costs on the basis of each town's valuation
and other people who favor sharing costs on the basis of each town's student
population. Are towns that are paying less than their share of valuation getting ,l
off too easy? What about towns that are paying less then their share of the student
headcount?

a. No. The RPC believes the cost sharing formula is the fairest way to
distribute the ALM costs acrose the RSU at this time. While there are
arguments in favor of using student headcounts and in favor of using
valuation, there are arguments against each approach as well. The original
consolidation law would have required use of the valuation approach. The
law was changed to allow the use of alternative cost-sharing approaches,
and the RPC adopted a middle approach, between the extremes-of
valuation and headcount, that it believes is the best way for the RSU to get
on its feet.

b. The percentiges used to allocate the ALM are based on the operating costs
in the ALM for the base school year 2007-2008. Each town pays the same
percentage of ALM as the percentage of ALM costs that it generated prior
to consolidation in the base year. So, for the base year, Durham, Freeport
and Pownal generated 24.42%, 65.98% and 12.6% of the ALM costs
respectively and will be asked to continue to bear those shares in the initial
years of the RSU as a fair estimate of the share of the ALM costs
attributable to each town.

c. In the early years of the RSU it is unlikely that there will be major
program shifts so it can be assumed that the spending patterns will remain
similar. As the RSU matures over time the RPC plan allows for the cost
sharing formula to be changed should that be necessary.

d. The table below shows each town’s base-year share of student headcount
and valuation, as well as its ALM cost-sharing percentage as set forth in

the consolidation plan:

l.' | Valuation | Cost-Share | Headcount |
Dutham | 16.1% - 21.42% 29.05%
Freeport 75.0%  65.98% 59.74%
Pownal - 8.9% 1260% | 1120%

7. Were any other cost sharing plans considered by the RPC?
a. The Finance Committee of the RPC developed a financial model that
considered seven (7) different cost sharing scenarios for ALM. Meny of



these scenarios were developed as a result of feedback received at the
public meetings held in the three towns.

8. What were the cost scenarios that were considered?
a. The Finance Committee considered the following cost sharing scenarios:

i. #1 — share ALM costs based on the operating cost ratios for the
base year; share debt for the high school and administrative offices
starting in year 1; phase in other assumed debt (Durham
Elementary, Freeport Middle School and post 2003 CIP) over five
(5) years; non assumed debt would be a) debt on existing Durham
elementary school; b) pre 2004 capital improvement debt in
Freeport; and c) the Mast Landing School debt in Freeport.

ii. #2 — Same as #1 above, but the only debt to be shared is the high
school and the administrative office debt. This is the approach
ultimately recommended by the RPC.

iii, #3 —Same as #1 except share the high school costs on a per pupil

iv. #4 — Share all ALM on a per pupil basis.

v. #5— Same as #] except share all debt assuraed by the RSU on a
per pupil basis.

vi. #6 — Share ALM on the basis of town valuation — this is as
- prescribed in the original school consolidation law, bui was
subsequently changed to allow local RPCs to adopt their own cost
sharing formula.

vii. #7— Same as #1 except share ALM on a per pupil basis starting in
year 4 and phasing this in over 10 years with a cap of 60% of the
AIM to be shared on a per pupil basis.

9. Is the model that was prepared by the RPC a budget for the new RSU?

a. No. Preparing a budget for the new RSU is beyond the scope of the tasks
assigned to the RPC and will be the responsibility of the new RSU board
once they are elected. The model is a tool used by the RPC to show the
effect of various assumptions and scenarios in determining a fair cost
sharing methodolegy and in making gross assessments of the financial
feasibility of consolidating. The model can show the relative effect a
change in cost sharing scenario could have on one member of the RSU vs,
another, both in the short term and long term. A budget, when prepared
by the RSU board, will be the estimated costs of ninning the RSU for a
particular time frame and will include all of the specific operating and
program decisions that only the RSU board has the authority to meake.

10. What are the basic assumptions included in the financial model used by the RPC?
a. The financial model used to evaluate the different cost sharing scenarios
included the following key assumptions (all in constant dollars):
i. There would be $100,000 of administrative cost savings as a result
of consolidating the three school districts.




ii. There would be a “leveling up” of contract salaries beginning in
year three in the amount of $250,000 as a result of consolidating
the three school districts.

iii. High School students from Durham would migrate to Freeport
High School over time and would not all move in one year.

iv. The incremental cost of additional high school students in Freeport
would be $4,000 per student. This is referred to in the model as
the “capacity cost”.

v. There is a net cost reduction for each Durham Student migrating to
Freeport High School. This is due to the fact that in the base year
Durham is paying $7,715 in tuition outside of their district for their
high school students, Since the estimated incrementai cost for
each student when they move to Freeport is $4,000 the net benefit
is $3,715 in avoided costs per student to the RSU.

vi. No increase in capacity is required at the current Freeport High
School facility.

vii. “State debt” is assumed to be pmd for by the state on a dollar for
dollar basis.

11. How was the $100,000 of administrative savings determined?
a. For the administrative savings, the three existing superintendents .

evaluated the current administrative structure in the three school districts
and came up with a recommendation of the changes that could be made in
that structure if the three school units were consolidated into one unit. For
example, the three towns currently pay 1.8 full-time-equivalents (FTEs)
for their superintendents. The RSU will have only a single superintendent,
resulting in a savings of a little over $70,000. Not every function or
position, however, will see savings. For example, human resources
currently accounts for only three-tenths of an FTE, but in the RSU, we
expect there will be a full-time HR professional, accounting for a full FTE
in that position, a cost increase estimated to be just over $20,000. In
addition to a line-item estimate of these FTE changes for administrative
personnel, administrators provided the RPC with an estimate of system
administration cost savings.

. There is uncertainty in these estimates, given the uncertainty in how the
RSU Board ultimately will choose to staff the RSU. For example,
Freeport currently provides contracted curriculum services at a cost of
$30,000. The RPC favors, following the recommendation of the
Education Subcommittee, the hiring of a full-time curriculum coordinator.
The additional estimated cost is $50,000. Whether such a hire would be
made lies in the discretion of the RSU Board. Other positions assumed to
go from a partial FTE to a full FTE might ultimately not increase that way,
depending on workload and staff capabilities. For example, the three
towns use a combined 1.25 FTEs for Accounts Payable and
Bookkeeper/Payroll, and the administrators estimated two full-time staff
serving those functions in the RSU. The difference between splitting
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those functions among two FTEs versus combining thém into a single FTE
is roughly $45,000.

¢. Netting the cost increases and decreases in administrative salaries, yielded
an estimated administrative savings of $64,479, subject to the
uncertainties described above. For example, if the RSU Board chose to
fund curriculum coordination only at the current level, without hiring a
curriculum coordinator and chose to use a single FTE for accounts payable
and other bookkeeping functions, the cost savings would increase to
roughly $160,000. In light of the uncertainties in the estimation process,
the Finance Subcommittee used a figure within this range, $100,000, as its
estimate for administrative cost savings.

12. What are “leveling up” costs and where do they come from?

& The $250,000 “leveling up” costs are the result of evaluating the three
different teacher contracts that currently exist and bringing them together
under a uniform salary structure. This calculation was performed by the
respective business offices of each of the school units.

13. What is the “capacity cost” used in the mode] and how was the amount
determined?

a. The $4,000 capacity cost or, incremental cost per student at Freeport High
School, comes from an analysis performed by the Freeport school
administration on what additional costs would be incurred to bring the
Durham high school population into the current high school building,

This cost assumes that sufficient staff would be hired to maintain the
current student/teacher ratio, -

14. Why is the incremental cost per student ($4,000) at Freeport High School so much
different than the average cost per student, which I understand is about $10,000
per student?

a. While it does not cost any less to educate the incoming Durham students,
or for that matter, any new Freeport or Pownal students, than it does a
student that is already at Freeport High School (FHS) there are certain
fixed costs that do not change as a result of adding more students into a
facility that has available capacity. Therefore, the average cost per student
will decrease as more students are added to the existing facility. For
instance, the cost of operating the FHS building is pretty much the same
whether the building houses just Freeport students or Freeport, Pownal
and Durham students, On the other hand, the same is not true for teaching
staff. Initially, as new students enter the high school they will be absorbed
within the existing classroom structure. Eventually though, there will be a
sufficient increase in the number of students or class sizes that new staff
will have to be hired to maintain the current student/teacher ratios. The
capacity cost assumes this new staff will be hired to accommodaste the



15. What is the projected enrollment for Freeport High School and what is the
capacity of the current building?
a. The current capacity of the existing facility is 600 students. The projected
enrollment for the high school using data provided by each of the school
units is shown in the chart below.

FHS Estimated Enroliment

RSU Year

l- Dutham m Freeport Pownal |

16. 1 have heard that the current building isn't even sufficient for the students
currently at Freeport High School -- students cannot eat their lunch in the
cafeteria, classes have to be held in a trailer. Why did you assume that the
building has sufficient capacity for 100 or more additional students?

a. The existing building currently has vacant instructional space during every
instructional period, and the superintendent and principal advised the RPC
that they believed the space was sufficient to accommodate the expected
additional students in the RSU. The RPC commissioned a capacity study
by outside experts to determine whether the opinion of the administrators
could be confirmed. And it was.

b. The trailer referred to is not used by Freeport becanse classrooms are full,
The trailer is used for a special instructional program that, for instructional
purposes, is physically separated from the FHS building.

c. The cafeteria is not large enough to accommodate the current population,
even using staggered lunchtimes, and even with Freeport's steadily
declining enrollment; it would not be large enough to accommodate the
population anytime in the foreseeable future. Freeport has been using a
single lunch period, with students free to eat where they choose. That
approach can continue, even with 100+ additional students, going forward.
No capacity cost was included for a cafeteria build-out for two reasons.
First and foremost, based on the fact that Freeport to date has not
expanded its cafeteria, it appears that all of the relevant constituencies
(students, faculty, administration and parents) like the current approach to




lunchtime, and we expect that to continue. Second, should the RSU Board
elect to build out the cafeteria, it is not clear that such a build out would
involve any increased capacity cost for the RSU; the State might very well
fund the debt for such a project in the RSU. This is the type of capital
project, however, for which state funding would be put in jeopardy by the
penalty provisions applicable to any town that does not enter into an
approved unit under the consolidation law.

17. How is existing debt handled in the financial model and in the cost sharing
formula? ,
a. Existing debt in any of the school umits is handled in either of two ways.

i. High School and Administrative Offices debt — In as much as these
facilities will be shared resources at the beginning of the RSU then
any debt service costs will be included in the costs to be shared by
the RSU members.

ii. All other debt — In as much as the facilities for which this debt was
incurred are not being shared at the beginning of the RSU then all
debt service will remain with the town which incurred the debt.

iii. Future debt of the RSU incurred by the RSU after formation will
be shared by the RSU based upon the cost sharing formula in use
when the debt is incurred.

18. How do penalties come into play in the financial model considered by the RPC?
a. First, penalties only apply where a community decides to not consolidate
and otherwise does not have an exemption or other approval from the
Department of Education to “go it alone”. Penalties therefore appear as a
cost for a town in the “stand alone” scenario, but not as a cost in the
consolidation scenario.

b. The amount of penalty for each town as estimated by the Department of
Education on June 10, 2008 is shown below. This penalty is assessed
annually and will change as the student headcount changes and as the
valuation of the town changes.

Durham - $105,332
Freeport - $315,192
Pownal - $48,111

i. In addition to the penalty that can be calculated above there are
other considerations that need to be included when looking at the
penalty provisions of the law, which could include less favorable
consideration by the state in regard to future school construction.




19. Would my town be better off financially to “go it alone” and pay the penalty?
a. The finance committee looked at each of the scenarios and compared it to
each town on a stand alone basis. The selected cost sharing formula vs.
stand alone is as follows:

Durham — selected scenario is the same as standing alone;
Freeport - selected scenario is 6% less expensive vs. standing alone;
Pownal — selected scenario is 3% less expense vs. standing alone.

i. When factoring in the non-financial benefit of consolidation the
RPC concluded that each community would benefit from
consolidation as a whole.

20. What are the size, composition, and voting percentage of the new Regional
School Union’s Board of Directors?

8. The Board will be made up of 11 members serving staggered 3 year
terms. Freeport will have 6 members with 96 votes each, Durham will
have 3 members with 96 votes each, and Pownal will have 2 members
with 58 votes each.

21. How was the structure and composition of the Board decided?

a. The Board must conform to “one person one vote™, so the composition
must have proportionate representation. This is why Freeport, the largest
community, has the most members. To ensure Pownal has two
representatives it was necessary to give each of those members a lesser

voting power.

22. How will the Regional School Unit Board be elected?
a. Each community will elect its representatives to the Board.

23. What is the timeline for voting to approve the Regional School Union, selecting
the Board, and starting the new school system?

8. An approval vote for the Consolidation Plan will occur at the general
election in November 2008. If all three communities approve the Plan, the
new Board will be elected at the beginning of February 2009. The Board
will then begin its administrative duties to allow the new School Union to
be fully functional on July 1, 2009. The Board will be responsible for
hiring the new School Union’s superintendent, creating a budget, and
implementing school policies and procedures.

24. How are budgets and capital expenditures decided under a new RSU?
a. The RSU Board will develop proposed budgets and capital expenditures.
There will then be a School meeting to approve recommendations, and the
voters in the three communities will then vote on whether to approve the
budgets and expenditures.




25. What if one or more of the communities does not approve the Consolidation Plan
in November 20087

a. Hfany of the communities vote against the Plan, the Regional Planning
Committee must consider alternative plans for submission to the State
Department of Education, and then, again, to the voters of the
communities, This could be with the same partners or different partners. If
no consolidation plan is adopted by July 1, 2009, communities and their
schools may be subject to State penalties starting with the current fiscal

Vgl R T
a. An Alternativé Plan is submitted by an SAU that proposes to meet the
required reductions in costs without partnering with other SAU’s. An
alternative plan may be submitted only by a unit that is:
i. An offshore island L
ii. A school operated by a tribal school committee
iii. A school administrative unit that serves more than 2500 students or
1200 students where circumstances justify an exception to the
requirement of 2500 students
iv. A school administrative unit that is designated as an efficient,
high-performing district. A school administrative unit is
designated an “efficient, high-performing district” if:
1. It contains 3 schools identified as “higher performing”
2. Its reported 2005-2006 per pupil expenditures for system
administration represents less than 4% of its per pupil
expenditures

i S AT i YT
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| J ' ‘ V t ' three ve less than 2500
students, but more than 1200 students.
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a. Anal ive organizational structure (AOS) is a regional school unit and
still requires communities to function as a single school system that
reports a single budget to the Department of Education, receives a single
subsidy check, and has a common core curriculum and procedures for
standardized testing and assessment. An AOS files reports with the state as



a single unit and must adopt consistent school policies, and a plan for
achieving consistent collective bargaining agreements. (Separate
collective bargaining agreements are allowed, provided they are
consistent.)

The plan for an AOS must also include an interlocal agreement and a plan
for presenting, approving, and validating the annual school budget that
ensures K-12 budget transparency for its members and their voters. The
law requires a plan to achieve that goal; it does not specify the details of
how it must be achieved.
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13-A. Plans to reorganize administration, transportation, building and
maintenance and special education.

The analysis of the reorganization that has been conducted does not
provide any clear assurances of immediate savings. This is due in part to
immediate start up costs associated with forming the RSU (costs for audits,
merging of systems, legal fees) as well as increases in personnel that might
be necessary.

The RSU is unique in that it merges one municipal system, one single-
town SAD and one town of a two-town School Union. There are no full
time system administrators in either the SAD (Pownal) or Durham.

For example, where three towns joining together might have three
Superintendents, three Business Managers, three Special Education
Directors, and three Transportation Directors, this RSU has 1.8, 1.4, 1.3 and
.5 respectively.

Arguably, the largest cost saving in a merger initially is downsizing
personnel and associated benefits. There is a possibility the new RSU Board
may find it needs to create new staff positions to be certain these areas
receive the necessary oversight, coordination, and review so they are in
compliance with all mandates that apply. The costs are not known, nor is it
known if the new RSU Board will or will not create new positions. We
cannot bind future RSU Boards to positions and associated costs. Therefore,
all numbers associated with future positions are speculative in nature, if not
conjecture.

13-B. Cost Sharing in the RSU

A, Definition of Terms

Additional Local Money shall mean Total RSU Spending Budget minus
Total Outside Contribution to the RSU minus Total Required Local
Contribution, each as defined below.

Total RSU Spending Budget shall consist of all monies budgeted to be spent
by the RSU in a given year, minus principal and interest payments on State-
participating debt

Total Outside Contribution to the RSU shall consist of all revenues received
by the RSU from sources other than municipal tax revenues for a given year,
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minus an amount equal to principal and interest payments on State-
participating debt.

Total Required Local Contribution shail be the member municipalities’ most
recent total state valuation multiplied by the Applicable Mill Rate. The Total
Local Required Contribution for a member municipality may exceed the
member municipality’s local cost share expectation under the Essential
Programs and Services provisions (Title 20-A, Chapter 606-B) of the Maine
Revised Statutes. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Plan,
however, each municipality’s required contribution to the “total cost of
education,” as defined in Title 20-A, Section 15688 shall be the amount
established by Section 15688(3-A), or successor provisions of state law, and
any additional amount required hereunder shall be for purposes of local cost
sharing.

Applicable Mill Rate The Applicable Mill Rate shall equal the Full-Value
Mill Rate, as defined under 20-A M.R.S.A. § 15671-A or any successor
statute. Should the State cease calculating a Full-Value Mill Rate, the
Applicable Mill Rate shall be the prior year’s Applicable Mill Rate. The
Applicable Mill Rate shall be identical for all member municipalities in any
single year. If the Full-Value Mill Rate is higher than the amount required to
support the Total RSU Spending Budget, the Applicable Mill Rate shall be
reduced accordingly.

B. Cost Sharing

Member municipalities shall pay the following shares of each year’s
total Additional Local Money for the RSU:

Durham: 21.42%
Freeport:  65.98%
Pownal: 12.60%

In addition to its obligation to pay its share of Additional Local
Money, each member municipality must pay to the RSU its Total Required
Local Contribution (as defined above), and a member municipality whose
Pre-Existing Debt (or any portion thereof) is Non-RSU Debt must further
pay to the RSU the total for that year of debt service for any such Non-RSU
Debt Service payable by the RSU as fiscal agent under Section 6.B of this
Plan

C. Changes to the Cost Sharing Method
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The Cost Sharing Method shall not be changed for the first three
years. Following that transition period, the Cost Sharing Method may be
changed, but shall not be required to be changed:

1. By a vote of the RSU Board meeting the following

' criteria:
e at least one Board member from each member
municipality must be present; and
e Board members representing two-thirds or
more of the RSU population must vote in favor of
the change; or

2. Upon a vote of a simple majority of the RSU Board,
proposal for a change to the Cost Sharing Method may be
put out to referendum for amendment in accordance with
Section 14.

D. Non-Exclusive Criteria for Changing the Cost-Sharing Method

In the exercise of its discretion to determine any change to the cost-
sharing formula to be used at any time following the transition period, the
RSU Board shall consider all factors it deems relevant, but must consider the
following criteria:

1. the fairness of the cost-sharing method in light of at least
the following factors:

e relative state valuations, representing each
member municipality’s ability to raise revenue;

e relative populations, representing each member
municipality’s board representation in the
budgeting process; and

e student headcounts, representing each member
municipality’s student usage of RSU facilities
and programs;

2. the effect of the cost-sharing method on the RSU’s ability
to raise sufficient funds to sustain educational programs
deemed to be in the best interests of RSU students;

3. clarity of the method, including ease with which the
public can understand the method, ease of administration
and implementation of the method, and avoidance of
uncertainty over the method’s application;

4, consistency of the method with the operation of the RSU
as a single, cohesive entity;
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5. effect of the method on stability of RSU revenue streams
and local taxpayer obligations.

13-C. Election of initial board of directors.

The RSU Board shall be composed of eleven (11) members. Each
municipality in the RSU shall elect the following number of its residents to
serve on the Board.

Municipality Population | # of Board
Members

Freeport 8,151 6

Durham 4,075 3

Pownal (M.S.A.D. No. 62) | 1,596 2

Each Board member shall serve a 3-year term, except that the initial
terms of the members of the first RSU Board shall be staggered. Since each
municipality of the RSU has annual elections, lots will be drawn for the
length of term specified as follows:

A.  Municipalities with annual elections. In municipalities
with annual elections, 1/3 of the directors serve one-year
terms, 1/3 of the directors serve 2-year terms and 1/3 of
the directors serve 3-year terms. If the number of
directors is not evenly divisible by 3, the first remaining
director serves a 3-year term and the 2nd remaining
director serves a 2-year term.

The directors shall serve their terms as determined at the
organization meeting and an additional period until the next regional
election of the municipalities. Thereafter, the directors’ terms of office are
as established in accordance with the provisions of Title 20-A Section 1471.

13-D. Tuition Contracts and Assignment of Tuition Students

1. Tuition Contracts

The following SAUs offer some or all of their students limited tuition
opportunities of which school to attend according to the following terms:
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ALM Cost-Sharing Factors

Pros & Cons

Valuation

Pros

Consistent with Statewide
practice of allocating tax
burden

Cons

Does not account for usage

Easily accessible

Does not necessarily
correlate with income of
residents

Pupil Count

Pros Cons

. Could create more drastic
Driver of usage .
swings

Indicative of ability to pay

Does not take into account

Easily understood
y effinciencies in Overhead

Readily available

Population

Pros

Measure of voting power

Cons

Difficult to determine (only
counted at 10-year census)

Not a measure of usage

Tax Increment Financing (TIFs)
Pros Cons

True value of each town Not easily understood

Not a measure of ability to
raise funds

Not easily determined

May not be an apples-to-
apples comparison

Historical Spending

Pros

Helped minimize spikes
during RSU transition

Cons

No longer relevant after 10
years of RSU experience

Static

Median Household Income

Pros Cons

Indicator of individual

Typically dated info
residents' ability to pay ypically

Not indicative of full tax
base (no commercial value)
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MAINE REVENUE SERVICES
PROPERTY TAX DIVISION
PROPERTY TAX BULLETIN NO. 1

MAINE STATE VALUATIONS

REFERENCE: 36 M.R.S. §§ 208, 272, 305(1), 381, 683, and 692. 30-A M.R.S. § 5702.
September 5, 2019; replaces June 16, 2015 revision

Overview

Maine law requires the State Tax Assessor to annually determine the equalized just value of all real
and personal property in the state. These equalized values, known as state valuations, are compiled
in a report which is certified with the Secretary of State by February 1 each year. The state valuations
are used to calculate county taxes, to determine the amount of state funds to be granted to each
municipality for education funding and revenue sharing, to establish municipal and school bond debt
limits, and to determine municipal contributions to public school systems.

Definitions

A. Arm’slength sale. “Arm’s length sale” means a sale between a willing buyer and a willing seller
that are unrelated and are not acting under duress, abnormal pressure, or undue influence.

B. Assessor. “Assessor” means a sworn municipal assessing authority, whether an individual
assessor, a board of assessors, or a chief assessor of a primary assessing area. However,
“Assessor” means the State Tax Assessor with respect to the unorganized territory.

C. Justvalue. “Just value” of property means its fair market value.
D. Municipal assessed value. “Municipal assessed value” means the total value of property in a

municipality as recorded by that municipality. Municipal assessed value may be equal to, higher
than, or lower than just value.

E. State valuation. The “state valuation” for a given tax year means the total equalized value of all
taxable property in a municipality as of April 1, plus the portion of exempt value of homestead
exemptions and Business Equipment Tax Exemption property reimbursed by the State to the
municipality, less the captured property value in tax increment financing districts in the
municipality.

State Valuations

The State Tax Assessor determines state valuations annually, by analyzing municipal assessed values
and adjusting those values, if necessary, to make them equal to just value. This is accomplished by
completing sales ratio studies for each municipality, which measures the assessed value of recently
sold properties relative to their selling price. In some instances, individual ratios will be determined
for different classes of property within a municipality (e.g., waterfront, commercial, residential, etc.).
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The ratios computed from the studies are applied to all similar classes of property within that
municipality to determine a reliable estimation of the fair market value of all taxable properties in the
municipality.

Data used in these studies are drawn from recent arm’s length sales of property in the municipality,
as reported by the municipality and on real estate transfer tax filings. Sales within a 12-month period
surrounding the appropriate April 1 assessment date are reviewed. If there were insufficient arm’s
length sales during that sales period to conduct a reasonable analysis, the State Tax Assessor may
expand the sales period reviewed to 18 months, 24 months, or beyond.

In addition to sales ratio studies, the State Tax Assessor may use additional information from other
sources in determining state valuations, including, but not limited to, municipal valuation returns,
meetings with assessors, and appraisals of individual properties. This additional information may be
reviewed with the municipal assessor and compared with municipal assessed values to determine the
ratio to just value on which the municipal assessments are based.

The State Tax Assessor produces a preliminary determination of state valuation, known as the Report
of Assessment Review, which provides details of the data and the computations used in the
determination of the state valuation. Municipal assessors should review these reports to ensure
accuracy of the information and to identify any issues before the proposed state valuation is sent.

The proposed state valuation report is sent by October 1 each year to the chair of the board of assessors
and, in municipalities having selectmen, to the chair of the board of selectmen. This report contains
a list of the state valuations for each municipality in the county in which the municipality is located.

The state valuation report is then filed with the Secretary of State and published annually. This report
includes state valuations for each of the organized municipalities in the state as well as the unorganized
territory, which is grouped by county. Property in the Passamaquoddy Tribe and Penobscot Nation
Indian Territories is also included in the state valuation report.

Appeal Procedure

If a majority of the municipal officers disagree with the determinations in the proposed state valuation
report, the municipality may appeal the State Tax Assessor’s determination to the State Board of
Property Tax Review (the “Board”). A municipality must file an appeal with the Board by November
15. An appeal must be in writing, must be signed by a majority of the municipal officers, and must
include an affidavit stating the grounds for appeal. A copy of the appeal and affidavit must also be
sent to the State Tax Assessor.

The Board is independent from the State Tax Assessor and consists of 15 members appointed by the
governor. Appeals are heard and decided by a subset of five members of the Board.

The Board has the power to administer oaths, take testimony, hold hearings, summon such witnesses
and subpoena such records, files, and documents it deems necessary. The Board’s current rules and
procedures may be found at www.maine.gov/dafs/boardproptax/.

The Board must hear an appeal within a reasonable amount of time and must render its decision no
later than January 15 following the date of the appeal. Prior to a hearing, the Board will give at least
five days’ notice to the municipality and the State Tax Assessor. If it rules in favor of a municipality,
the Board may adjust the state valuation for that municipality. The State Tax Assessor must

2



incorporate any adjustment into the state valuation report certified to the Secretary of State pursuant
to 36 M.R.S. § 305(1).

Decisions of the Board may be appealed pursuant to the Maine Administrative Procedures Act, Title
5, chapter 375. If an appeal to the Superior Court or Supreme Judicial Court results in a lowering of
the municipality’s state valuation, the State will reimburse an amount equal to the money lost by the
municipality due to the use by the State of an incorrect value used to distribute state funds to
municipalities.

NOTE: This bulletin is intended solely as advice to assist persons in determining, exercising or complying with their legal rights, duties or
privileges. If further information is needed, contact the Property Tax Division of Maine Revenue Services.

MAINE REVENUE SERVICES
PROPERTY TAX DIVISION
PO BOX 9106
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04332-9106
TEL: (207) 624-5600
EMAIL: PROP.TAX@MAINE.GOV
WWW.MAINE.GOV/REVENUE/PROPERTYTAX

The Department of Administrative and Financial Services does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admission to, access to, or
operation of its programs, services or activities. This material can be made available in alternate formats by contacting the Department's

ADA Coordinator at (207) 624-8288(voice) or V/TTY: 7-1-1.

(Published under Appropriation No. 1037.1)
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RSUS 2019-2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT

Assessed Proposed
2018-2019 2019-2020 Difference
RSU Operating Budget
Total Operating Budget $ 32,946,024 $ 34,080,295 $ 1,134,271
Adult Education Budgst $ 112,000 $ 112,000 $ -
Total RSU Operating Budget w/AdultEd § 33,058,024 § 34,192,295 $ 1,134271  3.43%
Lezs: State and Non-Shared Debt
F-Non-Shared Local Debt $ 162,486 § 155264  §  (7.222)
D- State Supported Debt $ 1,292,035 (% 1,270,507 s (21,528)
D-Non-Shared Local Debt $ 198901 $ 155,985 $ 2 916)
Total State and Non-Shared Debt $ 1,683,422 § 1,581,756 $ 1,66
s Y z’\“__
Less: Local Revenues .
Shared Revenue* $ 976,136 $ 805,500 ; 636)
State Aid’ $ 4659591 § 4,966,862 $ 307,271
Total Revenues $ 5635727 § 5,772,362 $ 136,638
Less: RSU Plan Required Loca Contribut § 17,771,646 | § 17,707,332 |——$——(fddidy—s

Total Additional Local Monies Required* $ 7997229 $ 9,130,844 $ 1,133,615

Net Impact to Taxation Districtwide § 25768875 § 26,838,176 $ 1,069301 4.15%

Additional Local Monies Reauired Distribution Per RSU Pl

Dutham 21.42% § 1,713,007 $ 1,955,827 $ 242820

Freeport 65.98% § 5,276,572 $ 6,024,531 $ 747959

Pownal 12.60% $ 1,007,651 $ 1,150,486 $ 142835

Total Additional Local Monies Required $ 7,997,229 § 9,130,844 $ 1,133,615
*Shared Revenue

Town of Freeport Hunter Road Field Maintenance $95,000

State Agency $40,000

Medicaid $50,000

Misc / Interest $19,000

Laugh & Leam $5,500

Contingency $196,000

Undesignated Fund Balance $400,000

Total Shared Revenue $805,500
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RSUS 2019-2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT

Assessed Proposed
2018-2019 2019-2020 Difference

Additional Local Monies Reguired Distribution Per RSU Flan

Durham 2142% $ 1,713,007 $ 1,955,827 $ 242,820

Freeport 65.98% $ 5,276,572 $ 6,024,531 $ 747,959

Pownal 12.60% $ 1.007,651 § 1,150,486 $ 142,835

Total Additional Local Monies Required $ 7997229 § 9,130,844 $ 1,133,615

Durham

RSU Plan Additional Local Monies $ 1,713,007 $ 1,955,827 $ 242820

RSU Plan Required Local Contribution $ 3,106,150 | $ 3,113,280 $ 7,130
Non Shared Debt S 198,901 § 155,985 s (42,916)

Net Impact $ 5,018,058 $ 5,225,092 207,034

Estimated Impact based on 2018 Mil of $19.70 and a taxable valuation of $351,407,600*

Freeport
RSU Plan Additional Local Monics 5,276,572 $ 6,024,531 $ 747959

$

RSU Plan Required Local Contribution $ 12,694,793 [ § 12,639,144 [ttt fiy—s [ED 2 I
$
$

Non Shared Debt 162,486 $ 155,264 $ (7.222)
18,133,856 §$ 18,818,939 $ 685,089

Net Impact

Estimated Impact based on 2018 Mil of 515,05 and a taxable valuation of §1,699,276,850* 2.68%
Bownal
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies H 1,007,651 $ 1,150,486 $ 142,835
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution s 1,970,703 [ $ 1,954,908 | $  (15,795)
Non Shared Debt $ - $ - $ -
Net Impact s 2,978,354 §$ 3,105,394 $ 127040
Estimated Impact based on 2018 Mil of $18.00 and a taxable valuation of $246,848,680* $0.51 2.86%

*“April 1, 2019 valuations and mil rates are not known at this time. Actual impact will be determined when taxes are
committed in each town.



Section 1: Computation of EPS Rates
A) Attending Counts:

1) Atiending Pupls ( Octber 2017)
2) Attending Puplls (October 2018)

§| MMW

PreX-KEPS Stdentto + I-S5EPSFIE Stadent

#) Sttt Posttions FTE
') Tenchers 156
2) Guidance 07
3) Librariens 03
A) Health 03
5) Edhucation Techs 21
6) LUbrary Techs 05
7 Qeial 12
8) School Admin. 08

€} Cowputation of Banefits:
1) Teschers, Guiiance, Librarians & Health

2

3
4}

Education & Library Techniclans
Clérical
School Administrators

D) Other Support Per-Pupil Costs:

1)
2)
3
4)
5)
6)

n

Substitute Teachers {1/2 Day)
Suppfies and Equipmant
Instructional Leadership Support
Co- and Bxtra-Curricular Student
System Administration/Support
Operations & Maintenance

E) Other Adhsstments:
1) Reglonal Adjustment for Staff & Substitute Salaries
Section 1: Totals

Diwided by Attending Puplis:
Calculated EPS Rates Per Pupil:

Staft

{15:1) +
{3s0:1) +

“fs0o: 3 +

{200:1} +
{114:1) +
(500:1} +
(200:1) »
(305:1} +

4.9

O

STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Preliminary Not Yet Enacted — Adjustments will be made to these printouts throughout FY 20

AUGUSTA 04333
STATE CALCULATION FOR FUNDING PUBLIC EDUCATION (PreX-12) REPORT
RSU 05 -
L= — e s gres a2
2230 * 695.0 + 4900 = 1408.0 + 5340 o
HED ¢ 6350 + 4700 = 14110+ 5820 =
245 6950 + 4800 : 14095 + 5580
72% 8%
* 68 EPS Shdent + S-12EPS Student = EPSFIE + AchmlFTE =
to Staft FE  wsafl FE  twsuff Total Total
ury o+ B2 W+ M9 (16D = 1196 + 1860 =
350:1) + 14  (350:%) + 22 {250:1) = 63 + 94 =
{800:1) + 06 (800:1) + 07 (800:1) = 254+ 49 =
#o01) + 06 (800:1) + 07 {800:1) = 25 = 47 =
aua)  + 15 @@+ 18 (i1 = 1s + 182 =
{5001) + 1.0 (5001) + 11 {500:1) = 40 + 20 =
2001) + T 24 (000)+ 28 (2000 = T99 s 20 =
@B0s1)  + 16 (3059) + 18 (31521 = 65 + 88 =
Elomemtzry Socondary
Percentage ) Selary ~ Salary
19.00% X 4,953,802 1,964,915
36.00% X 27927 90,408
29.00% X 241,269 “o5,699
14.00% X 205,708 156,957
Gementary Secondary
Prek-8 812 Students Students
a“ X 14095 -
384 530 X 14095 ss8.0
66 86X i409s 558.0
20 30 X 14095 580
a1 27 X 14095 5580
47 47 X 1,409.5 558.0
ii22 ia3ax 14085 5580
Reglonalindex= 108

“Handout #7

2015 - 2020

Section:1

= Adjusted EPS
EPS Matsix Salary

7704848 = 6315515
484172 = 324,395
%079 = i%2987
275132 = 145,820
W = 28881
‘-4.737 I: 89,474
405,986 = 335,968
TGS = 552,665

2/15/2019

37,768

»

21,97

Al

i1

£

4,164,


Ginny
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Handout #7


STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 2/15/2019

ED 279 AUGUSTA 04333
STATE CALCULATION FOR FUNDING PUBLIC EDUCATION {PreK-12) REPORT
ORGID:MC_B RSU 05 2019 - 2020
Section 2: Operating Cost Allocations Section: 2
A) _Subsidtzable Puplis { Includes Superintendent Translers ) _4YO/Prex ks 12 _ Total
1} October 2017 95.0 + 1,3150 + = 1,9410
2) October 2018 (may inchide 4YO/PreK estimates) 95.0 + 13170 + 5790 = 19910
3)  Subsidizable Puplls Average 950 + 13160 + = 19660
SAUEPSRatesfrom  Bask Cost Allocations
B) BesicCounts o Aversge Puplls Bl - _
1) &YO/PrekPuplts  {Most Revent Oct Only} 950 X 72011 = 666,045.00
2) K-8 Puplls B 13160 X 7011 = 9,226476.00
3) 9-12 Pupils 555.0 X 7864 = 4,142;520.00
4) Adult Education Coursesat.l 19 X 7464 = 14,181.60
5} AYO/PreX Equiv. instruction Pupils  (Most Recant Oct Only) 0.000 X 72011 = 0.00
6) _ K-8 Equiv. istruction Puplls 0750 X 711 = 5,256.25
7} 9-12 Equiv. Instruction Pupils 1.500 X 7464 = 11,196.00
Q) Weighted Counts [Wiost Recant Oct Only} SAUEPS Ratesfrom  Welghted Cost Allocations
. . Puplls _  EPSWaights ; Page 1 . 3 .. -
1) 4YO/PreX Disadvantaged @ 002167 206 X 0.15 X 7011 = 21,663.99
2 K-8 Disadvantaged @ 02167 252 X 0.15 X 7011 = 299,930.58
3 912 Diadvontaged @ 02167 1203 X o1s X “2a68 = ) 134,687.88
a) &YO/PreK English Learners 00 X 0.500 X 7011 = 0,00
5) K-8 English Lerners 100 X 0:500 X 7011 = 25,055.00
6) 9-12 English Leamers 100 X 0.500 x 7468 = 37,320.00
EPS Targeted Targeted Cost Alocations
D) Targeted Funds L . _FF. A A Puplls. EPS Welghts _. Amount
1) AYO/PreK Student Assessment  (Most Recent Oct Only) 950 X 5000 = 4,750.00
2 K8 Stdant smsment 13160 x 5000 = 550000
3) 9-12 Student Assessment X S000 = 27,750.00
4 AYO/PreK Technology Resources  (Most Recent Oct Only) 95.0 X 109.00 = '10,355.00
‘5) " PreiE Technotogy Resources ) 13160 X 109.00 = 143,444.00
6) 9-12 Technology Resources §55.0 X 32700 = 181,485.00
n 4vo/PrekPuplls  {Most Recent Oct Only) %50 x .10 x 7011 = 66,604.50
8) K-2 Pupils 3960 x 0.10 X 7011 = 277,635.60
9" AYO/PreK Disadvantaged Targeted  {Most Recint Oct Only) T T T g x 0.05 X 7010 = 722133
10} K-8 Disadvantaged Targetnd 852 y 0.05 X 7011 = 99,976.86
a1 9-12 Disadvantaged Targeted 3 x 005 x 2468 = 44,895.96
E} isoloted Smafl School Adksstment _ )
1)  Prek8isotited Small School Adjustment = " oo
2) 912 kolated Small School Adjustment = 0.00
Section 2: Opersting Allocation Totals = 15,524,252.55

Preliminary Not Yet Enacted — Adjustments will be made to these printouts throughoist FY 20



STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 2/15/2019

ED 279
AUGUSTA 04333
sriwwwumummmusmsmmhmaum E
ORGID: 1449 RSU 05 _m-m
Section 3: Other Allocations Section: 3
A} Other Subsidizsble Costs
Base Year Inflation
1) Gifted & Talented Eipenditures from 2017 - 2018 78,208.01 X 101.70% = 7953735
2) n Special Education - EPS Allocation ~ X = 3,820,535.84
"5 . o S i Dietrict Alkcoaiien X - e i
4 - .. _ Transportation Opsrating - EPS Allocation x . . 1,212,104.00
] Approved Bus Alfocation (Purchase Year FY 19 or earfler} X & - 20453 £5
Total Other Subsidizable Costs = 5,393,189.08
B} Teacher Retirement Amount (Normaltzed Cost} 64544118
Total Adjusted Operating Allocation (Page2 ) plus Total other Subsidizabie Costs plus Teacher Retirement = 21,562,802.81
Q mmm o . . _ _ ) ) i .
1)  Town /District Payment Dete Name of Project Prindpal intarest Total
DURHAM 11/01/2019 _DU_IIHAMIIEW mmscnoou. m.l!) R + 196,618.38 = 1,083,085.38
05/03/2020 DURHAM NEW PREX-8 SCHOOL 000 + 18742123 = 1®78129
2)  TotsDebt Service Principel & Iberest Payments 895,467.00 384,039.67 1,270,506.67
3)  Approved Lease for 2018-19 RSV 05 0.00
4)  Approved Lease Purchase for 2018-19 for  .RSUOS a.00
Totd Debt Service Alocntion 1,270,506.67
Section 3 : Total Combined ABocutions (Page 2 Adjwsted Total plus Other Subsidizable phes Debt Service) = 22,533,38948

Preliminary Not Yet Enacted — Adjustiments will be made to these printouts throughout FY 20



ED 279

STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

AUGUSTA 04333
- STATE CALCULATION FOR FUNDING PUBLIC EDUCATION (Prek-12) REPORT
ID:_M RSU 05 2019 - 2020
Section: 4
Saction 4: Calculation of Required Local Contribution - M Expectation
A} Subsidizable Puplls {Excledes Supevintendent Transfers for SADs, RSUs & CSDs) by Member Municipallty
Average Subsidizable Oper., Othr Sub, & Mumidipal Debt Total Munidpal
Puplis Percantage of Tdw. Ret. ARocation Allocation Allocation Distribution
Member Mumicipality Total Puplis Distribution . Distribrution 5 3 Percentage of Pupls
Durham 5995 30.73% 6,626,273.89 + 1,270,506.67 = 7.896,780.56
Freeport 11400 58.43% 12,599,19243 + = 12,599,192 43
Pewnal -7 15 10.84% 233741648 + T ooo= ‘233741689
Toual 19510 100.00% 21,562,882.82 1,270,506.67 2,833,38948
B) State Valuztion by Member Munidpaliity
3-Yr Average or Previous Total Municipal Alocation Distribution
¥r State Veluation ] per Valuation
Momber Munidgality - Expectation . . ’“m..
Ourham 376,000,000 828 3,113,280:00
Freeport 1,526,466,667 828 ) 12,639,144.00
Povmal 236,100,000 8.28 1,954,902.00
Toul 2,138 565,667 17,707,332.00
Q Remtred loo! Comiributien = tha lesser of tha provious two clarations ©
Required Local
Total Allocation by Contribasiton by Colaiziad Simta Contribuion by Maumldschty
[Membar Midpstity Rty Monicpettty Wl Rate _{Prior v sdjustments)
Durham 7,896,780.56 - 3,113,280:00 8.28 4,783,500.56
Freeport 121599.192_-43 . }2;599:197.4? 8_.25 0.00
Pownal 233741649 - 1,954,908.00 828 382,508.49
Total 22,833,38948 17,667,380.43 5,166,009.05

Preliminary Not Yet Enacted — Adjustments will be made to these printouts throughout FY 20

2/15/2019



ED 279 STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

2/15/2019
AUGUSTA 04333
" ) STATE CALCULATION FOR FUNDING PUBLIC EDUCATION (PreK-12) REPORT -
ORG ID: 1449 RSU 05 2019 2020
Section: 5
Section 5: Totals and Adjustents
Total Aocation Loeal Conritantion State Contribution
‘&) Total Allocation, Local Contribution, and State Contribution Prior to Adjustment 22,833,389.48 17,667,380.43 5,166,009.05
4) Minknum Special Education Ad). for Towns in a RSU -1,015,214.00 1,015,214.00
6) Totals after adjustment to Local and State Contributions 22,833,38948 16,652,166.43 6,181,223.05
B) Other Adjustments to State Contribution Only
1) Plus Andit Adjustments ' . 000
2) Less Audit Adjustments 0.00
3) Less Adjustment for Unappropriated Local Contribution 000
4)  Less Adjustment for Unallocated Balance In Exceas of 3% . 0.00
5} Special Education Budgetary Hardship Adjustment 000
6 Carver & Technical Education Center Allocation 0.00
'7) Plus Long-Term Drug Trestment Canters Adjustment i ) 000
8) Reglonakzation and sfficiency assistance 56,146.20
9) Bus Refurbishing Adjustment 000"
10) Less MaineCare Seed - Private 0.00
11) Less MaineCare Seed - Public - 000
¢} Adjusted State Contribution 6,237,369.25
Local and State Percentages Prior to Adjustments : lociShare %=  77.38% State Share % = 22.62%
Local awd State Percentages After Adstmests : loclShara%=  72.93% State Share% = 27.07%
FYI': 200% EPS Allocation 2,333,388
Section F:  Adjusted Local Comtribution by Town *oets WARRANT ARTICLE **oo*
— Min. Spec. EdL RSU Adusted Locsl  Adjusted  Adjusted
Towns Ady.Sec5 Totsl Allocation  Contbution  Percentage Vil Rate
Manicipality Line A4
Durbam 0.00 7,896,780.56 311328000  1870% 828
Freeport 1,015,214.00 12,599,192.43 11,583 978.43 69.56% 7.59
Pownal 0.00 2,337,416.49 195490800  1174% 828
Totals 1,015,214.00 22,533,38948  16,652,166.43 100.00%

Prefiminary Not Yet Enacted — Adjustments will be-made to these printouts throughout FY 20



STATE OF MAINE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 2/15/2019

ED 279 AUGUSTA 04333
- - - STATE CALCULATION FOR FUNDING PUBLIC EDUCATION (PreK-12) REPORT ) - TR
ORGID: 1449 RSU 05 2019 2020
Section : 6
Section G: SCHEDULED PAYMENTS & YEAR TO DATE PAYMENTS
MONTH SuUBSIDY PAID TO DATE DEBTSERVICE  PAID TO DATE
July 2390522 " 000 0.00 0.00
August 413,905.22 0.00 0.00 0.00
September 413,905.22 0.00 0.00 0.00
October 413,905.22 0.00 0.00 0.00
Novernber : 41390522 0.00 1,083,085.38 .00
December 413,905.22 0.00 0.00 0.00
Famary ’ 41390522 0.00 0.00 “oo0
February 413,90522 a.00 0.00 0.00
Mardh 1390522 '0.00 0.00 0.00
April 413,905.22 0.00 0.00 0.00
May “a13905.2 000 16742129 0.00.
June 413,905.16 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 4,965,862.58 0.00 1,270,506:67 0.00

Preliminary Not Yet Enacted — Adjustments will be made to these printouts throughout FY 20



2020 Board Adopted Budget Handout #8
ALM Calculation Current Methodology vs Recommended Methodology

Current Recommended
2019/2020 2019/2020
Total Operating Budget 34,192,295 Total Operating Budget 34,192,295
Less: Non-Shared and State Debt Less: Non-Shared and State Debt
Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985
Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264
Shared Debt (DCS) 1,270,507 ED279 Section 6 Shared Debt (DCS) 1,270,507 ED279 Section 6
Total Non-Shared and State Debt 1,581,756 Total Non-Shared and State Debt 1,581,756
Subtotal: 32,610,539 Subtotal: 32,610,539
Less: Local Revenues Less: Local Revenues
Shared Revenue 805,500 Shared Revenue 805,500
State Aid State Aid
(less State Supported Debt Service) 4,966,862 ED279 Section 6 (less State Supported Debt Service) 4,966,862 ED279 Section 6
Total Revenues 5,772,362 Total Revenues 5,772,362
Total Amount to be Funded Locally 26,838,177 26,838,177

Local Funding Allocation

Total Amount to be Funded Locally 26,838,177 26,838,177
Less: RLC Less: RLC
Durham RLC 3,113,280 ED279 Section 4B Durham RLC 3,113,280 ED279 Section 5F
Freeport RLC 12,639,144 ED279 Section 4B Freeport RLC 12,599,192 ED279 Section 5F
Less: Min. Spec. Ed. Adj. 0 Less: Min. Spec. Ed. Adj. 1,015,214 ED279 Section 5F
Freeport Adj. RLC 12,639,144 Freeport Adj. RLC 11,583,978
Pownal RLC 1,954,908 ED279 Section 4B Pownal RLC 1,954,908 ED279 Section 5F
Total Amount Funded via RLC 17,707,332 Total Amount Funded via RLC 16,652,166 ED279 Section 5F
Equals: Total ALM Required 9,130,845 Equals: Total ALM Required 10,186,011

85% Valuation / 15% Pupil Count

ALM Cost Sharing %: ALM Cost Sharing %:
Durham 21.42% Durham 19.55%
Freeport 65.98% Freeport 69.44%
Pownal 12.60% Pownal 11.01%

100.0%
Summary by Town: Summary by Town: $ Change % Change
Durham RLC 3,113,280 Durham RLC 3,113,280 - 0.00%
Durham ALM 1,955,827 Durham ALM 1,991,749 35,921 1.84%
Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 - 0.00%
Durham Total 5,225,092 Durham Total 5,261,014 35,921 0.69%
Freeport RLC 12,639,144 Freeport RLC 11,583,978 (1,055,166) -8.35%
Freeport ALM 6,024,532 Freeport ALM 7,072,764 1,048,233 17.40%
Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 - 0.00%
Freeport Total 18,818,940 Freeport Total 18,812,007 (6,933) -0.04%
Pownal RLC 1,954,908 Pownal RLC 1,954,908 - 0.00%
Pownal ALM 1,150,487 Pownal ALM 1,121,498 (28,989) -2.52%
Pownal Total 3,105,395 Pownal Total 3,076,406 (28,989) -0.93%

10,186,011



ALM Cost Sharing %:

100% Valuation / 0% Pupil Count

ALM Cost Sharing %:

Durham 21.42% Durham 17.58%
Freeport 65.98% Freeport 71.38%
Pownal 12.60% Pownal 11.04%

100.0%
Summary by Town: Summary by Town: $ Change % Change
Durham RLC 3,113,280 Durham RLC 3,113,280 - 0.00%
Durham ALM 1,955,827 Durham ALM 1,790,891 (164,936) -8.43%
Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 - 0.00%
Durham Total 5,225,092 Durham Total 5,060,156 (164,936) -3.16%
Freeport RLC 12,639,144 Freeport RLC 11,583,978 (1,055,166) -8.35%
Freeport ALM 6,024,532 Freeport ALM 7,270,573 1,246,042 20.68%
Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 - 0.00%
Freeport Total 18,818,940 Freeport Total 19,009,816 190,876 1.01%
Pownal RLC 1,954,908 Pownal RLC 1,954,908 - 0.00%
Pownal ALM 1,150,487 Pownal ALM 1,124,546 (25,940) -2.25%
Pownal Total 3,105,395 Pownal Total 3,079,454 (25,940) -0.84%

0% Valuation / 100% Pupil Count

ALM Cost Sharing %: ALM Cost Sharing %:
Durham 21.42% Durham 30.73%
Freeport 65.98% Freeport 58.43%
Pownal 12.60% Pownal 10.84%

100.0%
Summary by Town: Summary by Town: $ Change % Change
Durham RLC 3,113,280 Durham RLC 3,113,280 - 0.00%
Durham ALM 1,955,827 Durham ALM 3,129,940 1,174,113 60.03%
Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 - 0.00%
Durham Total 5,225,092 Durham Total 6,399,205 1,174,113 22.47%
Freeport RLC 12,639,144 Freeport RLC 11,583,978 (1,055,166) -8.35%
Freeport ALM 6,024,532 Freeport ALM 5,951,846 (72,685) -1.21%
Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 - 0.00%
Freeport Total 18,818,940 Freeport Total 17,691,089 (1,127,851) -5.99%
Pownal RLC 1,954,908 Pownal RLC 1,954,908 - 0.00%
Pownal ALM 1,150,487 Pownal ALM 1,104,224 (46,262) -4.02%
Pownal Total 3,105,395 Pownal Total 3,059,132 (46,262) -1.49%

CURRENT ALM % Formula Straight ED279 RLC

ALM Cost Sharing %: ALM Cost Sharing %:
Durham 21.42% Durham 21.42%
Freeport 65.98% Freeport 65.98%
Pownal 12.60% Pownal 12.60%

100.0%
Summary by Town: Summary by Town: $ Change % Change
Durham RLC 3,113,280 Durham RLC 3,113,280 - 0.00%
Durham ALM 1,955,827 Durham ALM 2,181,844 226,016 11.56%
Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 Durham Non-Shared Debt 155,985 - 0.00%
Durham Total 5,225,092 Durham Total 5,451,109 226,016 4.33%
Freeport RLC 12,639,144 Freeport RLC 11,583,978 (1,055,166) -8.35%
Freeport ALM 6,024,532 Freeport ALM 6,720,730 696,198 11.56%
Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 Freeport Non-Shared Debt 155,264 - 0.00%
Freeport Total 18,818,940 Freeport Total 18,459,972 (358,967) -1.91%
Pownal RLC 1,954,908 Pownal RLC 1,954,908 - 0.00%
Pownal ALM 1,150,487 Pownal ALM 1,283,437 132,951 11.56%
Pownal Total 3,105,395 Pownal Total 3,238,345 132,951 4.28%



RSUS 2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT Handout #9

CURRENT METHODOLGY vs FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY

Adopted Proposed
2019-2020 2019-2020 Difference
RSU Operating Budget
Total Operating Budget $ 34,080,295 $ 34,080,295 $ -
Adult Education Budget $ 112,000 $ 112,000 $ -
Total RSU Operating Budget w/Adult Ed $ 34,192,295 $ 34,192,295 $ - 0.00%
Less: State and Non-Shared Debt
F-Non-Shared Local Debt $ 155,264  $ 155,264 $ -
D- State Supported Debt $ 1,270,507
D-Non-Shared Local Debt $ 155985 §$ 155,985 $ -
Total State and Non-Shared Debt $ 1,581,756 $ 1,581,756 $ - \
Less: Local Revenues
Shared Revenue* $ 805,500 $ 805,500 -
State Aid $ 4,966,862 [ $ 4,966,862 $ -
Total Revenues $ 5,772,362 S 5,772,362 $ -
Less: RSU Plan Required Local Contribution ~ $ 17,707,332 [ § 16,652,166 |—$—(1855;166)—> (D 270 scction 51|
Total Additional Local Monies Required $ 9,130,844 $ 10,186,010 $ 1,055,166
Net Impact to Taxation Districtwide $ 26,838,176 $ 26,838,176 $ - 0.00%
Additional Local Monies Required Distribution Per RSU Plan
Durham 21.42% vs  19.55% $ 1,955,827 $ 1,991,748 $ 35921
Freeport 65.98% vs  69.44% $ 6,024,531 $ 7,072,764 $ 1,048,233
Pownal 12.60% vs 11.01% $ 1,150,486 $ 1,121,498 $ (28,989)
Total Additional Local Monies Required $ 9,130,844 $ 10,186,010 $ 1,055,166
*Shared Revenue
Town of Freeport Hunter Road Field Maintenance $95,000
State Agency $40,000
Medicaid $50,000
Misc / Interest $19,000
Laugh & Learn $5,500
Contingency $196,000
Undesignated Fund Balance $400,000

Total Shared Revenue $805,500



RSUS 2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT

CURRENT METHODOLGY vs FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY

Handout #9

Additional Local Monies Required Distribution Per RSU Plan

Durham 21.42% vs
Freeport 65.98% vs
Pownal 12.60% vs

Total Additional Local Monies Required

Durham
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution
Non Shared Debt
Net Impact

Freeport
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies

RSU Plan Required Local Contribution
Non Shared Debt
Net Impact

Pownal
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution
Non Shared Debt
Net Impact

19.55% $
69.44% $
11.01% $

Adopted Proposed
2019-2020 2019-2020 Difference
1,955,827 $ 1,991,748 $ 35,921
6,024,531 $ 7,072,764 $ 1,048,233
1,150,486 $ 1,121,498 $  (28,989)
$ 9,130,844 $ 10,186,010 $ 1,055,166
$ 1,955,827 $ 1,991,748 $ 35,921
$ 155,985 $ 155,985 5 -
$ 5,225,092 $ 5,261,013 $ 35,921 0.69%
$ 6,024,531 $ 7,072,764 $ 1,048,233
$ 12,639,144 [ $ 11,583,978 $—(H055:166) —»
$ 155,264 $ 155,264 $ -
$ 18,818,939 $ 18,812,007 $ (6,933) _~0.04%
$ 1,150,486 $ 1,121,498 S (28,989)
$ 1,954,908 $ -
$ - $ - $ -
$ 3,105,394 $ 3,076,406 $ (28,989) -0.93%

ED 279 Section 5F



RSUS 2019-2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT Handout #10

RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY APPLIED TO 2018/2019 AND 2019/2020

Proposed Proposed
2018-2019 2019-2020 Difference
RSU Operating Budget
Total Operating Budget $ 32,946,024 $ 34,080,295 $ 1,134,271
Adult Education Budget $ 112,000 $ 112,000 $ -
Total RSU Operating Budget w/Adult Ed $ 33,058,024 $ 34,192,295 $ 1,134,271 3.43%
Less: State and Non-Shared Debt
F-Non-Shared Local Debt $ 162,486 $ 155,264 $ (7,222)
D- State Supported Debt $ 1,292,035 $ 1,270,507 $ (21,528)
D-Non-Shared Local Debt $ 198,901 $ 155,985 \$64l.216)
Total State and Non-Shared Debt $ 1,653,422 $ 1,581,756 $ (71,66@\‘
Less: Local Revenues
Shared Revenue* $ 976,136 $ 805,500 0,636)
State Aid** $ 4,659,591 § 4,966,862 $ 307,271
Total Revenues $ 5,635,727 $ 5,772,362 $ 136,635

Less: RSU Plan Required Local Contribution $ 16,617,747 | $ 16,652,166 —$—34;4-1'9——>|1‘D 279 Section 5F

Total Additional Local Monies Required*** $ 9,151,128 $ 10,186,010 $ 1,034,882

Net Impact to Taxation Districtwide $ 25,768,875 $ 26,838,176 $ 1,069,301 4.15%

Additional Local Monies Required Distribution Per RSU Plan

Durham  19.51% 19.55% $ 1,785,307 $ 1,991,748 $ 206,441

Freeport  69.48% 69.44% $ 6,357,755 § 7,072,764 $ 715,008

Pownal 11.02% 11.01% $ 1,008,066 $ 1,121,498 $ 113,432

Total Additional Local Monies Required $ 9,151,128 $ 10,186,010 $ 1,034,882
*Shared Revenue

Town of Freeport Hunter Road Field Maintenance $95,000

State Agency $40,000

Medicaid $50,000

Misc / Interest $19,000

Laugh & Learn $5,500

Contingency $196,000

Undesignated Fund Balance $400,000

Total Shared Revenue $805,500



RSUS 2019-2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT

RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY APPLIED TO 2018/2019 AND 2019/2020

Additional Local Monies Required Distribution Per RSU Plan

Durham
Freeport
Pownal

Total Additional Local Monies Required

Durham
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution
Non Shared Debt

Net Impact

Freeport
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies

RSU Plan Required Local Contribution
Non Shared Debt
Net Impact

Pownal
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution
Non Shared Debt

Net Impact

19.51%
69.48%
11.02%

Handout #10
Proposed Proposed
2018-2019 2019-2020 Difference
Last Year
Increase (%)

$ 1,785,307 S 1,991,748 $ 206,441 (per budget docs)
$ 6,357,755 S 7,072,764 $ 715,008

$ 1,008,066 S 1,121,498 $ 113,432
$ 915,128 § 10,186,010 $ 1,034,882

$ 1,785,307 S 1,991,748 $ 206,441

$ 3,095,200 18,080
$ 198,901 $ 155,985 $  (42,916)
$ 5079408 $ 5,261,013 $N_181,605  3.58% 4.13%
$ 6,357,755 $ 7,072,764 $ 715,008
$ 11,558,791 [§ 11,583,978 —8§——25;187 >
$ 162,486 S 155,264 s (1222
$ 18,079,032 $ 18,812,007 $ 732,974 _4.05% 3.78%
$ 1,008,066 S 1,121,498 $ 113,432
$ 1,963,756 $  (8,848)
$ - $ - $ -
$ 2,971,822 § 3,076,406 $ 104,584  3.52% 4.27%



