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March 10, 2025 

 
Dear Senator Carney, Representative Kuhn, and  Honorable members of the Judiciary Committee: 

 
Re: In Favor of LD847 An Act to Prohibit Discrimination in Housing Based on Source of Income, 

Veteran Status or Military Status 
 
I am the President & CEO of the Mid-Maine Homeless Shelter & Services in Waterville. We serve low-wealth 

and vulnerable community members across Kennebec and Somerset Counties. As you will recall, this time last 

week I was here urging you to vote ought to pass on LD521. I am here to do the same for LD847.  

 

Source of Income (SOI) laws lean into the idea that market-based housing solutions are preferable to 

government-owned housing. Rental subsidies in the form of housing vouchers make sure that low- and no-

income households are free to select housing in the neighborhoods that best meet their needs. The flagship 

voucher program – s.8 also known as the Housing Choice Voucher – was passed by Congress in 1974 and has 

provided freedom and flexibility to tens of thousands of tenants over the last 50 year.  

 

In Maine, this program is highly inefficient because the Maine Supreme Court decision in Dussault v RRE 

Coach Lantern Holdings, LLC (2014) which allowed landlords to reject a voucher out of “business necessity”. 

This means that while landlords cannot say they refuse to consider a voucher, they may refuse to accept the 

voucher lease  addendum out of business necessity. In effect, Dussault legitimizes de facto disparate impact 

discrimination in contravention of the Fair Housing Act 1968 and the Maine Human Rights Act.  

 

The business necessity defense to an act of disparate impact discrimination should turn on whether the 

discriminatory act is necessary to sustain business operations. It should not simply be the case that landlords can 

refuse an addendum because out of perceived inconvenience. Rather, the defense of business necessity should 

only apply when a landlord can demonstrate that refusing the addendum is necessary to preserve the viability of 

their business operations.  

 

So far, what no one has demonstrated is how the addendum adversely impacts business operations. I  have 

attached a copy of the addendum for your consideration, and while lengthy at 5 pages, on review, it consists of 

standard language which, in many cases, favors landlords. For example, see the  requirement that only named 

household members may occupy the unit, and new people may not be added without consent; or in s.8c4, that 

the landlord may terminate for criminal activity or alcohol abuse even if a household member has not been 

arrested or convicted of a crime. How can any landlord argue business necessity in these circumstances? 

 

When using a business necessity defense, landlords must demonstrate that the discrimination is 

necessary to achieve a legitimate purpose . Consider, for example, a case where a landlord 
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discriminates based on family status by limiting access to community amenities like a swimming pool 

without adult supervision. There is no question that an accident, injury, or death to a child would result 

in legal action, and therefore the “no children rule” is one of business necessity.  

 

There is nothing in the HUD addendum that rises to this level. Landlords are concerned that the 

addendum will pose an inconvenience, but that doesn’t rise to the standard of necessity. Contrast the 

effect of indiscriminate use of the business necessity defense: most affordable housing remains out of 

reach of low-income households, homelessness continues to rise, and where there are children in the 

household, the state continues to fail to meet its obligation to leverage all available resources to 

support low-wealth families especially those who are child welfare involved.  

 

It has been the intention of the Maine Human Rights Act that people in receipt of rental subsidy should 

not be denied access to housing simply because their voucher requires a lease addendum. If, as the 

Court stated in Dussault, the language of the Maine Human Rights Act requires updating, then for the 

avoidance of all doubt, I urge you to make that correction, and vote ought to pass on LD847.  

 
Kind regards, 
 

Dr. Katie Spencer White 

President & CEO, Mid-Maine Homelessness & Services 

 

Katie@shelterme.org 

(207) 692-4421 
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Appendix A: Typical Private Listing for an Apartment 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Appendix B: HUD Addendum 
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