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to adopt an energy conservation code to be in-
corporated into building codes, thereby requiring 
new buildings to adhere to the stricter code. While 
the intent of adopting the code is to significantly 
decrease energy consumption, and thus costs, 
over the lifetime of a building, the Department 
of Legislative Services notes the bill “may signifi-
cantly increase the cost of procuring construction 
materials and otherwise increase the cost of doing 
business.” Even the DHCD says that “increased 
construction costs may limit the ability for devel-
opers to build affordable housing in Maryland.”

Energy conservation is a good idea; in fact, 
Maryland’s less-than-stellar fuel tax revenues in-
dicate more of the state’s citizens choose to drive 
less, and are purchasing more fuel-efficient ve-
hicles. The difference is that in the case of driv-
ing and purchasing cars, Marylanders choose 
energy conservation on their own, rather than 
by state mandate. It makes sense for the state to 
mandate energy conservation codes for its own 
buildings, but rather than regulate the housing 
construction industry, legislators ought to let 
the market determine the demand for energy-
efficient housing. If such housing truly saves 
money in the long run, people will take notice, 
and if they can afford it, they will pay the in-
creased up-front cost.

Single-family home construction starts 
dropped precipitously in 2008, a casualty of the 
slow economy; the last thing we need is legisla-
tive interference that further increases the price 
of housing construction.

Freedom of Association and Assembly  
Protection Act of 2009
HB311, SB266:

http://mlis.state.md.us/2009rs/billfile/hb0311.htm
http://mlis.state.md.us/2009rs/billfile/sb0266.htm

FISCAL & POLICY NOTE:
http://mlis.state.md.us/2009rs/fnotes/bil_0001/
hb0311.pdf

HOUSE STATUS: Passed
SENATE STATUS: Passed
SCORE: +6
Republicans and Democrats can agree that the 
State Police should not infiltrate peace activist 
groups and meetings of anti-death penalty pro-
testors, and then label such groups as potential 
terrorists despite a lack of evidence of any il-
legal activity. Last summer, the Baltimore Sun 

reported that documents obtained by the ACLU 
indicated the Maryland State Police spent over 
280 hours spying on various citizens advocacy 
groups. This legislative session, the General As-
sembly passed Governor O’Malley’s bill unani-
mously, which is designed to prevent this sort of 
policy from reoccurring.

At the time the news was broken, State Po-
lice officials “said they did not curtail the protes-
tors’ freedoms.” But an independent investiga-
tion later found the exact opposite, concluding 
that “the surveillance intruded upon the ability 
of law-abiding Marylanders to associate and ex-
press themselves freely.” After all, the likelihood 
of an undercover agent in the midst of a group of 
people would encourage one think twice before 
speaking frankly, regardless of any intentions of 
illegal activity.

Though the bill was not as strong as the 
ACLU had preferred, it is heartening to see 
some swift and decisive action on the part of the 
administration and lawmakers.

GABRIEL J. MICHAEL is a senior fellow at the 
Maryland Public Policy Institute, and a doctoral 
student in political science at The George Washing-
ton University. He holds a bachelor’s degree from the 
University of Maryland, College Park, and a mas-
ter’s degree from Yale University. He can be reached 
at gmichael@mdpolicy.org.
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The following tables give the coefficients, multipliers, raw scores, and percentages used to calculate 
the grades for this report. P = Passed, FR = First Reading

BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 100 P -1 3 -3

SB 165 P -1 3 -3

HB 0101 P -1 3 -3

SB 0166 P -1 3 -3

SB 0167 P -1 3 -3

HB 0102 P -1 3 -3

HB 0140 UNFAVORABLE REPORT -1 2 -2

SB 894 FR 1 1 1

HB 1431 UNFAVORABLE REPORT; WITHDRAWN -1 2 -2

RAW SCORES 23 -21

PERCENT 4%

BUDGETARY MATTERS
  

The Methodology section describes the two-factor 
scoring system used in this report. This Appendix 
describes the system used to convert raw scores to 
percentages, and also includes the raw score tables.

The range of raw scores for a given set of 
bills runs from the negative total raw score to 
the positive total raw score; i.e., we add the mul-
tipliers for all selected bills. If the coefficient for 
every bill were negative, this would produce the 
maximum negative raw score; if every coefficient 
were positive, this would produce the maximum 
positive raw score. In mathematical notation, the 
range of raw scores (R) is simply:

[–R, R]

Where R is the sum of each bill’s multiplier 
(M), beginning with the first bill (b) and ending 
with the last bill in the set (B):

The actual score of a given set of bills will 
fall within this possible range, but where exactly 
depends on the coefficients (C). Thus, the actual 
score (S) is calculated by adding up the score of 
each bill (C x M) in the set:

To convert the actual raw score (S) to a per-
centage (P), we use the following equation:

Percentages are then assigned to letter grades 
according to the table in the Methodology section.

APPENDIX A – SCORING AND GRADING DETAILS

  B

R = ! Mb
b=1

        B

S = ! Cb Mb
     b=1

          
 S + RP =  –––––       2R
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BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 0108 P -1 3 -3

SB 0552 P -1 3 -3

HB 0423 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0722 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0746 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0747 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1214 FR -1 1 -1

HB 528 FR -1 1 -1

SB 491 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0791 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0729 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1160 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0812 FR 1 1 1

SB 0249 FR 1 1 1

HB 0895 FR 1 1 1

HB 0908 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0596 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1182 REASSIGNED -1 1 -1

SB 0040 FR -1 1 -1

RAW SCORES 23 -17

PERCENT 13%

TAXES

BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 0304 FR 1 1 1

SB 0272 THIRD READING FAILED -1 3 -3

HB 0674 P 1 3 3

SB 0637 P 1 3 3

HB 0860 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0515 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0813 FR -1 1 -1

HB 951 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1186 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0881 FR -1 1 -1

RAW SCORES 16 -2

PERCENT 44%

HEALTHCARE AND HEALTH INSURANCE
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BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 0085 P 1 3 3

SB 0183 P 1 3 3

HB 0602 UNFAVORABLE REPORT -1 2 -2

HB 0630 FR 1 1 1

HB 1259 FR 1 1 1

SB 0715 FR 1 1 1

HB 1325 FR 1 1 1

RAW SCORES 12 8

PERCENT 83%

EDUCATION

BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 1530 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0844* P -1 3 -3

SB 0844* UNFAVORABLE REPORT 1 2 2

HB 1312 UNFAVORABLE REPORT 1 2 2

SB 0795 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1072 FR 1 1 1

RAW SCORES 10 0

PERCENT 50%

REGULATION

BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 0170 FR 1 1 1

HB 0475 SENATE FR 1 4 4

HB 1192 P 1 3 3

SB 0556 P 1 3 3

HB 1477 UNFAVORABLE REPORT; WITHDRAWN -1 2 -2

SB 0196 UNFAVORABLE REPORT -1 2 -2

RAW SCORES 14 7

PERCENT 73%

ETHICS AND TRANSPARENCY

* SB 0844 is listed twice, despite having been originally cross-filed as HB 1530 in the House. This is because the House took action on the amended version of SB 0844 
that passed the Senate, rather than the original version that had been cross-filed.
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BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

HB 0085 P 1 3 3

SB 0183 P 1 3 3

HB 100 P -1 3 -3

SB 165 P -1 3 -3

HB 0101 P -1 3 -3

SB 0166 P -1 3 -3

SB 0167 P -1 3 -3

HB 0102 P -1 3 -3

HB 0108 P -1 3 -3

SB 0552 P -1 3 -3

HB 0140 UNFAVORABLE REPORT -1 2 -2

SB 894 FR 1 1 1

HB 0170 FR 1 1 1

HB 0304 FR 1 1 1

SB 0272 THIRD READING FAILED -1 3 -3

HB 0423 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0722 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0746 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0747 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1214 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0475 SENATE FR 1 4 4

HB 528 FR -1 1 -1

SB 491 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0602 UNFAVORABLE REPORT -1 2 -2

HB 0630 FR 1 1 1

HB 0669 FR 1 1 1

HB 0674 P 1 3 3

SB 0637 P 1 3 3

HB 0707 SECOND READING P -1 2 -2

SB 0576 P -1 3 -3

HB 0740 P -1 3 -3

HB 0777 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1268 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0791 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0729 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1160 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0812 FR 1 1 1

SB 0249 FR 1 1 1

HB 0860 FR -1 1 -1

OVERALL
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BILL NO. STATUS COEFFICIENT MULTIPLIER TOTAL

SB 0515 FR -1 1 -1

HB 0895 FR 1 1 1

HB 0908 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0596 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0813 FR -1 1 -1

HB 951 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1182 REASSIGNED -1 1 -1

HB 1186 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0881 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1192 P 1 3 3

SB 0556 P 1 3 3

HB 1259 FR 1 1 1

SB 0715 FR 1 1 1

HB 1325 FR 1 1 1

HB 1431
UNFAVORABLE REPORT;  

WITHDRAWN
-1 2 -2

HB 1477
UNFAVORABLE REPORT;  

WITHDRAWN
-1 2 -2

SB 0196 UNFAVORABLE REPORT -1 2 -2

SB 1072 P -1 3 -3

HB 1578 P -1 3 -3

SB 0266 P 1 3 3

HB 311 P 1 3 3

SB 0040 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1530 FR -1 1 -1

SB 0844* P -1 3 -3

SB 0844* UNFAVORABLE REPORT 1 2 2

HB 1312 UNFAVORABLE REPORT 1 2 2

SB 0795 FR -1 1 -1

HB 1072 FR 1 1 1

RAW SCORES 122 -34

PERCENT 36%

OVERALL, CONTINUED

* SB 0844 is listed twice, despite having been originally cross-filed as HB 1530 in the House. This is because the House took action on the amended version of SB 0844 
that passed the Senate, rather than the original version that had been cross-filed.

MPPI_AnnapRpt_2009_FINAL.indd   35 11/10/09   4:22 AM



MPPI_AnnapRpt_2009_FINAL.indd   36 11/10/09   4:22 AM



MPPI_AnnapRpt_CVR_FInal.indd   2 11/10/09   4:20 AM



One Research Court  |  Suite 450  |  Rockville, MD 20850  |  mdpolicy.org

The Annapolis Report
A Review of the 2009 Legislative Session

MPPI_AnnapRpt_CVR_FInal.indd   1 11/4/09   8:24 PM


