
Yes onQuestion 1
Democracy shouldn’t be for

sale. That’s why I support
Question 1 on the Nov. 3 bal-
lot. Our voices should be cen-
tral, and we need to know who
is buying political advertis-
ing.

Since the U.S. Supreme
Court’s ruling in Citizens
United v. Federal Election
Commission, the lid has come
off corporate political dona-
tions and directed a rush of
money onto TV screens, air-
waves and into mailboxes. We
have a barrage of slick, expen-
sive and often deceptive mes-
sages, with sponsors hidden
from public view.

This “dark money” pays for
advertising, controls the mes-
sage and curries favor with
politicians. In 2014, $3.7 billion
was spent representing corpo-
rate boards and less than 1 per-
cent of Americans. Money
talks.

Question 1 increases fines
and penalties for those who
break election rules, increas-
es transparency by requiring
special interest groups to list
their top three funders on pur-
chased ads and strengthens
Maine’s landmark Clean Elec-
tion Act so candidates can
competitively run for office
without taking money from
special interests.

A good litmus test for the in-
tegrity of Question 1 is its strong,
broad support. Sen. Angus King
and former Sen. George Mitchell,
Maine Small Business Coalition
and independents and Greens
have endorsed Question 1. It’s
refreshing to see a good idea re-
ceive wide support.

If you haven’t yet made up
your mind, visit accountable-
elections.org. Please vote and
encourage friends, family and
neighbors to do the same. Let’s
lead the nation with a robust
voter turnout.

Caroline Pryor
Mount Desert

No onQuestion 1
In 1996, voters approved Maine

Clean Elections. It seemed like a
good idea at the time.

Voting no on this year’s Ques-
tion 1 will not change Maine’s
Clean Elections. Candidates can
still run “clean.” The big differ-
ence is that the amount of money
available to candidates running
for the Maine House or Senate
will be tripled, if they qualify for
supplemental funds.

I was confused by the word-
ing of Question 1 “to improve
the disclosure of who pays for
political ads.” After finding and
reading the referendum in its
entirety, I found that the top
three donors have to be listed in
the ad; however, if one of the top
donors is a Political Action
Committee, the title of the PAC
has to be listed but not the do-
nors to the PAC. How does this
“improve the disclosure of who
pays for political ads”?

Question 1 provides more
money for “clean” candidates
and PAC money still will not
disclosed. That is why I’m vot-
ing no on Question 1.

Wanda Lincoln
Old Town

Short-term lodging
The Rockland City Council

is crafting an ordinance to
regulate short-term lodging.

My hope is the zoning protec-
tions for residential neigh-
borhoods in Rockland will
not be gutted to appease in-
vestors who have purchased
houses, turning them into
mini-hotels.

Rockland has 83 short-term
rentals on Airbnb. Only 13 are
for lodging in an owner-occupied
residence, the most desirable
and currently legal rentals, al-
lowing residents to remain in
their homes, send their kids to
college or provide more income
for necessities. Forty-three of the
70 nonowner occupied rentals
are owned by investors who do
not live in Rockland. More than
half the short-term rental own-
ers are from as far away as Santa
Monica, California, where, by
the way, short-term rentals have
been banned.

Yes, we need and want tour-
ism. But the effects of these
mini-hotels on our community
are equally important. No guest
in one of these mini-hotels vol-
unteers at the library or food
pantry or coaches softball.
They aren’t eating or shopping
on Main Street in the dead of
winter or checking on elderly
neighbors or paying the kid
next door to shovel. They con-
tribute nothing to the fabric of
our community, only briefly oc-
cupying properties that could
be much needed long-term
housing for residents.

Without restrictions on
these mini-hotels, any residen-
tial neighborhood could be-
come the next business dis-
trict. We must speak out. Come
to the workshop at City Hall at
5:30 p.m. Wednesday, Oct. 28.
Protect your neighborhood.

Carole Black
Rockland

Election notice
The BDN will stop accepting

letters and OpEds related to
the Nov. 3 election on Wednes-
day, Oct. 28.

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

DOONESBURY GARRY TRUDEAU

T
he advocates who devised
Question 1 on the Nov. 3 bal-
lot could simply have writ-
ten a law requiring the state

spend $3 million annually on public
campaign financing, collected the
necessary signatures and put the
initiative to a vote. Instead, they also
proposed a funding mechanism that
— if acted upon — more than covers
the cost of the ballot initiative.

If Question 1 passes next month,
total funding for the state’s Clean
Election system would rise to $3 mil-
lion annually from $2 million. In
order to offset the added $1 million
cost, a legislative committee will
have to recommend the elimination
of $3 million annually in “corporate
tax expenditures” with “little or no
demonstrated economic develop-
ment benefit.”

It’s that funding mechanism that
drew opposition Thursday from the
Maine State Chamber of Commerce
and 14 other business groups.

“The business assistance pro-
grams this measure proposes to
eliminate are critical to current and
future investment in Maine,” Peter
DelGreco, president and CEO of
Maine & Company, which works to
entice businesses to locate in Maine,
said in a statement announcing the
business groups’ opposition.

“It would be a mistake to cut
Maine’s programs at this time —
these are investment-based pro-
grams that are modest, conserva-
tive, and most importantly, effec-
tive,” he said.

But a simple reading of the ballot
initiative’s text should assuage Del-
Greco’s concerns. The language that
would become state law specifies
that the tax incentives that would be
slated for elimination are those
found to be “low-performing, unac-
countable tax expenditures with lit-
tle or no demonstrated economic de-
velopment benefit.” Indeed, the tax
incentives Maine would eliminate
are precisely those that aren’t worth
it to Maine taxpayers.

The business groups’ concern
over the potential loss of $3 million
annually in tax incentive programs
would be valid if we knew for a fact,
as DelGreco and Chamber President
Dana Connors have asserted, that
Maine’s slate of tax incentive pro-
grams are indeed effective in spur-
ring economic growth.

The problem is, we have no idea.
For years, Maine policymakers

have passed new incentives, credits,
refunds and exemptions into law
with good intentions — promises of
redevelopment in economically de-
pressed areas or of job creation in
targeted industries, for example.
Lawmakers have kept those pro-

grams — worth hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in forgone revenue
each year — in state budgets year
after year.

The state has never had a system-
atic way of judging their effective-
ness — determining whether they’re
actually meeting their intent, factor-
ing into business investment deci-
sions and resulting in increased job
creation. As a result, policymakers
can’t use high-quality information
to guide their decisionmaking —
whether it’s a decision to eliminate
one program, start another based on
best practices, or rededicate the re-
sources from one ineffective incen-
tive to one that’s proving its value.

“Any efforts to monitor or oversee
these programs as an investment
portfolio would be severely under-
mined by a lack of essential infor-
mation,” OPEGA, the Legislature’s
nonpartisan accountability arm,
wrote in a 2006 report on 46 of
Maine’s major economic develop-
ment programs.

But Maine is finally taking impor-
tant steps to evaluate its incentive
programs for their effectiveness.
This year, lawmakers passed a bill
— over the attempted veto of Gov.
Paul LePage — setting up a rolling
evaluation schedule for the state’s
major incentive programs and
charging OPEGA, armed with new
staff, with undertaking the evalua-
tions.

Under Question 1, lawmakers are
to use OPEGA’s determinations to
guide their decisionmaking on pro-
grams to eliminate.

There’s reason to suspect this
funding mechanism might not work
as intended. In 2013, a task force
charged with designating $40 mil-
lion in tax expenditures for elimina-
tion in order to balance the budget,
failed. At the time, though, it didn’t
have the benefit of OPEGA’s evalua-
tion.

This time, “If we can’t or fail to
agree to a few million in cuts, we’re
in pretty sad shape,” said state Sen.
Roger Katz, R-Augusta, a Question 1
supporter.

The tax expenditures slated for
the closest scrutiny by OPEGA are
worth, at a minimum, nearly $275
million annually in forgone reve-
nue, according to estimates by
Maine Revenue Services. It’s hard to
believe that every dollar of that sum,
absent scrutiny over the years, is
being spent effectively.

Once OPEGA’s evaluations
offer more insight into the effec-
tiveness of Maine’s incentive pro-
grams, it would simply be fiscally
irresponsible for policymakers to
keep underperforming programs
on the books.

Are tAx incentives
doing their job?

I
f California is a national trend-
setter, there’s reason to be op-
timistic about the future of
voting in the U.S.

Gov. Jerry Brown, a Democrat,
recently signed a bill making Cali-
fornia the second state, after Ore-
gon, to adopt automatic voter reg-
istration. The idea is simple
enough: Since people submit offi-
cial proof of identity and residen-
cy when registering for a driver’s
license, why force them to resub-
mit it to register to vote? Califor-
nia will automatically enroll eligi-
ble drivers as voters, after giving
them the chance to opt out.

In most states, registering to
vote is simple enough: Print out a
form (or get one from a govern-
ment office) and mail it in. Twen-
ty-six states also offer online regis-
tration. Nevertheless, millions of
Americans are eligible to vote but
not registered.

Voting is more than an individ-
ual right, however. It’s a public
good, the foundation of democra-
cy. So the government has a com-
pelling interest in making regis-
tration as easy as possible.

Some states are moving in the op-
posite direction. In Arizona and
Kansas, voters must show proof of
citizenship — a birth certificate or
passport, for example — to register.

A more efficient way to ensure
that only citizens are on the voter
rolls is for government agencies to
share information. Many people
submit proof of citizenship when
getting a driver’s license. And
states like California that issue
driver’s licenses to noncitizens
also know which drivers should
not be registered to vote.

Databases can be imperfect and
errors are bound to occur. To avoid
disenfranchising any voters, those
who are flagged as possible nonciti-
zens should have the opportunity
to respond — and vote, via a sworn
affidavit ballot. By the same token,
safeguards are essential to protect
against the possibility that mis-
takes by government officials will
lead to noncitizens voting.

In general, though, more data
sharing would help election officials
clean up their voter rolls, which are
now riddled with errors.

Bloomberg View (Oct. 21)

cAliforniA’s license to vote
OpEd contributor, Hendrik

Gideonse, “LePage’s intoler-
able misdemeanors warrant
his removal”:

This is an excellent OpEd.
— RedFaced1

On the day LePage is re-
moved from office, there will be
celebrations all across Maine. I
urge the Legislature to do the
right thing — remove him be-
fore he can hurt Maine and
Mainers any more. He’s a mess,
and he’s making Maine a mess.
We can’t afford him. He de-
serves to be removed for his
very many “misdemeanors.”

— narthwoods

I don’t much care what hap-
pens to Gov. Paul LePage. Kick

his can to his beloved home
state of Florida or put him in a
federal prison, just so long as
he’s no longer here.

— StillRelaxin

Simple, direct and to the point.
The governor’s actions have led
us here; it is time for the Legisla-
ture to act. It needs to function in
accordance with the long estab-
lished mechanisms in order to
maintain civil governance.

— TS13

I am so glad a retired teacher
has decided to appoint himself
judge and jury and issue a ver-
dict that LePage is guilty of mis-
demeanors and should be re-
moved from office. I am glad
LePage is finally playing hard-
ball with the Democrats and

their union hacks in government
employment that have turned
the state into a third-world coun-
try. My only regret is he cannot
be elected for a third term, and
elected Republicans in the Legis-
lature who oppose him cannot be
recalled or at least be honest and
run as Democrats.

— Chasseur1814

With all those misdemeanors
piled up, what are we waiting
for? Start impeachment pro-
ceedings now.

— highpeaksman

It is amusing to read the
weekly whining about the gov-
ernor. No points are ever made,
just personal dislike of the gov-
ernor.

— Kaliss
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