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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.
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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.
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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.
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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
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Current Cost Sharing Method
Required Local Contribution1 + Local Cost Sharing2 + Total Outside Contribution to the RSU3

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

2. Local Cost Sharing includes:

● Amount raised above Required Local Contribution to meet Mil Expectation (i.e., ED 279 

Section 4.B. minus 4.C.)

● 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.  

● Subsidy (i.e., Difference between EPS Cost Allocation and Required Local Contribution by 

Municipality per ED 279 Section 4)

● Minimum Special Education Adjustment per ED 279 Section 5.A.4.

● Any Other Adjustments in 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]. 7



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). 8



Current Cost Sharing Method vs Overarching Goals
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GOAL YES NO

Transparent & Easily Understood ✔

Variable ✔

Fair ✔

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:
● Relative state valuations, representing each member municipality’s ability to raise revenue;

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

● 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). 10



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). 11



Evaluation of Cost-Sharing Factors
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Required Local Contribution Additional Local Money

Minimum Special Education Adjustment State Valuation 

Calculated Mil Rate Pupil Counts

Mil Expectation Population

Tax Increment Financing (TIFs)

Historical Spending

Median Household Income



Recommended Cost-Sharing Method
The Finance Committee Recommends:

● Total Required Local Contribution:
○ 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).

● Additional Local Money based on the following Cost-Sharing Formula:
○ 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.

● Total Outside Contribution to the RSU revised to exclude Min. Spec. Ed. Adj.
13



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.
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GOAL YES NO

Transparent & Easily Understood ✔

Variable ✔

Fair ✔

Not Overly Burdensome to Any Individual 
Town

✔



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:
● Amount raised above Required Local Contribution to meet Mil Expectation (i.e., 

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

● 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 Allocation in 
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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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 RSU5 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, 
 

 
Sarah B. Tracy 
Freeport Town Council Chair 
 
Cc:   Pownal Board of Selectmen (and women) (via email) 
  Durham Board of Selectmen (and women) (via email) 
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ALM Cost-Sharing Factors
Pros & Cons

Valuation Pupil Count

Pros Cons Pros Cons
Consistent with Statewide 
practice of allocating tax 
burden

Does not account for usage Driver of usage
Could create more drastic 
swings

Easily accessible
Does not necessarily 
correlate with income of 
residents

Easily understood
Does not take into account 
effinciencies in Overhead

Indicative of ability to pay Readily available

Population Tax Increment Financing (TIFs)

Pros Cons Pros Cons

Measure of voting power
Difficult to determine (only 
counted at 10-year census)

True value of each town Not easily understood

Not a measure of usage Not easily determined

Not a measure of ability to 
raise funds

May not be an apples-to-
apples comparison

Historical Spending Median Household Income

Pros Cons Pros Cons

Helped minimize spikes 
during RSU transition

No longer relevant after 10 
years of RSU experience

Indicator of individual 
residents' ability to pay

Typically dated info

Static
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 
 
1. 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.  

2. Definitions 
 

A. Arm’s length 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. Just value.  “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. 

 
3. 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.   

 
4. 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 
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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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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
(less State Supported Debt Service) 4,966,862 ED279 Section 6

State Aid
(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



100% Valuation / 0% Pupil Count

ALM Cost Sharing %: 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%



 RSU5 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$           1,270,507$           -$                
D-Non-Shared Local Debt 155,985$              155,985$              -$                

Total State and Non-Shared Debt 1,581,756$           1,581,756$           -$                
ED 279 Section 6

Less: Local Revenues
Shared Revenue* 805,500$              805,500$              -$                

State Aid 4,966,862$           4,966,862$           -$                
Total Revenues 5,772,362$           5,772,362$           -$                

Less: RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 17,707,332$         16,652,166$         (1,055,166)$    ED 279 Section 5F

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$           35,921$          
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

1



 RSU5 2020 BOARD OF DIRECTORS' ADOPTED BUDGET IMPACT Handout #9

CURRENT METHODOLGY vs FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY

Adopted Proposed
2019-2020 2019-2020 Difference

Additional Local Monies Required Distribution Per RSU Plan
Durham 21.42% vs 19.55% 1,955,827$           1,991,748$           35,921$          
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$     

Durham 
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies 1,955,827$           1,991,748$           35,921$          
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 3,113,280$           3,113,280$           -$                
Non Shared Debt 155,985$              155,985$              -$                

Net Impact 5,225,092$           5,261,013$           35,921$          0.69%

Freeport 
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies 6,024,531$           7,072,764$           1,048,233$     
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 12,639,144$         11,583,978$         (1,055,166)$    ED 279 Section 5F
Non Shared Debt 155,264$              155,264$              -$                

Net Impact 18,818,939$         18,812,007$         (6,933)$           -0.04%

Pownal 
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies 1,150,486$           1,121,498$           (28,989)$         
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 1,954,908$           1,954,908$           -$                
Non Shared Debt -$                     -$                      -$                

Net Impact 3,105,394$           3,076,406$           (28,989)$         -0.93%

2



 RSU5 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$              (42,916)$        

Total State and Non-Shared Debt 1,653,422$          1,581,756$           (71,666)$        
ED 279 Section 6

Less: Local Revenues
Shared Revenue* 976,136$             805,500$              (170,636)$       

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$         34,419$          ED 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

1



 RSU5 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

Last Year
Additional Local Monies Required Distribution Per RSU Plan Increase (%)

Durham 19.51% 19.55% 1,785,307$          1,991,748$           206,441$        (per budget docs)
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$     

Durham 
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies 1,785,307$          1,991,748$           206,441$        
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 3,095,200$          3,113,280$           18,080$          
Non Shared Debt 198,901$             155,985$              (42,916)$        

Net Impact 5,079,408$          5,261,013$           181,605$        3.58% 4.13%

Freeport 
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies 6,357,755$          7,072,764$           715,008$        
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 11,558,791$        11,583,978$         25,187$          ED 279 Section 5F
Non Shared Debt 162,486$             155,264$              (7,222)$          

Net Impact 18,079,032$        18,812,007$         732,974$        4.05% 3.78%

Pownal 
RSU Plan Additional Local Monies 1,008,066$          1,121,498$           113,432$        
RSU Plan Required Local Contribution 1,963,756$          1,954,908$           (8,848)$          
Non Shared Debt -$                     -$                     -$               

Net Impact 2,971,822$          3,076,406$           104,584$        3.52% 4.27%

2


