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Achieving this vision requires a vibrant and sustainable economy
supported by vital communities and a healthy environment.
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2008 Performance Measures of the
Maine Economic Growth Council
ECONOMY

COMMUNITY

Prosperity
1.
2.
3.
4.

Per Capita Personal Income
Gross Domestic Product
Employment
Multiple Job Holding

Business Innovation
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Research and Development
Expenditures
International Exports
High Speed Internet Subscribers
New Business Starts
Manufacturing Productivity

Skilled and Educated Workers
10.

ȱȱĴ

Civic Assets
17. ěȱ 

Disparities
18. Poverty
19. Gender Income Disparity

Health and Safety
20. Chronic Disease
21. Health Insurance Coverage

ENVIRONMENT
Preservation

Business Climate
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

22. Conservation Lands

Cost of Doing Business
Cost of Health Care
Cost of Energy
State and Local Tax Burden
Transportation Infrastructure
On-the-job Injuries and Illnesses
(Reported)

Stewardship
23. Sustainable Forest Lands

Access
24. Population of Service Center
Communities

Key to Symbols
GOLD STARS & RED FLAGS

PROGRESS SYMBOLS

Determining which performance measures receive Gold
Stars and Red Flags are judgments made by members of
the Maine Economic Growth Council. These determinations
Ěȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
of the best data available and the experienced perspective
of Growth Council members. Generally, criteria are as
follows:

ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ Ěȱ ȱ  ȱ ȱ  ¢ȱ
from the benchmarks. The benchmarks are established by the
Growth Council and determining progress is done objectively
each year by reviewing the most recent trend. The Growth
Council does not use a uniform methodology in creating
benchmarks. Criteria for applying the progress symbols are
as follows:

Exceptional performance.
Very high national standing and/or established trend
towards dramatic improvement.
ȱĴǯ
Very low national standing and/or established trend
towards dramatic decline. In some cases, there is
ǰȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱĴǯ

We have moved toward the benchmark since last
available data.
We have moved away from the benchmark since last
available data.
ȱęȱȱȱ ¢ȱȱȱ
available data.
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INVESTING FOR THE FUTURE
Portfolio managers design a long-term investment plan to generate the return their
ȱȱȱ£ȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
investment plan, to weather periodic storms and to stay focused. This is good advice for
Maine. In order for residents and businesses to prosper in this economy we must adopt
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱ£ȱȱǯȱȱȱȱǰȱ
patience and focus.
Despite uncertain national and global economies, we must continue to make the targeted
investments that grow and strengthen the Maine economy. Deferring these investments in
the short-term will have greater costs down the road. This is particularly true considering
competitor states and regions will continue with their plans regardless of Maine’s actions
and make it harder to achieve our goals.
In this 14th edition of Measures of Growth in Focus, 24 indicators were chosen to give the
reader a comprehensive picture of the Maine economy. There are indicators of concern
as well as indicators that show progress. Overall, the report shows areas of opportunity
– opportunities to improve as well as opportunities to continue to build upon success.
A SLOW ECONOMY
Nationally, the fallout from the sub-prime mortgage market is still playing out and
there is talk of a recession. Meanwhile, the Maine economy continues to slowly grow.
Employment, state gross domestic product, exports and productivity grew slightly
since the last report but, in most cases, at slower rates than the nation or region. As
policymakers address these issues, there are areas the state can improve upon and build
from to strengthen our position.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT
ȱ  ȱȱęȱęȱȱȱȱȱĴǯȱȱȱ
indicators measure inputs, costs and resources critical to business and community
vitality.
Cost of Health Care: rising costs threaten the health of Maine communities and
businesses.
Cost of Energy: rising costs compromise the sustainability of Maine manufacturers and
deplete scarce resources of our residents.
Transportation Infrastructure: ȱȱȱȱ ȱȱĜǰȱȬ
consuming and expensive. This limits businesses’ ability to expand and remain.
Per Capita Personal Income: Ĵȱ ǰȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱ
indicator that fewer are prospering in this economy.
State and Local Tax Burden:ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
Ĝ¢ȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱǯ
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OPPORTUNITIES TO BUILD

ȱ  ȱȱęȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱ
positive outcomes for health, business, and the environment. These are indicators that
deserve continued support and investment to ensure the same outcomes and should be
viewed as opportunities to build upon existing successes.
Health Insurance Coverage: Maine continues to invest in the health of its residents and
to provide access to health care.
Conservation Lands: the tradition of protecting Maine lands and their mix of uses for
future generations continues and still enjoys statewide support.
New Business Starts: ȱȱ ȱ¢ǰȱ ȱȱ ȱȱȱęȱ
opportunity for Maine entrepreneurs.
Sustainable Forest Lands: industry and the resource community enjoy continued success
in the management of Maine’s forests, protecting one of Maine’s greatest natural assets.
INVEST IN MAINE CHILDREN FOR THE GREATEST RETURN
In addition to the indicators above, there are a number of other measures within the
ȱȱȱȱ ȱ¢ǯȱȱȱȱȱȱĴȱȱȱ  ȱȱȱ
year was Poverty. Although, overall, Maine’s poverty rate remains steady and below
the national average, there is a disturbing trend within the data – there are more Maine
children living in poverty.
In six years, the poverty rate for Maine children ages 0-5 went from under 14% to over 23%,
surpassing the national average. These are the critical formative years that determine, in
large part, a child’s ability to succeed as an adult. Investing early saves taxpayers much
ȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱ¡ǰȱȱȱȱȱęȱȱȱ
productive adults in the workforce. The Growth Council urges readers to consider
ȱ ěȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ  ȱ ȱ ǰȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
investment plan in Maine’s children will help us move toward the 24 benchmarks listed
in this report.
ȱ  ȱ ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ęȱ ȱ ŗŚth edition of Measures of Growth in Focus
ȱȱȱ ȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱ ¢ȱȱ£ȱȱȱ¢ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱ£ǯ
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1. Personal Income
Benchmark: Maine’s national rank among the 50 states on per capita
personal income will reach 25th by 2010.
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Data Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Per Capita Personal Income Unchanged, but Maine’s National Ranking Falls
Per capita personal income is the income received from all sources, divided by the state’s population.
Sources of income include wages, salary, supplements, rents, dividends, interest, and transfer
payments. In 2006, Maine’s per capita personal income was $31,931, ranking 39th among all states.
This represents a fall from the previous year’s ranking of 35th.
ȱ ȱ ȱ ǻȱ ȱ ĚǼǰȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ęȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ȯȱ ȱ
per capita income remained essentially the same. As other states have experienced income growth,
however, Maine has slowly moved away from the national average over the last three years. In 2003,
Maine per capita personal income was just over 91% of the national average. By 2006, it was just over
87% of the national average.
As the table on the next page shows, regionally, New England’s average per capita personal income
was $44,252, 18% higher than the national average of $36,629, and 28% higher than Maine. Connecticut,
Ĵǰȱ ȱ ǰȱȱ ǰȱȱȱȱĴȱȱǯ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱ£ȱȱȱȱĚȱ
of economic growth and prosperity. Higher incomes stimulate consumer spending, create greater
savings, and can lower tax burden and household debt. Higher incomes allow people to secure
ǰȱěȱȱǰȱȱȱȱǯ
The Growth Council has set the goal of Maine ranking 25th in per capita personal income by 2010.
The Council believes that a rank of 25thȱȱĴǲȱȱȱŘŞth nationally in 1989.
(continued on next page)
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1. Personal Income (continued)

2006 Per Capita
Personal Income
and National Rank
New England States
86
1(
CT
MA
NH
RI
VT
ME

,QFRPH
5DQN


$50,787
1
$46,255
3
$39,655
7
$37,261
17
$34,623
23
$31,931
39

Data Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

The graph below shows that Maine has closed the income gap with the U.S. from 1970 to 2006.
However, in recent years that gap has widened. In 2006, the gap was 12.8%. This is an increase from
the previous year when the gap was 10.7% and an increase from a high in 2003 when the gap was only
8.7%.

3HU&DSLWD3HUVRQDO,QFRPH*DS
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Data Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
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2. Gross Domestic Product
Benchmark: Maine’s Gross Domestic Product growth will outpace
New England and U.S.
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Data Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Maine GDP* Grows – Not as Fast as New England and the Nation
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is the value added in production by labor and property located in a
state. It is a fundamental measure of economic health and the primary determinant of the extent to
which an economy is growing or in recession. The sum of value added in all industry sectors totals
GDP.
Ȃȱ ȱ¡ȱȱ ȱǻȱȱĚǼȱ
of 1.9% from 2005 to 2006. During the same time period, New
England and U.S. GDP grew at 2.5% and 3.4% respectively.
Maine’s economy, as well as the regional and national
economies, experienced greater growth in 2006 than in the
ȱ¢ǯȱȱŘŖŖŗȱȱŘŖŖŜǰȱȱęȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱ
since the last recession, Maine’s GDP experienced real growth
ȱŗŖǯŝƖǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȂȱŗŚǯŞƖȱ ȱǰȱȱĴȱ
than the 9.9% regional growth for that same time period.
The table to the right shows the relative contribution to GDP
by major industry sector in Maine. Real estate, Government
ȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ ȬęĞȱ
(40%) of total output in 2006. This is approximately $15.7
ǯȱȱȱęĞȱȱǞŞǯŗȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱǯȱȱȱęȱȱ¡ȱ ȱȱ
their contribution to GDP. Construction, Utilities and Other
Services all experienced declines.

5HDO*URVV'RPHVWLF3URGXFWE\0DMRU
,QGXVWU\6HFWRU0DLQH

*'3
0LOOLRQVRI RI
,QGXVWU\6HFWRU
'ROODUV 7RWDO
$5,438
14%
Real estate
$5,189
13%
Manufacturing
$5,125
13%
Government
$4,149
10%
Health Care
$4,075
10%
Retail Trade
$2,613
6%
Finance and Insurance
$2,172
5%
Wholesale Trade
$1,978
5%
Professional/tech Services
$1,753
4%
Construction
$1,411
4%
Information
$1,219
3%
Lodging and Food Services
$895
2%
Admin. and Waste Services
$892
2%
Trans. and Warehousing
$800
2%
Utilities
$790
2%
Other Services
$646
2%
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing
$373
1%
Management
$350
1%
Educational Services
$334
1%
Arts, Entertainment, Rec.
$5
0%
Mining
$40,207 100%
Total GDP


&KDQJH

2.9%
1.9%
0.8%
2.9%
2.7%
1.0%
0.0%
3.5%
-1.7%
4.4%
2.6%
5.2%
0.2%
-2.1%
-1.6%
14.7%
1.6%
0.0%
2.8%
0.0%
1.9%

*Until recently, this indicator was noted as Gross State Product (GSP). The Bureau of Economic Analysis has since changed GSP to “GDP by state”.
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3. Employment
Benchmark: Employment as measured by the number of total jobs
will increase each year.
Average Annual Nonfarm Wage and Salary Employment*
by Industry Sector 1990-2006
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Data Source: Maine Department of Labor, Center for Workforce Research and Information

Maine Employment Continues to Grow Slowly
ȱŘŖŖśȱȱŘŖŖŜǰȱȱȱřǰŖŖŖȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱŖǯśƖȱȱȱȱȱęĞȱȱ
year of growth ranging from 0.2% to 0.7%.
As the table on the following page highlights, sectors that experienced the greatest growth from 2005
to 2006 were Professional and Business Services (3.6%), Construction (2.6%), Educational Services
(2.2%), Health Care and Social Assistance (1.5%), Leisure and Hospitality (1.2%), and TransportationWarehousing-Utilities (1.2%). Together they accounted for approximately 5,300 jobs.
The three sectors that posted losses were Government (-0.4%), Financial (-1.5%), and Manufacturing
(-2.3%). Maine’s manufacturing sector continued to shrink in 2006, losing 1,400 jobs from the previous
year. Manufacturing employment has fallen steadily from 1990 to 2006. In 1990 manufacturing was
17.4% of Maine’s total employment and by 2006 it was 9.8% of total employment. These losses are
consistent with national trends. In a global economy, companies are able to move to parts of the world
where costs are lower. Additionally, remaining competitive means improving productivity. This can
lead to less labor being needed to complete the manufacturing process.
Maine’s current investments in areas such as job training, education, and research and development
(R&D) are intended to grow a new knowledge-based economy to replace jobs lost in the state’s
traditional manufacturing sector. Some of the state’s investments in R&D have begun to create new
manufacturing niches, such as composite building materials. R&D investment has also strengthened
existing industries such as boat building, wood products, and textiles.
(continued on next page)
Șȱ¢ȱęȱȱȱȱȱȬȱ ȱȱ¢ȱ ȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱŗŘth of the month.
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3. Employment (continued)

Employment Growth by Sector 2005-2006
Sector
Manufacturing
Retail Trade
Health Care and Social Assistance
Leisure and Hospitality
Government
Natural Resource and Mining
Construction
Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Information
Financial
Professional and Business Services
Educational Services
Other Services

Jobs Gained
-1,400
100
1,400
700
-400
0
800
200
100
0
-500
1,800
400
-200

Growth
-2.3%
0.1%
1.5%
1.2%
-0.4%
0.0%
2.6%
1.2%
0.5%
0.0%
-1.5%
3.6%
2.2%
-1.0%

3,000

0.5%

Total
Data Source: Maine Department of Labor, Center for Workforce Research and Information

ȱȱ¢Șǰȱ¢ȱęȱȱǰȱęȱȱȱȱ
that require an in-depth knowledge of the theories and principles underlying the technology, has
grown in Maine. According to the Center for Business and Economic Research at the University of
Southern Maine, high tech jobs grew by over 3% between 2004 and 2005. This was greater than the
growth of high tech jobs in both New England and the nation for that same time period. These jobs
¢ȱĴȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱ¢ǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
of Labor's 2006 State Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates, the average hourly wage for
all occupations was $16.90. The average hourly wage for Computer and Mathematical Science
occupations ranged from $18.39 to $33.57.
ȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱǭȱȱȱȱȱ ǲȱ ǰȱ
failing to make the investment virtually assures poor future employment prospects. Large economies
such as India and China have growing knowledge sectors and considerably lower overhead costs,
making Maine’s focus on creating high-quality, unique products and services (produced and delivered
by “knowledge” workers) essential in order for the state to be competitive.

Șęȱȱ ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱǯǯȱȱȱǰȱȱȱřşȱ ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ
industries.

8 Prepared by the Maine Development Foundation for the Maine Economic Growth Council, February 2008

4. Multiple Job Holding
Benchmark: Maine’s multiple job holding rate will decline to the
U.S. rate.
3HUFHQWRI:RUNHUV+ROGLQJ0XOWLSOH-REV
86DQG0DLQH


%HQFKPDUN
0DLQH VPXOWLSOHMREKROGLQJ
UDWHZLOOGHFOLQHWRWKH86
UDWH

0DLQH
8QLWHG6WDWHV



SHUFHQWRIZRUNHUV


:LGHQLQJ
*DS
































Data Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the Maine Department of Labor, Center for Workforce Research
and Information

Maine's Multiple Job Holding Rate Increases
Multiple job holders hold two or more jobs during a given period or they are self-employed in addition
to holding other jobs. In 2006, 8.2% of all Maine workers were multiple job holders. This rate was 1.5
times greater than the national rate of 5.2% for that same time period. Maine’s multiple job holding
rate has been higher than the U.S. rate since 1995 and the gap has slowly widened over the last few
years, moving away from the benchmark.
The Growth Council views this measure as a proxy for job quality in Maine. The relatively higher
multiple job holding rate in Maine suggests that many jobs are not paying a livable wage or providing
ȱęȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ ȱǯȱ
The latest national data provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicates that in 2001, 28% of
ȱ ȱ ȱ  ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ěȱ ǯȱ ȱ
ȱȱȱ¡ȱ¢ǰȱȱěȱ¡ǰȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱǯ
The Maine Department of Labor suggests two reasons why Maine's rate is higher than the national
rate: high degree of seasonal work and growth in retail trade and other services where part-time work
is prevalent. They also state that it is possible that the rate at which workers hold more than one job in
ȱȱȱ¡ȱȱ¢ȱěȱȱ¡ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱ¢ȱ ȱȱ ȱȱȱ ǯȱȱȱ¢ȱěȱȱȱ
parents are forced to spend more time at work and less time at home.
ȱȱĚǰȱȱȱ¡ǰȱȱ ȱ ȱ¡ȱ¢ȱ ȱȱȱ
¢Ȭȱęȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯ
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5. Research and Development Expenditures
Benchmark: Total R&D spending as a percent of GDP in Maine
will increase to 3% by 2010.
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Data Source: PolicyOne Research

Research and Development Spending Remains Steady – Increased Investment Needed
Total R&D investment was 0.9% of GDP in Maine in 2004. This represents no change from the previous
year and does not move the indicator closer to the benchmark. Recent bonds approved by Maine
voters, as well as new legislation mandating minimum growth rates in state R&D investment, should
start to move this indicator forward in coming years.
This measure compares Maine with other EPSCoR states (Experimental Program to Stimulate
Competitive Research - a joint program of the National Science Foundation and 22 states, including
Maine), in the U.S. and New England. From 1987 to 2004, Maine has remained below the nation and
the region on this measure. This is also true for EPSCoR states, but the gap is narrower.
The Growth Council considers the 3% benchmark the minimum investment necessary to expand
Maine’s innovation-driven economy and increase competitiveness with the U.S. The Growth Council
believes that a benchmark set at the New England rate was unrealistic, given that the Boston area is
one of the R&D capitals of the country. Greater R&D investment, particularly from Maine’s private
industry, will be necessary to achieve the goal.
ȱ  ȱ ǭȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ȭȱ ȱ ęǰȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ĵȱ
jobs and increased government revenues. R&D performance is a key measure for gauging Maine’s
competitiveness in the new knowledge economy. To date, Maine has ranked low among all states in
this indicator.
(continued on next page)
ȘȱŗşşŝȬŘŖŖŖǰȱȱ¢ȱȬ¢ȱǲȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ Ȭ¢ȱǯ
**Please note there is no Maine data available for 1991
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5. Research and Development Expenditures (continued)
5 'E\3HUIRUPDQFH6HFWRU±
,QGXVWU\
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Data Source: PolicyOne Research

ǭȱȱȱȱǱȱȬȬęȘǰȱǰȱȱȱ ¢ǯȱȱȱȱȱǰȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ǰȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ǭȱ ȱ ȱ ȬȬęȱ ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȬȬęȱȱȱǭǯȱȱǰȱȱ
would like more R&D occurring in the private sector. When industry invests in and performs R&D in
ǰȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ£ȱȱěȱȱȱǯȱȱȱ ȱȱ
to wealth and job creation, growing the Maine economy.

ȘȬȬęȱȱ¢ȱȱ ȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ
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6. International Exports
Benchmark: Maine’s international exports will grow faster than U.S.
international exports.
,QWHUQDWLRQDO([SRUWV86DQG0DLQH ,QGH[HGIURP 
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Data Source: Maine International Trade Center

U.S. Exports Grew Faster than Maine’s in 2007
The Maine International Trade Center reports that Maine exported $2.7 billion of commodities in 2007.
This was an increase of 3.5% from 2006. This was less than the national growth of 10.9%. Over the
past 17 years, the trend in growth of exports for Maine and the nation have been the same. In today’s
global economy, international markets represent
opportunities for growth for Maine businesses
Major Exported Commodities, 2007
and in turn the Maine economy. It is important
in Millions of $
for Maine businesses to have access and the
ability to meet demand in these markets.
2007 Percent
By commodity grouping, both of Maine’s natural
resource-based industries saw declines in exports.
Forest Products and Fish/Crustaceans/Aquatic
Invertebrates were down from the previous year
by 1.8% and 5.1% respectively. Exports of Electric
Machinery were up by 4.7% from the previous
year. Both Industrial Machinery/Computers and
Ships/Boats/Floating Structures exports also
improved from the previous year.

Commodity

2007

of Total

Forest Products Sub-Total
Paper & Paperboard
Wood and Articles of Wood
Pulp of Wood etc.
Electric Machinery, etc.; Sound
Equip; TV Equip; Pts
Fish, Crustaceans & Aquatic
Invertebrates
Industrial Machinery, Including
Computers

855
312
277
266

31%
11%
10%
10%

842

31%

185

7%

132

5%

16

1%

688
2,718

25%
100%

The top consumers of Maine exports continue to
Ships, Boats, & Floating Structures
be Canada (32%), Malaysia (26%), the Republic of
Korea (5%), Mainland China (5%), and Japan (4%). Other
The remaining 28% of exports are purchased by Total Exports
over 100 countries worldwide.
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7. High6.Speed
Internet Exports
Subscribers
International
(continued)
Benchmark: Maine will reach the New England level of high speed
internet subscribers by 2010.
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Data Source: PolicyOne Research

High Speed Connectivity Improves – But More Investment Needed to be Competitive
There were approximately 231 high speed internet subscribers per 1,000 residents in Maine in 2006.
This represents growth of 42% from the previous year and growth of 1,025% since 2000.
Relative to the region and nation, Maine trails behind in this measure. This gap increased between
2005 and 2006 and moved us farther away from the benchmark. In 2006, there were 334 subscribers
per 1,000 residents in New England and 276 in the nation. This represents growth of 57% and 60%
respectively from the previous year.
ȱȱȱȱȱȱ Ȭ¢ȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱ¢ȱěȱȱ
residents and businesses but those all over the state, living in pockets just outside of internet and cable
service areas. Service providers make infrastructure investments based on population numbers. They
Ğȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ ȱ¢ȱȱǯȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ
customers to live within a certain distance of this infrastructure. Beyond this distance, customers are
unable to receive the service. This applies to both wire and wireless service. There are other options
available, such as satellite service, but the user may need to make a substantial upfront investment.
Expansion of internet and telecommunication technology is essential for economic growth and the
well being of Maine’s residents. This technology allows companies to compete in the greater global
economy and provides opportunities for Maine’s entrepreneurs to live in communities across the
state and make a living. This technology also creates educational opportunities, improves health
care delivery, and keeps people connected with the rest of the world, regardless of where they live.
Investments in all forms of connectivity infrastructure are critical as Maine seeks to integrate and
compete in the global economy.
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8. New Business Starts
Benchmark: Maine’s rate of growth in new business starts will outpace the New England rate.
Changes in Annual Business Starts
3-Year Moving Averages

20%
1HZ(QJODQG
15%

0DLQH
Benchmark:
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Data Source:ȱǯǯȱȱȱǰȱĜȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ ěȱ

Maine New Business Starts Gaining Ground
In 2006, 4,497 new businesses started in Maine. This is an increase of 5.5% from the previous year,
ȱȱĴȱȱȱ ȱȱȱ ȱ ȱȱȱ ȱ ȱ¢ȱřǯŗƖȱȱȱ
same period. Maine lagged behind New England in this measure from the late 1990s until the early
part of this decade. As the table shows, in two of the past three years, Maine’s growth has outpaced
New England activity.
It is important to note that this measure does not consider the number of
business failures, acquisitions or mergers. It is the number of businesses
each year that are a “new registration” with the state, or an applicant
for a new account number with the state’s Department of Employment
¢ǯȱǰȱȱȱȱȱĚȱ¢ȱ ȱȱȱ
have at least one employee other than the owner. New business starts are
important because they can add jobs to the economy. They are also an
indicator of economic vitality.
One subset of this indicator is micro-businesses (1-4 employees) which
accounted for just over 21% of employment in Maine in 2004 and 2005.
Maine micro-businesses grew by 2% during that time period, slightly less
than the 3% U.S. growth.
Another subset of this indicator measures entrepreneurial activity or
businesses started by those 20 to 64 in age who have not previously owned
ȱ ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ Ȃȱ ȱ
Index, Maine out-performed both New England and the U.S. in recent
years. New entrepreneurial activity is a positive indicator of economic
vitality and innovation.

Annual Growth
ME
NE
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

-11.1%
-11.2%
8.5%
5.9%
-1.8%
12.4%
-3.0%
18.7%
-3.0%
-2.5%
2.5%
-10.0%
-5.4%
-9.8%
6.2%
-1.2%
5.5%

-12.3%
0.3%
-31.2%
47.3%
6.5%
-0.4%
2.0%
8.0%
-6.2%
-1.2%
7.7%
-5.9%
5.9%
-7.1%
3.6%
0.5%
-3.1%

14 Prepared by the Maine Development Foundation for the Maine Economic Growth Council, February 2008

9. Manufacturing Productivity
Benchmark: The value added per manufacturing worker in Maine
will increase to within 15% of the value added per manufacturing
worker in the U.S. by 2010.
Value Added per Manufacturing Worker
U.S. and Maine 1990-2006
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Data Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Gap Remains Wide Between Maine and U.S. Manufacturing Productivity*
In 2006, a manufacturing sector worker in Maine produced on average $79,362 of product. This
represents an increase of $2,561 from the previous year, or a 3.3% increase. During the same time
period, U.S. manufacturing productivity experienced growth of $3,715 per worker or a 3.6% increase
for a per worker contribution of $106,582.
While both Maine and the United States have experienced consistent increases in worker productivity
over time, the current gap in productivity between the United States and Maine is wide at 26 percentage
points, a one point increase from the previous year. This measure continues to move away from
the benchmark and is a source of concern. In order for Maine manufacturers to remain competitive
they must improve their productivity. If they do not, they will lose business to those companies that
can. This has serious implications for the Maine economy. Even though manufacturing employment
continues to decline, the overall contribution to GDP is still large at 13%. This measure primarily
Ěȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
product. These investments must be made if Maine is to close the gap with the U.S.
ȱŘŖŖŜǰȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ¡ȱ¡ȱěȱȱŗǰȱŘŖŖŞǯȱȱȱ
new law, businesses will now receive an exemption from municipalities rather than a reimbursement
Ğȱ ¢ȱ ǻȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ Ǽǯȱ ȱ
hope is to create a greater incentive for businesses to make capital investments as they will no longer
need to seek reimbursement. This may improve productivity.
*Productivity is calculated by dividing the total number of manufacturing employees into value added by the manufacturing sector
ȱǯȱȱȱȱęȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȂȱ ȱȱǯȱ¢ȱ
ęȱȱȱĚȱȱȱ¢ǰȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ
companies in the “service sector” such as employment contractors.
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ŗŖǯȱ ȱȱĴ
Benchmark: The percentage of Maine residents aged 25 and over with a
higher degree will increase to at least the New England average by 2020.
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ȱęȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱ ȱȱ
In 2006, just over one-third, or 34.3%, of people in Maine age 25 and over held an associate, bachelor or
advanced degree. While this is in line with national numbers of 34.4%, it falls below the New England
ȱ ȱȱȱ ȬęĞǰȱȱŚŗǯŝƖǰȱȱȱȱȱǯ
Of the higher degree holders in Maine in 2006, approximately one-quarter had an associate’s degree,
nearly half held bachelor’s degrees, and another quarter held advanced degrees. This is a similar mix
to New England except that New England had a slightly larger share of advanced degree holders
– nearly a third of all higher degree holders had advanced degrees. The percentage of Mainers with
higher degrees has increased over the last six years and has kept pace with national numbers. However,
ȱȱȱȱ¢ȱęȱȱ ȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱǯ
Higher education is a critical factor in Maine’s economic development. An educated workforce is
central to Maine’s competitiveness in an era of rapid knowledge advancement around the globe. An
educated workforce is a critical consideration for businesses looking to locate and expand in Maine.
An educated workforce has greater earning potential, particularly those with advanced degrees.
ȱ ȱ ěȱ  ¢ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ
increased its enrollment and capacity and continues to work with industry to give more Mainers
options for advancement. The University of Maine System is making investments in facilities and
ȱȱĴȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱ¢ǰȱ
ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱŘŖŖŝǰȱ ȱěȱęȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȬǯȱȱěȱ ȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱ£ȱȱȱǯ
The benchmark for this measure is set to the goal of the Maine Compact for Higher Education. The
Ȃȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȂȱȱȱĴȱ¢ȱŘŖŘŖǯȱȱȱȱ
on Maine’s Compact for Higher Education go to www.collegeforme.com.
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11. Cost of Doing Business
Benchmark: The cost of doing business in Maine will decrease to
the U.S. average by 2010.
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Data Source: Economy.com, Cost of Doing Business 13th Edition, 2007 and the Milken Institute, 2007

Maine Making Steady Improvements in High-Cost Region
In 2006, according to the Economy.com cost index, Maine’s cost of doing business was 6.6% higher
than the nation. This index ranks Maine eighth highest in the nation. The measurement is constructed
ȱ ȱ ȱ ǻŝśƖǼǲȱ ¢ȱ ȱ ǻŗśƖǼȱ ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ǻŗŖƖǼǯȱ ȱȱ ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ
Milken Institute ranks Maine 17th in the nation and just slightly higher than the nation in cost (the
Milken index includes rents in their calculation).
The cost of doing business is a major consideration for businesses looking to locate or expand in
the state. Maine wants to be competitive regionally and nationally. Although Maine is in the top
10 nationally, it does not distinguish itself regionally. New England as a region has a higher cost of
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱ¢ǯǰȱĴȱǻřǼǰȱ ȱ
Hampshire (6), and Connecticut (7), all ranked higher than Maine in 2006. Vermont (9) and Rhode
ȱǻŗŗǼȱȱ¢ȱ¢ȱĴǯȱȱȱŘŖŖŜǰȱȱȱ ¡ȱȱȱęȱȱ ȱȱ
states higher than Maine.
From 2000 to 2006, Maine improved each year on this measure and continues to make progress in
ȱȱǯȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱĜȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ǰȱ
but is a positive trend nonetheless.

&RVWRI'RLQJ%XVLQHVV1DWLRQDO5DQNLQJV
0DLQH
(FRQRP\FRP
0LONHQ
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12. Cost of Health Care
Benchmark: Health care costs as a percent of GDP will decline to
U.S. average by 2010.
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ȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȮȱĴȱȱ
In 2004, total Health Care expenditures for Maine people amounted to just over 22% of state Gross
Domestic Product (GDP). This represents an increase from the previous year and an increase from 1991
when health care costs represented 10.7% of Maine’s GDP. In comparison, the U.S. average was 14.6%
in 2004, representing a slower increase from the 1991 level of 9.7%.
Looking at per capita expenditures for that same time period, the national average was slightly higher than
Maine until 1996. From 1996 until 2004, Maine exceeded the national average and the gap widened each
year. By 2004, Maine per capita health care expenditures were $6,540 compared to $5,280 nationally.
There are two concerns with this indicator:
First, this indicator is moving away from the benchmark at a steady incline. Rising health care costs are a
burden on Maine’s people and businesses. Factors driving these costs include expensive new treatments,
Ĝȱȱȱȱ¢ǰȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱǯȱȱ ȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱ¢ȱěȱȱȱǰȱȱ
ǰȱȱ ȱȱ¢ǯȱȱȱȱěȱ¢ȱȱȱǯ
Second, data sources for this indicator are not consistent and reliable. Although considerable work
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱęȱȱȱ¢ǰȱȱ
consistent and reliable state-level source is not available. The Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services
ǻǼȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ęȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ
several years. Reliable, timely data is of particular concern because health care expenditures in Maine
rose at a faster rate than the nation the last time CMS data were updated. We are not able to track this
trend annually using CMS data and analyses without our own imputations that introduce estimates
ȱ ȱ Ȭȱ ȱ ȱ ǯȱ ȱȱ Ȃȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ ȱ
ȱȱȱ¢ǰȱǰȱȱȱȱǻȱȱȱȱǼǰȱȱěȱ ȱ
require recent, reliable, and consistent data to assess possible interventions and measure outcomes. The
Growth Council views this as an urgent need.
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13. Cost of Energy
Benchmark: The cost of energy in Maine will decrease to the U.S.
average by 2010.
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Energy Costs Continue to Rise – Critical Concern to Maine Residents and Businesses
The Cost of Energy is a new indicator for the Measures of Growth report. This indicator indexes the cost
of industrial and commercial electricity used in Maine over a year to the U.S. average, as reported by
the Energy Information Administration (EIA) and compiled by Economy.com. This indicator does not
include other sources of energy (i.e.: oil, gas, coal) but the commercial and industrial markets give us
a good representation of trends. The most recent data for 2006 shows Maine’s index at 138.3 or 38.3%
higher than the nation. This is much higher than a recent low of 106.4 in 2003. It must be noted that this
is a conservative estimate. Central Maine Power reports higher industrial prices for Maine than EIA,
ȱȱȱěȱ ȱȱȱȱǯǯȱȱȱǯ
Energy costs in New England have always been high relative to the nation. In recent years, rising gas and
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱǯȱȱȱěȱȱȱǯȱȱǰȱ
particularly manufacturers, weigh the Cost of Energy heavily when making decisions to locate and
expand. This puts Maine and the region at a competitive disadvantage relative to the nation.
The Cost of Energy is subject to larger economic forces outside the nation. There are some actions,
however, that Maine can take to improve the situation:
• Maine can make investments to upgrade the power system;
Ȋȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱĜ¢ǯȱȱȱȱĜ¢ȱȱȱȱȱ
in reducing energy usage for household and business consumers alike;
• Maine can diversify the overall energy mix. A large share of electricity production comes from
the burning of natural gas which is subject to global forces. Maine should look to diversify
its energy portfolio with a greater mixture of sources, including renewable and nonrenewable
sources; and
Ȋȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱěȱ ȱǯȱȱȱȱȱ
cautiously, understanding the risks associated with capacity and security over time.
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14. State and Local Tax Burden
Benchmark: Maine’s tax burden will decline and move toward the
New England average each year through 2010.
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Maine’s State and Local Tax Burden Unchanged
The tax burden is the average amount of state and local taxes a taxpayer pays for every $100 of income
earned, reported as a percent. The most recent U.S. Census estimates show that Maine’s total State and
ȱ¡ȱȱȱȱȱę¢ȱ ȱŘŖŖŚȱȱŘŖŖśǰȱȱȱ¡¢ȱ
13.2%. Tax Foundation projections, based on Census data and growth assumptions, predict a similar
story for 2006 and 2007. Both show increases in Maine’s burden from the early 1990s. In comparison,
the average tax burden across N
ew England has been lower than Maine for the last 16 years. There
ȱȱȱęȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ ȱȱȱȱ¡ȱ
Foundation data show increases in N
ew England's regional tax burden.
Taxes are a cost and consideration for businesses. Taxes also pay for some services valued by businesses,
such as education and transportation. Maine would like to be competitive. L
ooking at the individual
ew England states, Census data shows that N
N
ew aHmpshire has had the lowest tax burden in the
region and one of the lowest in the nation. Connecticut and eVrmont have had tax burdens closer to
Maine, as well as national rankings that place them in the top 10.
ȱȱȱȱęȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱǯȱȱ ȱȱ
burden req
uires spending cuts, increasing incomes, or both. Both components of burden, taxes and
income, are tied to other factors in the economy and indicators in this report.
Income plays a large role with this measure. As an example, removing income from the measure
and looking at per capita taxes, U.S. Census data shows Maine ranked 13thȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ŘŖŖśǯȱȱ
ȱǻŘǼǰȱĴȱǻśǼǰȱȱ ȱǻşǼǰȱȱȱǻŗŖǼȱȱȱȱȱȱ¡ǯȱȱ
th
ȱȱȱǯȱȱȱǰȱȱŘŖŖśǰȱȱȱ
ew aHmpshire had lower per capita taxes and ranked 29
N
¡¢ȱ ȱ¢ȱ¡¢ȱǞŜśŖȱȱȱȱȱȱ¡ȱȱȱ ȱ ȱ¡¢ȱ
ȱǞŗǰŚŖŖȱȱǞśŖŖȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ¡¢ȱȱȱȱĴǰȱ¢ǯ
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Per Capita State and Local Taxes and National Ranking - 2005
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Spending also plays a large role. This is complicated by the fact that the cost of health care, energy,
and education are rising at faster rates than incomes. This will req
uire prioritization on the part of
¢ǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȂȱ ȱĴȱ
on Future Maine Prosperity. They recommended reforming Maine’s tax code with an emphasis on
lowering the income tax rate, to put in place spending restraints at all levels of government, and to
¢ȱȱȱĜ¢ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱǯȱȱȱ
are already being pursued with the Governor’s school administration and corrections consolidation
initiatives.
State and Local Tax Burden and National Ranking - 2005
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15. Transportation Infrastructure
ǱȱȂȱ ¢ȱę¢ȱ¡ȱ ȱȱȱ¢ȱ
ȱ¢ȱȱȱ ȱȱ¡ǯȱ
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Ȃȱ ¢ȱȱĴ
ȱ ¢ȱę¢ȱ ¡ȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱǰȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱęǰȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱ ȱȱŗŗȱǯȱǻǱȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱŗŗȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱǯǼȱ
ȱȱ ȱȱȂȱ ¢ȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȂȱ ¢ȱȱȱ ǯȱ
ȱȱ ȱȱŘŖŖśȱȱŘŖŖŜǯȱȱȱȱȂȱȱȱȱȱȱ
operating costs for vehicles using the roads, increased crash rates, and ultimately higher construction
costs to return the pavement to good condition.
ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ  ǯȱ ȱ ȱ
infrastructure, transportation infrastructure connects people and facilitates economic activity.
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȮȱǰȱǰȱǰȱȱȱȮȱȱȱȱĴȱ
to those interested in doing business here, and network Maine to the wider world.
ȱ ¢ȱ ęȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ȃȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
replacement using federal highway funds. Those bridges may need more lanes, wider shoulders, etc.
 ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱȱ¡¢ȱȱ
ȱ ǰȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¡ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
industries that depend on moving heavy loads during the spring thaw months, such as the pulp and
paper industry. In Maine, roughly 1,800 miles of roads, 20% of the total state roads, are posted each
spring. This can essentially shut down industries for weeks, reducing productivity.
Policymakers will have to cope with the rising price of crude oil and other commodities that drive
ȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱ
¡ȱȱȮȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ ¢ȱǯȱȱěȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ ȱȱȂȱ
current revenue shortfall.
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16. On-the-Job Injuries and Illnesses (Reported)
Benchmark: Maine’s reported on-the-job injury rate will move
closer to the U.S. rate each year through 2010.
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Data Source: U
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Maine and National Rates** Down – Not Making Progress Toward Benchmark
In 2006, there were seven reported injuries and illnesses for every 100 full-time Maine industrial
ǰȱ ȱȱŝǯŘȱȱŗŖŖȱ ȱȱŘŖŖśǯȱȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱȱ
in the U
nited States dropped from 4.6 to 4.4 per 100 workers.
It is important to note the correlation between Maine’s industry make-up and On-the-Job Injuries
ȱ ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ȃȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ǰȱ ¢ȱ ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ £ȱ ȱ
ǯȱȱȱȱ ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
to the reduction of injury and illness rates.
ȱ¢ȱȱȱ ȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱěȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱǯȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȬȱȱ ǯȱ ȱ
translate directly into increased health costs and decreased output.
The data upon which this measure is based includes all types of work-related injuries and illnesses
ȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ ȱȱǻ Ǽǯȱ ȱęȱ
an injury or an illness as an abnormal condition or disorder. Injuries include cases such as, but not
limited to, a cut, fracture, sprain, or amputation. Illnesses include both acute and chronic illnesses,
ȱǰȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱǰȱ¢ȱǰȱȱǯȱȱ ȱȱ
ȱȱ¢ȱȱǰȱ¢ȱȱǰȱȱ¡ǰȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱǯ
Șěȱ ¢ȱŗǰȱŘŖŖŘǰȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱ
ǰȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱ ȱǰȱȱȱȱȱ
OSHA
web site at ȱĴǱȦȦ
ǯȬǯȦȦ¡ǯl.
**OSHA
recordable incident rate for the State of Maine for public and private sector establishments.
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ŗŝǯȱěȱ 
Ǳȱȱȱě¢ȱ¡ȱȱȱ ȱȱŗȱ¢ȱ
2010.
Housing Affordability by Year (weighted owner/renter)
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ȱě¢ȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱě¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱŘŖŖŜǯȱȱ ȱȱęȱȱ
on this indicator from the previous year. This is also the case for the Northeast region, as well as the
nation. This measure is not moving toward the benchmark.
ȱ¡ȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱ Ȃȱ ȱě¢ȱ¡Șȱ
ȱȱě¢ȱ¡ȘȘǰȱ ȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱ
rental households.
ȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱ¡ǰȱȱȱěȱȱǲȱȱ ȱȱ¡ǰȱȱȱ
ěǯȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱȱȱǯǯȱȱȱ ǰȱȱȱȱ
ȱěȱȱȱȱ ȱ¢ǯ
 ȱȱě¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ǯȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱ
must pay more for their homes or apartments. It also impacts the community and the environment. In
most of Maine’s employment centers, high housing costs are forcing people to commute long distances
ȱ ¢ȱ Ȃȱ ěȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
 ǰȱȱȱĜȱǰȱ ¢ȱȱǰȱȱȱȱȱ
fuels.
(continued on next page)
Șȱ  ȱ ě¢ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
ȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱěȱȱȱȱȱŘŞƖȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ
a 30-year mortgage with a 5% down payment (including taxes, homeowners insurance, and private mortgage insurance).
ȘȘȱȱě¢ȱ¡ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱěȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱǰȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱěȱȱȱȱȱřŖƖȱȱȱ
monthly income is needed to cover the rent. In this index, median rental household income is used rather than median household income
generally, because typically the median income of renter households is 25 to 35% less than households overall.
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ŗŝǯȱěȱ ȱǻǼ
Weighted Average Affordability by County (2000 vs. 2006)
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ȱȱȱ ȱ Ȧȱě¢ȱȱȱŗŜȱȱȱȱŘŖŖŖȱȱŘŖŖŜǯȱ
ȱ ŘŖŖŖǰȱ ŗřȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ ȱ ǻȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
ŗǯŖǼǯȱȱǰȱǰȱȱ ¡ȱǰȱȱȱȱǰȱ ȱȱȱěǯȱȱ
¢ȱ ŘŖŖŜǰȱ ¢ȱ  ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ Ǳȱ ȱ ȱ
Somerset.
ȱ ¡ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ğȱ ȱ ě¢ȱ ȱ ȱ ¢ǯȱ ȱ  ȱ ȱ ǰȱ
ȱŘŖŖŗȱȱŘŖŖŜǰȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱȱŞśƖǰȱȱǞśşǰŖŖŖȱȱ
$120,000. This may be due, in part, to an increased desirability of Downeast coastal property. Median
ȱ ¢ȱ  ȱ ¢ȱ ŗŜƖǰȱ ȱ ǞŘŝǰŞŝŘȱ ȱ ǞŘşǰşŗřǯȱ ȱǰȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ
housing tended to be coastal and southern counties. This indicator may change somewhat in the next
 ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱěȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯ
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18. Poverty
Benchmark: Maine’s poverty rate will decline and remain below the
U.S. through 2010.
Annual Poverty Rates
3-Year Moving Average
Benchmark:
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Maine’s Poverty Rate Remains Below the National Rate - Rising Child Poverty a Concern
The poverty rate in Maine declined somewhat in 2006. From
ȱ¢ȱŗşşŖȱȱŘŖŖŜǰȱȱȱȱĚȱ ȱŗŖǯřƖȱ
ȱŗŚǯřƖȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱ
and above the New England rate. This indicator continues to
meet the benchmark.
Although the state-level data shows continued progress on this
indicator, by county the story varies considerably. Maine’s rural
counties to the west, north and east have had and continue to
have higher poverty rates than Maine’s southern and service
ȱǯȱȱěȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ
ȱ ȱȱěȱȱȱǯ
ȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱęȱȱȱȱ ȱ
children. As can be seen by the table on the next page,
according to the Maine Children’s Alliance, the poverty rate
for children ages 0 to 5 in Maine has increased in recent years.
ȱŘŖŖŖǰȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱŖȱȱśȱ ȱŗřǯşƖǯȱȱ¢ȱ
ŘŖŖŜȱȱ ȱȱŘřƖǯ
(continued on next page)

3RYHUW\5DWHE\
0DLQH&RXQW\
County
Androscoggin
Aroostook
Cumberland
Franklin
Hancock
Kennebec
Knox
Lincoln
Oxford
Penobscot
Piscataquis
Sagadahoc
Somerset
Waldo
Washington
York

Poverty Rate
12.0%
16.6%
10.0%
16.9%
10.4%
13.0%
11.9%
11.0%
14.6%
12.8%
16.3%
9.0%
16.9%
16.6%
19.1%
9.9%

Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area n
I come and Poverty Estimates
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18. Poverty (continued)

Poverty Rate
Children Ages 0-5








0DLQH








86








Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey and Maine Children’s Alliance.

Children growing up in poverty are more likely to experience lags in physical and mental development,
which diminishes their chances for educational success and future contributions to the workforce and
community. This is a particular concern in the early developmental years ages 0 to 5. Additional
aspects of poverty can include substance abuse and crime later in a child's life. Such negative spiněȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
justice.
The Growth Council believes that investments in early childhood development are critical to the
future prosperity of Maine. Therefore, the rising poverty rate for these young children is troubling
and policy makers must keep this in mind with all investment decisions moving forward.
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19. Gender Income Disparity
Benchmark: The median annual income of women working
full-time will improve to 100 percent of the median annual income
of men working full-time by 2010.
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Maine Women Continue to Earn Less Than Men – Not Gaining Ground
In 2006, the median annual income of all women in Maine who worked full-time, full-year was
$30,338, compared to a median income of $40,116 earned by men who worked full-time, full-year. This
represents an earnings ratio of 75.6%. This is not an improvement from the previous year and marks
a slight widening of the income gap from 2005. This measure has moved away from the benchmark
in recent years.
Disparities in the amount of money that women make compared to men provide disincentives for
ȱȱȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱ ȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱ£ȱȱęȱ
of having productive, economic contributions from all people. To put this into context, the Heinz
Family Philanthropy and Mellon Financial Corporation reported that, in 2000, a typical 25 year old
college educated woman earning 73 cents for every dollar a man earned in the U.S. could expect to
lose $523,000 in earnings over her lifetime due to the wage gap.
ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ ȱ ěȱ Ȃȱ ȱ ¢ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ęȱ ȱ
costs associated with the wage disparity. Since many more women than men constitute single heads of
households, increasing women’s wages to a level more in line with male earnings can decrease poverty.
This will have positive impacts on children. Investment in children, particularly in the early childhood
years, is critical to ensuring their success and the viability of the communities where they will live and
the industries where they will be employed. Also, higher earnings among younger women, who
are saving for retirement and contributing to social security, can provide greater economic security
for those women later in life and decrease the dependency of Maine’s elderly population. Given that
women tend to have a longer life expectancy than men, adequate income for retirement is that much
more important. Both the state and federal governments have passed legislation and provided
(continued on next page)
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19. Gender Income Disparity (continued)

models whereby businesses can voluntarily self-audit to investigate gender income disparity to ensure
earnings for female employees are comparable to men’s.
ŘŖŖŜȱȱȱȱȬǰȱȬǰȱȱ¢ȱȱŗŜȱȱȱ
Occupation

ǰȱǰȱȱȱ
ǰȱǰȱȱ
Management
Businessȱandȱfinancialȱoperations
ȱȱȱ
Computerȱandȱmathematical
Architectureȱandȱengineering
Life,ȱphysical,ȱandȱsocialȱscience
Communityȱandȱsocialȱservices
Legal
Education,ȱtraining,ȱandȱlibrary
Arts,ȱdesign,ȱentertainment,ȱsports,ȱandȱmedia
Healthcareȱpractitionerȱandȱtechnical:
Healthȱdiagnosingȱandȱtreatingȱpractitionersȱandȱotherȱtechnical
Healthȱtechnologistsȱandȱtechnicians


ȱ
ȱ
Fireȱfightingȱandȱprevention,ȱandȱotherȱprotectiveȱserviceȱworkersȱincludingȱsupervisors
Lawȱenforcementȱworkersȱincludingȱsupervisors
ȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱ

ȱȱ
ȱȱ
ȱȱȱ

ǰȱǰȱȱ¢
ǰȱ¡ǰȱǰȱȱ
Constructionȱandȱextraction
Installation,ȱmaintenance,ȱandȱrepair

ǰȱǰȱȱȱ

ȱȱȱ
Supervisors,ȱtransportationȱandȱmaterialȱmovingȱworkers,ȱandȱotherȱtransportationȱworkersȱ
exceptȱmotorȱvehicleȱoperators
Motorȱvehicleȱoperators
Materialȱmovingȱworkers

Male

Female

Womenȇsȱ
Difference Earningsȱasȱ%ȱ
ofȱMenȇs











































































































































































The chart above gives a breakdown of median earnings for males and females across various
occupations in Maine. It can be seen that women are making as much or more than men in computer
and mathematical professions, social services, and maintenance and repair work. This shows that
the goal of parity is achievable. This is not the case, however, for the majority of occupations where
women earn less than men. Women are earning considerably less than men in the legal profession,
ȱǰȱǰȱęȱȱ¢ǰȱȱǯ
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20. Chronic Disease
ǱȱȱȱȱȱŗŖŖǰŖŖŖȱȱȱȱĴȱ
to cardiovascular diseases, cancer, and diabetes will continually
decline.

age adjusted death rate per 100,000 population

Death Rates from Select Chronic Diseases
U.S. and Maine, 1990-2005
450
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ȱȱǰȱĜȱȱǰȱȱȱȱ

Death Rate** for Cardiovascular Disease Continues to Fall
The estimated death rates for only one of the three chronic diseases tracked in the graph declined
from 2004 to 2005. The death rate for cardiovascular disease decreased by 5.7% - 14 people for every
100,000. The death rate for cardiovascular disease has decreased by almost 29% since 1990. The death
rates for both cancer and diabetes rose by 0.4% and 3.5% respectively from 2004 to 2005. Since 1990,
the death rate due to cancer has decreased by over 11%. Unfortunately, the death rate due to diabetes
has increased by over 5% for that same time period.
The term “chronic disease” refers to a wide variety of health conditions that are not contagious and
ȱȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱǯȱȱȱȱȱĴȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
– cardiovascular diseases, cancers, and diabetes – are impacted by lifestyle choices such as smoking,
diet, and exercise.
Chronic diseases negatively impact the quality of individual lives and the larger community. Costs
ȱ ȱȱ ȱǰȱ£ǰȱȱȱȱȱĞȬȱȱȱěȱ
our economy. Death rates serve as a proxy for the incidence of chronic disease in Maine, or the number
of people living with these chronic diseases. Caring for people living with chronic diseases comprises
ȱęȱȱȱȂȱȱȱǯ
ȘȱȱȱŘŖŖŗȱȱŘŖŖśȱȱ¢ǯȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱŘŖŖŖȱȱǯȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ǰȱȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ěȱȱȱȱȱǰȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱ ȱěȱ¢ȱȱǯ
**Death rates serve as a proxy for the number of people living with chronic diseases.
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21. Health Insurance Coverage
Benchmark: The percentage of Maine’s population with health
insurance coverage will continually rise and remain above the
U.S. rate.
3HUFHQWRI3RSXODWLRQZLWK+HDOWK,QVXUDQFH&RYHUDJH
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Health Care Coverage Continues to Rise and Remains Above National Rate
In 2006, over 90% of people in Maine were covered by some form of health insurance. Maine continues
to exceed the 2006 national average of 84.7% with health insurance. Health insurance coverage in
Maine has been on the rise since the mid 1990s and has remained higher than the nation for the last
two decades. Maine is a recognized innovator among states in health reform and pursuing strategies
to increase coverage. Of note, Maine ranks high nationally in health insurance coverage among the
adult population.
Health insurance coverage is imperative for helping people access appropriate health care services
and staying healthy. Healthy people are more apt to be engaged in their communities and productive
in the workplace.
According to the Kaiser Foundation and Urban Institute, in 2006, 53% of Mainers were covered by an
employer, 5% purchased insurance directly, 19% received MaineCare (the State’s Medicaid program),
and 13% received Medicare. Looking at the chart, the national numbers are almost identical to Maine.
ȱȱěȱȱ ȱȱ ȱ¢ȱŗřƖȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ŗşƖȱȱǯȱȱ¡ȱȱȱěȱȱĚȱȱȱ¡ȱȱȱěȱ
in the number of uninsured.
Like the nation, Maine’s employer-sponsored insurance has declined as rising insurance and health
ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱĜȱȱ¢ȱȱěȱěȱȱȱęȱ
to employees. This decline is at the root of the growing number of uninsured nationally and is also a
great challenge in Maine, particularly with the high proportion of people who are self-employed or
work for a small business. In response, Maine expanded MaineCare coverage to avoid a rising
(continued on next page)
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21. Health Insurance Coverage (continued)
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number of uninsured people. Maine also began a subsidized insurance product called the DirigoChoice
in 2005. The U.S. Census B
ureau estimates that the percent of insured Mainers covered by MaineCare
increased from approximately 10% to 18% from 1999 to 2006. DirigoChoice currently covers about
14,700 individuals and employees of small businesses in Maine.
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22. Conservation Lands
Benchmark: The amount of Maine conservation land intended for
public use will increase from 1,300,710 acres in 2000 to 1,800,000
acres by 2010.
Acres of Conserved Land
1997-2007
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Land Conservation Continues to Increase
Through 2007,Maine held an estimated 1,562,583 acres of publicly accessible conservation land. This
is an increase of 41,031 acres since 2006. The majority of this increase in conservation land holdings
was due to successes in the land trust community, supported by public and philanthropic funding.
ȱęȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯ
The upward trend continues in response to development pressures in southern Maine and along the
ȱȱȱ ȱȱěȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
Northwoods. Access to public and private lands contributes to the high quality of life enjoyed by
ȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱǰȱ ȱȱȱȱ
draw tourists. In addition, conserved lands support diverse plant and wildlife species, and maintain
the natural aesthetic quality of the landscape.
Showing their continuing support, Maine voters overwhelmingly approved a new land conservation
ȱȱŘŖŖŝȱ ȱŞŖƖȱȱȱ ȱȱȱǯȱȱȱ  ǰȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱǰȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱěǯȱȱȱȱ
presents a challenge to meeting the benchmark which is 1.8 million total acres in conservation
ownership by 2010.
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23. Sustainable Forest Lands
Benchmark: The balance of net growth to removals will be
maintained over time near a 1:1 net growth to removals ratio.
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Sustainable Management of Maine’s Forest Lands
The current net growth to removals ratio is 1.14:1. A ratio value greater than one indicates that growth
is greater than harvest. A ratio value less than one indicates that harvest is greater than growth.
Fluctuations around the ideal ratio of 1:1 are acceptable, provided the long-term trend is neutral and
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ǯȱȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ĵȱ ȱ
benchmark.
During the 1950s and 1960s, volumes far exceeded long-term carrying capacity. The spruce budworm
epidemic and subsequent salvage harvesting of the 1970s and 1980s brought the growth to harvest
levels back to the desired 1:1 ratio. Sawmills and pulp mills today are sustainably processing
historically high volumes even while the total in-forest volume increases – 50% since 1950.
Maine’s forests cover nearly 90% of the state’s land area. Most of this acreage is actively managed
by private landowners. Maine’s forests support healthy wildlife populations, provide clean water,
ěȱ ȱ ǰȱ ȱ ¢ȱ  ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
newspaper to alternative fuels. Maintaining a long-term balance between growth and removals can
sustain Maine’s forests.
Sustainable forest lands, along with conservation lands, are important indicators of the degree to
which the state is combating sprawl and supporting the natural resource-based economy.
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24. Population of Service Center Communities
Benchmark: The percentage of Maine people who reside in service
center municipalities will reach 50 percent by 2010.
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Sprawl Continues to be an Issue for Maine
In 2006, 48.4% of Maine people lived in regional Service Center Communities, whereas in 1960, 63.2%
lived in these communities. The continuing trend of people moving out of urban centers into the more
rural parts of the state increases public costs and weakens Maine’s central communities.
With increasing sprawl comes the build-out of redundant infrastructure such as roads, schools, and
waste systems. Upkeep of this infrastructure costs local and state governments millions annually. The
state has invested nearly a billion dollars in schools even as enrollment has declined. Meanwhile,
Service Center Communities are struggling to pay for their own under-utilized infrastructure. This
has prompted the state to raise the call for regionalization and consolidation of municipal services.
Sprawl causes other negative impacts. With more people commuting from rural areas to jobs in service
centers, there is more household income spent on transportation and less time for civic participation.
The increased consumption of Maine’s land base also erodes the state’s natural environment, a central
part of the state’s notable quality of life.
ȱȱȱȱŜřȱę¢ȱęȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
three-quarters of all Maine jobs, services (hospitals, social services, educational institutions, cultural
activities, and government services), and the state’s consumer retail sales. For the most part, these are
the places in which Maine people work, shop, and visit for a wide variety of services.
Economic growth is enhanced to the extent that people live close to or actually within these service
ǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ Ĝ¢ȱ
and energy costs are reduced because people are not traveling as far to work and to shop. Greater
populations in urban areas also lessen environmental impacts such as fuel emissions and residential
development in rural areas.
Șȱ ǯǯȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ęȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
incorporate updated or revised data in the estimated procedures.
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Citing Information in this Report
Reproduction of the information contained in
Measures of Growth is encouraged with proper
citation. Wherever data or text is reproduced,
please reference the source in the following
manner: “Data source: Maine Economic Growth
Council and Maine Development Foundation,
Measures of Growth in Focus 2008.”

About the Data and its Timeliness
The data in this report came from a wide variety
of sources, primarily state and federal agencies.
Some agencies are able to provide data that is
immediately up-to-date, while others experience
a lag in up-to-date reporting. Where possible,
estimates were given by agencies in order to
ȱȱȱȱęȱǯ

On The Web
Measures of Growth in Focus 2008 is available on the
website of the Maine Development Foundation in
Adobe® portable document format (.pdf) for easy
download and printing. Visit the Maine Economic
Growth Council through the homepage of the
Maine Development Foundation at www.mdf.org.

Background and Acknowledgments
The Growth Council is co-chaired by retired
president and CEO of Madison Paper Industries,
Roy Barry, and State Senator Lynn Bromley. The
Growth Council was established in statute by the
Governor and the Legislature in 1993 to develop
a vision and goals for the state’s long-term
economic growth. It is comprised of 19 members:
14 representing the private, public, education,
ǰȱȱęȱǲȱȱǲȱȱ
the commissioner of the Department of Economic
and Community Development. Membership to
the Council requires a three-way appointment
from the Governor, Senate President, and Speaker
of the House.

goals and benchmarks into their own strategic
ǯȱ ęȱ £ȱ ȱ ȱ
programs aimed directly at accomplishing
ęȱ ǯȱ ȱ Ĝȱ ȱ
used Measures of Growth to justify programs to
achieve the goals. Teachers have incorporated the
substance of the reports into their curriculum.
Policy development forums have used the
benchmarks as springboards.
Measures of Growth has been constantly revised
over the years in order to provide our readership
with the most up-to-date overview of Maine’s
progress towards long-term, sustainable economic
 ǰȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱ£ǯȱ
For the past four years, the Council has opted to
include what it deems are only the most critical
factors that play into the vision of this report. The
result is a leaner, more focused edition of Measures
of Growth, compared to editions prior to 2005.
The Maine Economic Growth Council is
administered by the Maine Development
Foundation (MDF). MDF was created by the
Legislature and Governor in 1978 as a private,
ęȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
to promote Maine’s economy. MDF empowers
leaders, strengthens Maine communities and
guides public policy. Today, the Foundation is
ęȱ¢ȱ ȱȱǯ
The MDF’s President and CEO, Laurie Lachance,
oversaw the development of this report and the
proceedings of the Growth Council. Edmund
Cervone, program director at MDF, administered
Growth Council meetings and authored the report.
MDF program assistant, Lisa Merrill, provided
research, administrative support and graphic
design. The Copy Center printed the report.
ȱ ȱȱȱ  ȱȱȱęȱ¢ȱȱ
state appropriation through the Maine Department
of Economic and Community Development, and
supplemented by private contributions from the
membership of MDF.

The Maine Development Foundation and the
Since its inception, the Council has published 14 Maine Economic Growth Council extend sincere
annual editions of Measures of Growth. Several state ȱȱȱ£ȱȱȱ ȱ
agencies have formally incorporated the report’s generously provided data and guidance.
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