Testimony in Support of LD 183: An Act to Cap Publicly Owned Land Area at No
More than 50 Percent of Any County

Senator Talbot-Ross, Representative Pluecker, and Members of the Agriculture,
Conservation, and Forestry Committee:

Testimony Summary:

[, Dr. Matt Benner, Maine resident (Hallowell), support LD 183, which aims to cap publicly owned
land at 50% in any county, arguing it addresses economic, social, and corruption issues in Maine.

e Economic Impacts: Excessive state land ownership reduces property tax revenues, straining
budgets for essential services and limiting private enterprise opportunities, leading to job
losses in rural areas.

e Local Control: Concentrated land ownership by the state diminishes local control over land
use decisions, misaligning priorities with local needs and reducing community engagement.

e Social and Cultural Disruption: Large-scale state land acquisitions can disrupt traditional
land uses and cultural practices, particularly in indigenous and long-standing rural
communities, leading to social disarticulation.

e Lack of Transparency: Land transfers to state ownership often occur without adequate
public scrutiny, resulting in assets being acquired below their true market value and fostering
corruption.

e Monopolistic Behaviors: State-owned entities may operate with minimal checks and
balances, increasing the risk of corruption, and damage to local communities as politicians
can exploit these entities for personal gain.

e Conservation Balance: While conservation is essential, it must be balanced with the
economic and social needs of local communities, which LD 183 aims to achieve by capping
public land ownership.

e Supporting Literature: Numerous scholarly works support the argument that public
ownership can lead to inefficiencies, corruption, and authoritarian practices, emphasizing the
need for balanced approaches.



LONG VERSION OF TESTIMONY TO INCLUDE ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY:

| support this measure because of its potential for negative socio-economic impacts on
rural Maine, and the dangers it poses in terms of perpetuating corruption in Maine.

Negative Economic Impacts of Extensive State Land Ownership

While public land conservation offers environmental benefits, excessive state ownership
can have unintended economic consequences, particularly in rural areas. A significant
concern is the reduction in property tax revenues. When the state acquires large tracts
of land, these properties often become tax-exempt, leading to decreased revenue for
local governments. This reduction can strain budgets for essential services such as
education, infrastructure, and public safety.

Moreover, state ownership can limit opportunities for private enterprise, particularly in
sectors like agriculture, forestry, and mining. This restriction may lead to job losses and
hinder economic diversification in rural areas.

Impact on Local Control and Community Engagement

Concentrated land ownership, whether by private entities or the state, can lead to
diminished local control over land use decisions. When decision-making authority is
removed from local communities, land use priorities may become misaligned with local
needs and values, leading to reduced community engagement and empowerment.

Social and Cultural Considerations

Large-scale land acquisitions by the state can disrupt traditional land uses and cultural
practices, particularly in indigenous and long-standing rural communities. This
disruption may lead to social disarticulation and loss of cultural heritage.

Lack of Transparency and Undervaluation

In many instances, land transfers to state ownership occur without adequate public
scrutiny, resulting in assets being acquired below their true market value. This not only
shortchanges the public but also fosters an environment where corrupt practices can
thrive. A study highlighted in ResearchGate indicates that larger government sizes,
often associated with state ownership of enterprises, correlate with increased corrupt
activities.

Monopolistic Behaviors and Corruption



State-owned entities, due to their monopolistic nature, may operate with minimal checks
and balances, increasing the risk of corruption. The International Monetary Fund (IMF)
notes that corruption can be more prevalent in state-owned enterprises compared to
private firms, as it is easier for politicians to exploit these entities for personal gain.

Corruption in Land Transfers from Private Owners to State Owned Entities

State owned entities have historically proven to lack checks and balances given they
can act as monopolists. Large scale land transfers from individuals and private
corporations often lack transparency and true market value - ultimately the public is
short-changed true market value in the land acquisition or eventual land sale process.

Conclusion

While conservation efforts are essential, it is crucial to balance them with the economic
and social needs of local communities. LD 183 offers a balanced approach by capping
public landownership, thereby ensuring that the benefits and burdens of public lands are
distributed equitably across the state. | urge the committee to support this legislation to
promote economic vitality, local control, and social cohesion in Maine's rural
communities.
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finding that public ownership can lead to inefficiencies due to lack of proper incentives,
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This early 20th-century article analyzes the legal and practical aspects of municipal
ownership of public utilities, discussing the potential for inefficiency and the challenges
associated with public management of these services.



