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SENATE

Wednesday, May 22, 1963

Senate called to order by the
President.

Prayer by Rev. Royal Brown of
Gardiner.

On motion by Mrs. Sproul of Lin-
coln, the Journal cof yesterday was
read and approved.

House Papers

Non-concurrent matter
Divided Report

From the Committee on Taxation
on Bill, “An Act Creating a Per-
manent Commission on State Tax
and Financing Policy.” (8. P. 401)
(L. D. 1104)

Report “A” Ought to Pass
Report “B”’ — Ought Not to Pass

In Senate, May 10, passed to be
engrossed.

Comes from the House, Report
‘“B” — Ought not to pass accepted
in non-concurrence.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Brown of Hancock, the bill was ta-
bled pending consideration and es-
pecially assigned for later in to-
day’s session.

Communication

STATE OF MAINE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Office of the Clerk
Augusta

May 21, 1963
Hon. Chester T. Winslow
Secretary of the Senate
101st Legislature
Sir:

The Speaker has appcinted the
following Committees of Conference
on the Disagreeing Actions of the
two branches of the Legislature on:
House Joint Order relative fo Search
and Seizure Bill to be Reported
by Judiciary Committee (H. P. 1081)
Messrs: KNIGHT cf Rockland

BERMAN of Houlton
CHILDS of Portland

Bill, “An Act Providing for the
Formation of Sanitary Districts.”
(H. P. 301, L. D. 409)

Messrs: BERRY of Cape Elizabeth
WELLMAN of Bangor
BRAGDON of Perham
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Bill, “An Act to Create a Mount
Desert Island Regional Schewol Dis-
trict.” (H. P. 475, L. D. 678)
Messrs: BENSON

of Southwest Harbor
BREWER of Bath
GILBERT of Eddington

Bill, “An Act Authorizing Forest
Commissioner to Permit and Regu-
late Dredging in Great Ponds.” (H.
P. 1015, L. D. 1469)

Messrs: WATERMAN of Auburn
WILLIAMS of Hodgdon
SAHAGIAN of Belgrade
Respectfully,

Clerk of the House

Which was read and placed on
file.

Committee Reports — House

Qught to Pass — As Amended

Resolve, in Favor of Margaret
Sinclair of Windham. (H. P. 424)
(L. D. 577) reported that the same
Ought to pass as amended by Com-
mittee Amendment “A” (H-369)

Which was read and accepted in
concurrence, Committee Amendment
““A” read and adopted in concur-
rence, and the Bill, as amended.
read once iand tomorrow assigned
for second reading.

Committee Reports — Senate

Conference Committee Report

The Committee of Conference on
Bill, “An Act Relating to Operation
of Retail Store and Restaurant Pri-
or to Application to Sell Malt
Liquor.” (H. P. 826) (L. D. 1213)
reported that the Senate recede
from its action whereby the Bill
was passed to be engrossed as
amended by Senate Amendment
“A”, and recede from its action
whereby Senate Amendment ‘A"
was adopted, and adopt Conference
Amendment ‘A’ to Senate Amend-
ment ‘‘A” and Adopt Senate
Amendment ‘“A” as amended by
Conference Amendment ““A’ there-
to; and pass the Bill to be En-
grossed as Amended.

The House recede from its action
whereby the Bill was Indefinitely
postponed; iaccept Report ‘A",
Ought to. pass, and pass the Bill
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment ‘“‘A”’ as amend-
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ed by Conference Committee
Amendment *‘A” thereto.

On motion by Mrs. Christie of
Aroostook, the bill was tabled pend-
ing acceptance of the report and
especially assigned for later in to-
day’s session.

Ought to Pass — As Amended

The Committee on Industrial and
Recreational Development on Bill,
“An Act Relating to the Depart-
ment of Economic Development Ad-
visory Council.” (S. P. 578) (L. D.
1533) reported that the same Ought
to pass as amended by Committee
Amendment “A” (8-247)

Which report was read and ac-
cepted; Committee Amendment “A”
was read and adopted, and the Bill,
as amended, read once and tomor-
row assigned for Seccnd Reading.

Second Readers

The Committee on Bills in the Sec-
ond Reading reported the following
Bills:

House

Bill, “An Act Relating to Ex-
empting from Property Tax Pleas-
ure Boats in the State for Storage.”
(H. P. 1092) (L. D. 1567)

Which was read a second time
and passed to be engrossed in con-
currence.

House — As Amended

Bill, “An Act Relating to Mini-
mum Salaries for Teachers.” (H. P.
634) (L. D. 890)

Which was read a second time
and passed to be engrossed as
amended in concurrence.

Bill, “An Act Relating to Defini-
tion of ‘“Hotel” Under Liquor Law.”
(H. P. 299) (L. D. 393)

Which was read a second time
and passed to be engrossed as
amended in non-concurrence.

Enactors

The Committee on Engrossed Bills
reported as truly and strictly en-
grossed the following Bills:

Bill, “An Act Relating to Allo-
cating Moneys from Organized
Township’s Fund for Managing Pub-
lic Reserved Lots in Plantations.”
(H. P. 1037) (L. D. 1503)
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Bill, “An Act to Determine Lia-
bility and Respcnsibility of Drivers
of Fire Apparatus.” (H. P. 736) (L.
D. 1065)

Bill, ““An Act Relating to Extend-
ing Time on Attachments of Real
Estate.” (S. P. 296) (L. D. 869)

Bill, “An Act to Authorize Cum-
berland County to Raise Money for
Court House Capital Improve-
ments.” (S. P. 283) (L. D. 797)

Which Bills were passed to be
enacted.

Orders of the Day

The PRESIDENT: With reference
to Resolve Appropriating Money to
Promote and Advertise Maine’s Ski
Business, the Chair appoints as Sen-
ate conferees on the Committee of
Ccnference, Senator Porteous of
Cumberland, Senator Brooks of
Cumberland and Senator Marden of
Kennebec.

Mr. LOVELL of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, might I inquire if L. D. 1364
is in the possessicn of the Senate?

The PRESIDENT: It is, having
been held at the request of the
Senator from York, Senator Lovell.

Mr. LOVELL of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate re-
consider its former action whereby
this bill was passed to be engrossed.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Ycrk, Senator Lovell, moves
that the Senate reconsider its for-
mer action whereby it passed to be
engrossed, Bill, “An Act Relating
to Operating Business on Sunday
and Certain Holidays”.

Mr. PORTEOUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, I think you know the reason
for this and I would ask for a
division.

The PRESIDENT: All those in fa-
vor of the motion will rise and
stand in their places until counted.

Mr. WHITTAKER of Penobscot:
Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT: The Senator is
out of order. A vote is being taken.

A division of the Senate was had.

Eight having vcted in the affir-
mative and twenty-two opposed, the
motion to reconsider did not pre-
vail.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate Item 1-1 Divided Report from
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the Committee on Taxation: Report
A, Ought to Pass, Report B, Ought
Nct to Pass on Bill, “An Act Cre-
ating a Permanent Commission on
State Tax and Financing Policy”
(S. P. 401) (L. D. 1104) tabled
earlier in today’s session by Sena-
tor Brown vof Hancock; and that
Senator yielded to Senator Wyman
of Washington; on moticn by Mr.
Wyman of Washington, the Senate
voted to insist on its former action
(Passed to be engrossed) and ask
for a Committee of Conference.

The President laid befcre the Sen-
ate, Item 6-2 Committee of Con-
ference report on Bill, ‘“An Act Re-
lating to Operation of Retail Store
and Restaurant Prior to Application
to Sell Malt Liquor” (H. P. 826)
(L. D. 1213) tabled by that Senator
earlier in today’s session pending
acceptance cf the report; and on
further motion by the same Sena-
tor, the bill was retabled and es-
pecially assigned for tomorrow.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 1st tabled and today as-
signed item (S. P. 477) (L. D. 1329)
Senate Report, Ought to Pass in
New Draft same title (S. P. 583)
(L. D. 1548) from the Committee on
Labor on Bill, “An Act Revising
Certain Laws Under the Workmen'’s
Ccmpensation Law’’ tabled on May
14 by Senator Johnson of Somerset
pending acceptance of the report.

Mr. JOHNSON of Somerset: Mr.
President and ladies and gentlemen
of the Senate: I believe most of
you recall that we had before
the Labor Committee a few Work-
men’s Compensation bills, and I will
say that some of them were very
good but they were way out in
left field so far as expenses were
concerned and management opposed
several of them. We have compro-
mised cn all of these bills and have
come here with this revision which
is L. D. 1548, and it was tabled
a week ago so that any of you
who would like the opportunity could
study it. I will explain exactly what
it does. It merely changes two
things in the present law., It in-
creases the minimum amount of
Workmen’s Compensation from $15
to $18 per week and increases the
maximum amount from $39 to $42
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per week. It alsc reduces the wait-
ing period to fourteen days. Howev-
er I have an amendment here that
will increase it to twenty-one days.
Management apparently is in favor
of the bill and this is their amend-
ment. The labor group is in favor
ol it, the Industrial Accident Ccm-
mission believes it is a small step
forward. I would now move the
acceptance of the ‘‘Ought to pass”
report of the committee.

The motion prevailed, the report
was accepted and the bill read
once.

The same Senator presented Sen-
ate Amendment A (S-249) and
moved its adoption.

Which amendment was adopted
and the bill as amended was tomor-
row assigned for second reading.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 2nd tabled and today as-
signed item (S. P. 596) (L. D. 1563)
Bill, ““An Act Shortening the Period
of Real Estate Mortgage Foreclos-
ure’’; tabled on May 15 by Senator
Farris of Kennebec pending passage
to be engrossed; and that Senator
moved that the bill be retabled un-
til later in the day’s session.

Mr. PHILBRICK of Somerset: Mr.
President, I was going to request
that because of the absence of the
Senator from Arocostook, Senator Ed-
munds, that this be tabled unas-
signed.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
would inform the Senator from Pe-
nobscot, Senator Philbrick, that the
Senator from Aroostook, Senator Ed-
munds will be present Tuesday of
next week.

Thereupon, the bill was retabled
and especially assigned for Tuesday
next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 3rd tabled and today as-
signed item (S. P. 157) (L. D. 433)
Bill, “An Act Providing for a Full-
time Chairman of the Liquor Com-
mission and Increasing the Com-
pensation’; tabled on May 17 by
Senator Campbell of Kennebec
pending passage to be engrossed.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kennebec:
Just a brief word of explanation:
this amendment strikes from the
bill the provision that would take
the salary from the general fund.
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The reason for it is that Liquor
Commission’s operating expenses
are taken out of revenues from the
sale of liquor and the provision for
payment will be taken care of when
the liquor allocation act is passed.
In other words, it does not properly
belong in this bill but it belongs
in one which is now in the Appro-
priations Committee.

Mrs. CHRISTIE of Aroostook:
Mr. President, I simply want to ask
the number of the amendment. I
did not get it.

The PRESIDENT: The A mend-
ment is S-243. The proposed amend-
ment is an amendment to a Com-
mittee Amendment. Is it the pleas-
ure of the Senate to reconsider
adoption of Committee Amendment
A?

Thereupon, the Senate voted to
reconsider its former action where-
by it adopted Committee Amend-
ment A; Senate Amendment A to
Committee Amendment A was read
and adopted; Committee A m e n d-
ment A as amended by Senate
Amendment A.

Mr. PORTEOUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President, in order to be able
to read these amendments and get
them more orderly, I move that
this be tabled until tomorrow.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I request a division on
the tabling motion.

A division of the Senate was had.

Twenty having voted in the af-
firmative and ten opposed, the mo-
tion prevailed and the bill was ta-
bled pending passage to be en-
grossed.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair in
behalf of the Senate of this State
is happy indeed to recognize a bal-
cony full of students. They are
members of the class in Problems
of Democracy and American Gov-
ernment from Monmouth Academy
here in Kennebec County. They are
accompanied by Mr. Stuart Foster
and Mr. Manchester Wheeler. We
are always pleased to have young
people of the state visit with us in
the Senate Chamber. We hope you
will find the proceedings interesting
and educational, although we con-
fess they are often confusing not
only to members of the public but
to ourselves. We are happy in-
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deed to have you here and would
like to introduce to you the Sena-
tors who represent your county:
Senator Campbell, Senator Farris
and myself. (Applause)

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 1st tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 624) (L. D. 880) Bill,
“An Act Establishing an Insurance
Adviser’s License’’; tabled on Feb-
ruary 28 by Senator Farris of Ken-
nebec pending assignment for sec-
ond reading; and on motion by that
Senator, the bill was retabled and
especially assigned for later in to-
day’s session.

On motion by Mr. Farris of
Kennebec, the Senate voted to take
from the table the 54th tabled and
unassigned item (H. P. 925) (L. D.
1359) House Report from the Com-
mittee on Judiciary on Bill, ““An Act
Relating to Search Warrants”;
Ought to Pass in New Draft, same
Title (H. P. 1090) (L. D. 1562);
and on further motion by that Sen-
ator, the report was accepted and
the bill read once.

The same Senator presented Sen-
ate Amendment A (S-235) which
was read and adopted, and the bill
as amended was tomorrow assigned
for second reading.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 2nd tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 23) (L. D. 47) House
Reports from the Committee on Ed-
ucation on Bill, “An Act Relating
to Accreditation of Secondary
Schools”’; Majority Report, Ought
Not to Pass; Minority Report,
Ought to Pass; tabled on February
28 by Senator Stitham of Somerset
pending acceptance of either report.

Mr. STITHAM of Somerset: Mr.
President, in view of the Order
which was passed yesterday and
which orders a study of this sub-
ject, I now move acceptance of the
Majority Ought Not to Pass report.

The motion prevailed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 3rd tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 38l) Senate Reports
from the Committee on Election
Laws to which was referred Joint
Resolution on Ratifying the P ro-
posed Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States Relating
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to the Qualification of Electors; Ma-
jority report, Ought to be adopt-
ed; Minority Report, Ought Not to
be adopted, tabled on march 5 by
Senator Edmunds of Aroostook; and
on motion by that Senator, the
bill was retabled and especially as-
signed for Wednesday next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 4th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 458) (L. D. 1285) Senate
Report, Ought Not to Pass, from
the Committee on Sea and Shore
Fisheries on Bill, “An Act Relating
to Catching of Lobsters by Skin-
divers’’; tabled on March 13 by Sen-
ator Reed of Sagadahoc pending ac-
ceptance of the report; and on fur-
ther motion by the same Senator,
the Ought not to pass report of
the committee was accepted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 5th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 397) (L. D. 110) Senate
Report, Ought Not to Pass, from
the Committee on Sea and Shore
Fisheries on Bill, “An Act Provid-
ing a Sports License for Taking
Lobsters’; tabled on March 13 by
Senator Porteous of Cumberland
pending acceptance of the report;
and that Senator moved that the
bill be substituted for the report.

Mr. BREWSTER of York: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I have a few facts here that
I would like to present before this
happens.

The Lobstermen’s Association has
kept the State’s second or third
largest industry healthy. The lobster-
man is not a farmer, not a laborer
entitled to State employment benefits
and is not protected by federal ac-
cident laws, but the lobstermen
think they should be recognized as
farmers of the sea. They are busi-
ness men with five thousand to for-
ty thousand dollars invested in boats
or gear. They spend where they
live, better than 60 per cent of
what they earn, to stay in business
alone, and the rest in local shops,
creating employment for others. The
total fishing industry in Maine is
a twenty million dollar industry and
lobstering accounts for eleven or
twelve million dollars of it. By the
lobstermen’s self-imposed restric-
tions they have built the industry
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up from six million pounds to as
high as twenty-five million pounds.
The lobstermen should have a voice
in legislation on fishing grounds and
regulation of traps in Maine.

The skindivers say, “Let us
sportsmen have fun,” but we do
not want lobstering classified as
sport. The Maine lobstermen now
recognize the value of size restric-
tions. Also one good Senator in this
body spoke when Mrs. Sproul had
a delegation in the upper gallery
and he gave a much better plea
against this skindiving than I have,
and I think you all remember
when Mrs. Sproul had one of her
farm delegations in the gallery.
Thank you.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Porteous, that the bill be
indefinitely postponed.

Mr. STILPHEN of Knox: Mr.
President, I ask for a division when
the vote is {aken.

Mr. CRAM of Cumberland: Mr.
President, it was the feeling of the
Sea & Shore Fisheries Committee
that lobstering is an industry and
should be kept an industry, that
the lobster fishermen would be bet-
ter off and that there is no par-
ticular gain in making this a sport.
If a person who owns property on
the coast wishes to consider lob-
stering a sport he can buy a li-
cense and set out a few traps. We
do not think anything will be
gained by allowing skindivers to
catch lobsters.

Mr. PORTEOUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: In asking for support of
this motion to substitute the bill
for the report I would like to draw
your attention to the nature of the
bill.

First of all, it calls for a limit
on the catch that any one person
could take by skindiving, limiting it
to 10. Second, it also limits the
number that a person could have
in their possession at any one time,
such as keeping them in a car —
that is a lobster car, not an auto-
mobile, for those of you who are
from the more inland region —
they would have to buy a sports
license in addition to the regular
lobster license which would be
ten dollars on top of the ten
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dollars they had already paid for
a lobster license. This would go in-
to the Sea & Shore Fisheries fund
and would be a help. They are al-
ways talking about needing money
for research and warden service
and the various activities they car-
ry out.

I have lived along the shore all
my life and have seen the lobster-
men go out. It is a gocd solid
industry. It breeds independent,
healthy men. They catch in the
neighborhood of twenty-five million
pounds each year, which is a size-
able catch, as you can imagine.
The estimate of the number of lob-
sters that would be caught should
skindivers again be allowed to catch
lcbsters is about five thousand
pounds. Perhaps it might be double
that, it might be ten thousand
pounds, it might be even quad-
rupled in the neighborhood of twen-
ty-five thousand pounds. This &
thousand to one ratio, and I sub-
mit to you it is somewhat the same
as thcugh this legislature were to
pass a bill against raising potatoes
in back yards because it would be
a threat to Aroostook County and
their potato industry, or that it be
prohibited that we raise chickens in
our back yard because it would be
a threat to the broiler industry in
the State cf Maine, or that we be
prohibited from Kknitting sweaters
and baby things at home because
it is a threat to the retail indus-
try. Ladies and gentlemen, I think
that this prohibition that we passed
in the last legislature against skin-
diving for lobsters is every bit as
ridiculous and is every bit as dis-
criminatory against a group that
want to catch a few lobsters by
skindiving.

Ancther feature of this bill is it
requires the same qualifications for
a lobster license that a regular lob-
sterman has to have: he must be
a resident of the state for three
years. Further than that, it sets a
time limit: only from July 1 to
November 30th. This is when the
lobsters are hardest to catch and
catching lobsters by skindiving is
no easy means.

One of the things that has been
said against skindivers catching
lobsters is that they are suspect in
taking lobsters from a trap. This,
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of course, would be against the law
and all the skindivers that I know,
every single one of them, they are
a fine group and are law-abiding
citizens.

Now I submit to you that in
the newspapers you have read
about lobster wars and you have
heard about mass cutting of tackle
and gear, even the sinking of other
Icbstermen’s boats. These men are
independent but they also are in-
dependent in taking the law into
their own hands, so that any in-
fractions you might have in the laws
that we already have on our books
are unenforceable now. This would
not aggravate the situation but
would probably help tc clear some
of it up because they would know
just where these men were. We do
have, at one stage or another in
the legislature, a bill which would
require that markers be put down
when skindiving was going on.

The Sea & Shore Fisheries Com-
mittee voted unanimously against
this even though there was a very
good sized representation from the
skindiving groups and clubs around
the state. There were, of course,
a good many lobstermen at that
time because the boats were not go-
ing out so much in February when
the hearing was held, but I wish
these lobstermen would really more
appreciate the work that the skin-
divers do. They can come along
and look under a boat and see if
there is anything fouled on the pro-
peller shaft or the propeller. They
are people who are in business and
in the professions all over the state.
We have some of them right here
in this chamber, some of the
third house are members of this
group. They do not try to feed
their families all summer on lob-
sters, they just like to go out and
catch a few when they can and if
they can. It is not the easiest thing
in the world to do. I hope that
the Senate would substitute the bill
for the report to protect the free-
dom to catch a few lobsters by a
very fine group of people in this
state.

Mr. REED of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: When I was first on the Sea
& Shore Committee the first thing
I heard was, of course,
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the skindivers bill that they
had two years ago, and I feel that
I approached this bill with a fairly
open mind, feeling that the skin-
divers two years ago had been
wronged, and yet I am a signer of
the unanimous ‘‘Ought not to pass”
report and I feel that this report
should be upheld here this morn-
ing. There were several reasons for
that. The first one being, as the
President told you two weeks ago,
about the lobster industry and its
importance in the State of Maine.
I know I enjoyed the talk on it
and I feel that we should uphold
the wishes of the lobstermen, and
almost to a man they were op-
posed to this type of legislation.
And, secondly, it was brought out
that when conditions are right a
skindiver can do pretty well in
catching lobsters. I say that condi-
tions have to be probably right, be-
cause lobsters have to be fairly
close to the shore and they cannot
be moving too fast, but if conditions
are right I feel they can do pretty
well. And, thirdly, it was brought
out that enforcement is a problem.
I realize that skindivers are all law-
abiding citizens, and yet I cannot
help but think that when I was
eighteen, nineteen or twenty and if
I was with a group of fellows and
needed some lobsters in a hurry
it would be an awful temptation
not to go down and take a few out
of a trap. I think this can be done.
1 am probably not as upright a
citizen as many, but, after all, you
are swimming along and you go
down and then you come up with
some lobsters. Now who is to say
where those lobsters are coming
from? Now this is the main gripe
of the fishermen; there is no way
to enforce it, and this bothers them.
I think it is much the same way
as if you people inland, if the skin-
divers could spear trout or salmon,
you wouldn’t like it, you would say
they would have to go back to con-
ventional methods. Last but not
least, and I feel this is fairly im-
portant and probably in a sense
was the deciding factor as far as
I was concerned, I am afraid that
if this bill were passed someone
is apt to get hurt. The Senator
from Cumberland, Senator Porteous,
has said that the fishermen live
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hard, they work hard, and they can
fight hard, and they are opposed
to this. Maybe if they could give
a little bit it could be workable,
but I do not see under the condi-
tions that we now have they are
willing to do this, and I think that
someone is apt to get hurt and I
do not like to see this happen. I
know that in my own business when
an inspector comes along and starts
telling me to do this and that, un-
less there is a good reason behind
it I get mad. It is my living; it
is the only thing I know, and unless
he can show me a good reason for
doing it and it is costing me money
then I am against it, and I think
this is the way the lobstermen feel.
I therefore feel that we should sup-
port the committee’s report on this
bill.

Mr. PORTEOUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: The remarks of the good
Senator from Sagadahoc, Senator
Reed, disturbed me because I
would not like to see anyone get
hurt. T think this bill should pass
in defiance of those who say that
people will get hurt if it passes.
I talked to some of the members
of this committee who live along
the shore, and Sea and Shore Fish-
eries is made up of people who
have a great many lobster fisher-
men as constituents. Their remarks
that their people are definitely
against this, that they would vote
them out of office if they voted
for it, even though that particular
Senator or Representative might
have served this state admirably
and well all the time he was here
in Augusta, but on that one vote
they would take it out on him at
the polls — this is not what I would
call good, clean politics, nor is the
threat of goonism. We know what
goonism 1is, and if we vote here
today with the idea that somebody
is going to get hurt, if we vote
against this bill with the idea that
somebody is going to get hurt by
a lobsterman then we are indicting
the whole lobstering group as a
bunch of goons. I do not think that
is fair to them and I do not think
that is the American way. I think
this freedom should be given back
to the people who wish to exercise
it in a proper and legal way.
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Mr. STILPHEN of Knox: Mr.Pres-
ident, I am going to vote to sup-
port the Committee on Sea & Shore
Fisheries on this particular measure
and I do not feel that by my vote
I will be indicting the lobstermen
of Maine as goons. I think that
if they have the stamina to come
to Augusta and suggest to us that
we help them protect their industry
that they should not be classified
as goons if we vote in their favor.

Mr. LOVELL of York: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate:
I feel that I should oppose the sub-
stitution of the bill for the report
and go with the committee amend-
ment. As you all well know, we
have 3500 miles of seacoast in the
State of Maine and if this bill is
passed the skindivers in getting ten
lobsters a day — and they can
well do that because I have known
of skindivers who have gotten as
high as fifty or sixty lobsters a
day and are doing it in the winfer-
time too with the new type of suits
that they have — the skindivers
in Maine will become greatly mcre
prevalent than they are, and if
we build up to a group of skin-
divers of some three or four thous-
and skindivers, and I am not sure
how many there are at the present
time but there are quite a number
and they are increasing ll the
time, and if they catch ten lobsters
a day it could well hurt the lobster
industry of some 3500 people., Our
Sea and Shcre Fisheries are doing
their best to increase the lobster
supply and at times it is really
very short, as demonstrated by the
prices that we pay for lobsters in
the wintertime. Certainly with a
great group of skindivers that are
diving for lobsters and getting a
maximum of ten a day, you multi-
ply this by the number of days
they are out, two or three hundred
days a year, it would certainly
damage this industry and the liveli-
hood of some 3500 lobster fisher-
men in the State of Maine. So I
feel that I must oppose this bill
on the grounds of these people that
are making a living in this industry,
which is not an easy industry, and
I hope that the Senate will accept
the report of the committee “Ought
not to pass.”
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The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is cn the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Porteous, to substitute the
bill for the report. A division has
been requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Eight having voted in the affirm-
ative and twenty-three opposed, the
moticn did not prevail.

Thereupon, the Qught Not to Pass
report of the Committee was ac-
cepted.

On motion by Mr. Farris of Ken-
nebec, the Senate voted to take
from the table Item 1 (Page 4) (H.
P. 624) (L. D. 880)) bhill, An Act
Establishing an Insurance Adviser’s
License’; tabled earlier in today’s
session by that Senator pending as-
signment for seccnd reading; and
on further motion by the same
Senator, the bill was tomorrow as-
signed for second reading.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 6th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 217) (L. D. 528) bill,
“An Act Relating to Transfer of
Certain Land by the State to the
City of Portland’’ tabled on March
19 by Senatcr Brooks of Cumber-
land pending passage to be en-
grossed; and on further motion by
the same Senator, the bill was
passed to be engrossed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 7th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 541) (L. D. 758) bill,
“An Act Amending the Charter of
the City of Portland Concerning
Election Districts’’; tabled on March
19 by Senator Cram of Cumber-
land pending enactment; and cn
further motion by the same Sena-
tor, the bill was passed to be en-
acted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 8th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 333) (L. D. 460) House
Report, Ought to Pass, from the
Committee on Inland Fisheries and
Game on bill, “An Act to Clarify
the State Boating Law’’; tabled on
March 26 by Senator Stitham of
Scmerset pending acceptance of the
report; and on further motion by
the same Senator, the report was
accepted, the bill read once, House
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Amendments A and B read and
adopted, and the bill as amended
was tomorrow assigned for second
reading.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 9th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 978) (L. D. 1417) bill,
“An Act Authorizing the Maine Port
Autherity to Establish Foreign Trade
Zones in Maine’’; tabled on March
27 by Senator Edmunds of Aroos-
took pending passage to be en-
grossed; and on further motion by
that Senator, the bill was retabled
and especially assigned for Tuesday
next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 10th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 263) (L. D. 1013) bill,
“An Act Relating to Allocation of
Funds of Soil Conservation Dis-
tricts”’; tabled on March 29 by Sen-
ator Harrington of Penobscot pend-
ing enactment.

The PRESIDENT: With the ap-
proval of the Senatcr from Penob-
scot, Senator Harrington, the Sen-
ator from Aroostook, Senator Ed-
munds moves that this bill be placed
on the Special Appropriations Table
pending enactment.

The moticn prevailed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 11th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 242) (L. D. 310) bill,
“An Act Classifying Certain Tide-
waters in Lincoln County’’; tabled
on April 2 by Senator Sproul of
Lincoln pending enactment; and on
further motion by the same Sen-
ator, the bill was passed to be
enacted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 12th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 907) (L. D. 1315) bill,
“An Act Establishing a Division of
Foreign Trade in the Department
of Economic Development’; tabled
on April 3 by Senator Lovell of
York pending assignment for second
reading; and on further motion by
that Senator, the bill was retabled
and especially assigned for Monday
next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 13th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 194) (L. D. 263) House
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Reports from the Committee on
Claims on Resolve to Reimburse
Town of Woolwich for Loss of Tax
Revenue of Property Owned by
State. Majority Report, Ought to
Pass in New Draft and New Title
on Resolve in Favor of Town of
Woolwich for Rent of Certain Prop-
erty Owned by State (H. P. 1026)
(L. D. 1487) Minority Report,
Ought not to Pass; tabled on April
3 by Senator Hichborn of Piscata-
quis pending acceptance of either
report.

Mr. HICHBORN of Piscataquis:
Mr. President, I discussed this with
the leadership and in view of the
fact that Senator Edmunds of
Aroostook will be back next week,
I would ask that this matter be
retabled until Tuesday next.

The motion prevailed and the bill
was retabled and so assigned.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 14th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 35) (L. D. 58) House
Report, Ought to Pass from the
Committee on Inland Fisheries and
Game on bill, ““An Act Providing for
Life Preservers for Boats for Hire’’;
tabled on April 3 by Senator Sti-
tham of Somerset pending accept-
ance of the report; and on further
motion by the same Senator, the
report was accepted, the bill read
once and tomorrow assigned for
second reading.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair is
happy to recognize on behalf of
the Senate of the State of Maine,
seventeen members of the 8th
grade of the Glenburn Consolidated
School in Penobscot County. They
are accompanied by their Principal
and teachers, Mr. Morrison, Mrs.
Giles, Mrs. Cookson and Mrs. Tobey.
They are special guests of Repre-
sentative Warren Cookson of Glen-
burn.

We are happy indeed to have you
here. We hope that you find these
proceedings interesting and that
your interest in government may
continue to the point where you
may wish some day to serve your
community in this way. May 1 in-
troduce to you the Senators from
Penobscot County: Senator Harring-
ton, Senator Philbrick, Senator Whit-
taker and Senator Atherton who hap-
pens to be absent at the moment.
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We are happy to have you here.
(Applause)

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 15th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 283) (L. D. 377) House
Report, Ought to Pass from the
Committee on Inland Fisheries and
Game on bill, “An Act Relating
to Equipment and Safe Operation
of Boats’; tabled on April 3 by
Senator Stitham of Somerset pend-
ing acceptance of the report; and
on further motion by the same
Senator, the report was accepted,
the bill read once and tomorrow as-
signed for second reading.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 16th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 189) (L. D. 488) Sen-
ate Report, Ought Not to Pass from
the Committee on Sea and Shore
Fisheries on bill, “An Act Repeal-
ing the Regulation of Herring for
Canning Purposes from December
I1st to April 15th”; tabled on April
5 by Senator Wyman of Washing-
ton pending acceptance of the re-
port; and on further motion by the
same Senator, the report was ac-
cepted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 17th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P, 190) (L. D. 489) Sen-
ate Report, Ought Not to Pass,
from the Committee on Sea and
Shore Fisheries on bill, “An Act
to Extend the Sardine Canning Sea-
son’’; tabled on April 5 by Sen-
ator Wyman of Washington pend-
ing acceptance of the report; and
on further motion by the same Sen-
ator, the report was accepted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 18th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 102) (L. D. 239) Sen-
ate Report from the Committee on
Industrial and Recreational Develop-
ment on bill, “An Act to Create
the Maine Recreational Facilities
Authority Act”; Majority Report,
Ought to Pass; Minority Report,
Ought Not to Pass; tabled on April
10 by Senator Noyes of Franklin
pending acceptance of the report.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair notes
the absence of the Senator from
Franklin, Senator Noyes. Is it the
pleasure of the Senate that the bill
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be tabled and especially assigned
for Monday next?

The bill was so tabled and as-
signed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 19th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 548) (L. D. 1480) bill,
“An Act to Increase the Salaries
of Certain Department Heads Elect-
ed by the Legislature”; tabled on
April 10 by Senator Edmunds of
Aroostook pending passage to be
engrossed.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I have cleared this with
Senator Edmunds of Arocostook and
I now move the pending question.

Thereupon the bill was passed to
be engrossed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 20th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 223) (L. D. 607) Senate
Report, Ought Not to Pass from
the Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on bill, “An
Act Providing for Pilot Study of
Forest Land Valuations’; tabled on
April 12 by Senator Johnson of
Somerset pending acceptance of the
report.

Mr. JOHNSON of Somerset: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I believe you all know that
this particular bill calls for a study
of the valuation of forest lands on
the basis of their productivity. In
1953 a law was enacted by the
legislature whereby the tax on for-
est lands would be based cn that
premise. However, regardless of the
law, it was not enforceable, be-
cause at that time there was not
enough means and methods and rec-
ords, so to speak, of all these for-
est lands that could be used in
the determining of a sound basis
for this particular tax.

I guess ycu have all read this
particular bill. T have spoken to
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the Senate, and I have
an amendment to the bill. The
original bill calls for an appropria-
tion of $25,000. There are interested
foundations and non-profit crganiza-
tions who would like to further
the cause of this study over the
next two years. The amendment
that I will present if this report
is accepted is a reduction in the
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amount of $25,000 to $5,000, provid-
ing that the funds shall be apprcpri-
ated only and when other funds
become available from non-profit or-
ganizations in the amount of not
less than $5,000. It would seem to
me, where we have heard so much
about federal matching funds at
this time that here is a chance
where we might have a chance
to get some private matching funds.

The reascn that the state must
initiate something like this is that
none of these private organizations
or foundations would go in for this
unless it was the intention of the
Legislature to start a study of this
type. This money will not be spent
unless there is an equivalent amcunt
coming to match this particular
fund. I have not spoken to the
House members of the committee
as yet but I plan to if I can
substitute the bill for the report
and have it accepted. This is a good
study, and I think you will agree
that a sincere and profound effort
has been made to not charge the
state for this study, whereas there
are many studies that go down the
drain and the moneys are dissipat-
ed. In this case someone at least
has a chance to come up with
something to match something for
a good purpose. At this time, Mr.
President, I would move that we
substitute the bill fcr the report.

Mr. CAMPBELL of XKennebec:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I have discussed with the
House members of the Appropria-
tions Committee the proposed amend-
ment and their feeling still is as
it was to the original bill, that
they do not favor the making of
a study. Of course we are always
at a disadvantage. We hear a bill
that calls for $25,000 and then when
we 'take a stand on it and feel that it
is not economically sound the thing
is watered down and we are sup-
posed to go along on it in the les-
ser amount. Five thousand dollars
certainly is not going to break the
state and certainly the idea of a
centribution by somebody else does
have an appeal, but we certainly
do have to establish a policy. Are
we going to keep having these study
committees or not and are we go-
ing to keep watering them down
to apoint where the resistance ofthe
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Appropriations Committee is woern
away? It seems to me that this is
a program that has already been
proven. I do not think that any-
body questions today that forest
lands should be evaluated and taxed
on the basis of productivity. Again,
it seems to me, and I think it dces
to the committee, that here is an
attempt made to give some public
iacceptance to something and to
study it again, all to the end that
it may be accepted at another ses-
sion, when people will be a little
more weakened and willing to ac-
cept it just because it has been
studied.

The real purpose of the bill, as
stated in the last few lines, is to
seek cut and solve the problems
that may be encounteredin a change
to tax valuation according to forest
land productivity, and apparently
certain of the towns and cities are
not amenable to this method of
valwation, and we feel that this
is simply an attempt made to foist
it ontc them.

Mr. JOHNSON of Somerset: Mr.
President and ladies and gentlemen
of the Senate: As you all recall,
there is a law that says that for-
est lands shall be taxed on the
basis of productivity, but as far
as I can figure out it is a joke,
because they have no means or
methods whereby they can tax on
productivity, because very few as-
sessors in any tcwn or in any area
have the slightest idea what the
growth is or a fair means of taxa-
tion on the growth of these timber-
lands. It would seem that if you
are going to not vote for something
of this type, especially when it is
being supported by cther groups,
it would seem that you should re-
peal the present law that is now
on the books and that is not work-
able. I have spoken to several as-
sessors and selectmen in several
towns and they uagree that the
woods are cut in any manner that
the operatcr desires. He has no
feeling that the woods should be
preserved and should be cut on
the basis of his tax. I think sev-
eral of you folks here have wood-
lots and they grow haphazardly and
when you want to cut them you dc,
but if you were taxed on the
amount of growth on that woodlot
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it would be obvious that you would
use it to its best utility. I think
you will all agree ‘that Maine is
probably more dependent on its
forest lands than any other thing
that we have. It is one of our big-
gest industries in the state.

When the vote is taken I would
request a division.

Mr. CRAM vof Cumberland: Mr.
President, I rise in support of the
motion by Senatcr Johnson. I think
it was recognized in the Sly re-
port that the forest lands in the in-
corporated areas were very general-
ly over-assessed. I have been a
local assessor in my town, which
is fairly close to Portland, and even
that close to Portland the assess-
ments cn the forested area are
pretty unrealistic. A piece of land
that lies back half a mile from
the main road with nothing but a
track leading to it has no more value
ten miles from Portland than it has
a hundred miles from Portland in
my opinion, and it should be based
on the amount of growth that it is
yielding until such time as it can
be developed.

I have acted as a County Com-
missioner in some appeals where
forest lands were included. I found
that in the town of New Gloucester
they followed a rule that no land
should be assessed at less than ten
dollars an acre. Since they are as-
sessing on a basis of 25 per cent,
that meant that they considered for-
est lands that have been cut off
cleanly, lying back a mile from the
highway as worth forty dollars an
acre. On what basis I do not know.
There must have been mineral re-
serves or something under that
land.

I certainly think that this study
is well taken, in fact I would go
for the whole $25,000, but if $5000
will induce somebody else to put
some money into it I think it is
wonderful.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: Just one brief word. I think
we ought to stick to the point here.
The point is not whether forest
lands should be taxed and valued
on the basis of productivity. That
has been proven, there is no ques-
tion about that and nobody doubts
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that there are the inequities that
the Senator from Cumberland, Sena-
tor Cram, has indicated. The whole
question is: Are we going to
spend $5000 to restudy something
that has already been determined
and are we going to have the State
Tax Assessor and the Forest Com-
missioner and the University of
Maine study it. It seems to me
that if they want to study it they
can do it without a special appro-
priation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Somerset: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I beg your indulgence for
speaking for the third time but I
would like to read a quotation from
a newspaper, by Albert D. Nutting
of the University of Maine Forestry
School. He says, “The fact that the
1953 law calling for timber taxation
on the basis of productivity has
never been used shows that the
tolls needed for doing the job have
never been provided to town as-
sessors.”

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Somerset, Sen-
ator Johnson, to substitute the bill
for the report. A division has been
requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Sixteen having voted in the affir-
mative and fourteen opposed, the
motion prevailed, the bill was sub-
stituted for the report and read
once.

Mr. Johnson of Somerset present-
ed Senate Amendment A and
moved its adoption. (S-246)

Which amendment was read and
adopted and the bill as amended
was tomorrow assigned for second
reading.

The PRESIDENT: The Senate has
been proceeding well this morning
and it might be well if we take a
five minute recess, but before doing
so, certain recognitions should be
made. In the Senate Chambers, we
are happy to recoghize an Oak
Grove School class in U. S. His-
tory. We hope that your interest
in that subject may be reflected in
your visit here today. These stu-
dents are accompanied by Instruc-
tors Dr. and Mrs. Whitehead and a
gentleman by the name of Robert
Owens who is a former Kennebec
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County Senator whom we are hap-
py to recognize.

The Chair would also like to rec-
ognize the good wife of Senator Ed-
munds of Aroostook. Joyce Edmunds
would you stand up please and be
recognized? (Applause.)

Senate at Recess

Senate called to order by the
President.

The PRESIDENT: Before pro-
ceeding with the calendar, the Chair
would like to recognize in the Cham-
bers, 45 8th grade students from
Pemetic Junior High School in
Southwest Harbor. They are accom-
panied by their teachers Eugene
Theriault and Dwight Perkins, and
several parents. The students are
the guests of Representative David
Benson of Southwest Harbor. We
have two Senators of course in this
Chamber who represent your area.
Senator Brown and Senator Kim-
ball. Would you please rise gen-
tlemen?

You have been witnessing what
we might call a cleaning up proc-
ess in the business of the legisla-
ture. On the calendar, and I notice
that each of you has a copy, there
are some 60 bills which have been
placed on the table, laid aside
temporarily during the legislative
process and we are going through
the list one by one and disposing
of them one way or another. This
is the procedure which normally
takes place within the last month
of the legislative session and while
it may seem confusing to you it
is very definite and positive action
on the part of the Senate to dispose
of these bills. We hope that you
may notice by the debate on each
one some general feeling as to
what is taking place. We hope also
that your interest may continue not
only in this government but in your
local town government and that
some day you may participate your-
selves. We are happy indeed to have
vou here.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 21st tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 218) (L. D. 527) Bill,
“An Act Relating to Transfer of
Certain Land to the State by the
City of Portland”; tabled on April
12 by Senator Edmunds of Aroos-
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took pending passage to be en-
grossed.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen of
the Senate, I have discussed this
item with Senator Edmunds of
Arcostook and he has authorized me
to remove this from the table and
move the pending question,

Mr. WHITTAKER of Penobscot:
Mr. President, might I ask that we
be advised of the Committee re-
port on this bill which in effect
would transfer the Portland munie-
ipal airport to the state?

The Secretary read the status of
the bill.

Mr. WHITTAKER of Penobscot:
Mr. President, as Chairman of the
State Government committee and
as a signer of the Minority Ought
to Pass report, I want to reiterate
my position that I am still in favor
of this bill. I call this to the at-
tention of the Senate since it is a
matter of major importance.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Pres-
ident, I move the indefinite post-
ponement of the bill and ask for
a division.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen of
the Senate, this bill is a compan-
ion bill to one that we passed to be
engrossed earlier in the session.
The first bill passed to transfer
certain lands to the state and this
bill would transfer to the state the
entire personal property and real
estate of the airport of the city
of Portland. As I have said earlier
and at the risk of repeating my-
self, T would like to say that the
concept of regional airports in the
State of Maine, I think is accepted
by most, and I am personally of
the opinion that Portland being the
aerial gateway to Maine is the log-
ical place from which to start in
this development of the regional air-
port concept. Therefore I agree with
the Senator from Penobscot, Sena-
tor Whittaker in his statement that
this is a major problem, a major
question before us and that we
should get on with this develop-
ment of airports in the State of
Maine by accepting the Portland
municipal airport as a state owned
and operated airport.

Therefore, I naturally rise in op-
position to the motion of the Sen-
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ator from Aroostook, Senator Cyr,
for indefinite postponement.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate,
I still believe it would be a bad
move on the part of the State of
Maine to accept ownership of this
airport. I have no objection on the
part of the State of Maine to use
or raise funds for the development
of the airport but under the formula
that we have today of fifty percent
from the federal government, twen-
ty-five percent from the state and
twenty-five percent from the city,
they can still proceed with the de-
velopment of this airport. But as
soon as the state assumes owner-
ship of this airport, you are going to
see the airport business at Port-
land go in the red instead of in
the black as it is now.

The question is not so much of
whether or not we should improve
our air service in Maine. I am
heartily in favor of that but I do
not believe that this is the proper
procedure. Since 1957 the air serv-
jce in Maine has been going from
bad to worse. The number of flights
has been decreased. I see in to-
day’s paper where the Northeast
has agreed to increase certain
flights in certain areas. I think that
is the proper step. Certainly we
should be encouraging the carrier
today for doing that. Before we
commit the State of Maine to a ten
million dollar project, I think we
should look further into trying to
improve the services that are now
available. That should be our ap-
proach., There is no need to go to
a large expense not knowing wheth-
er the flight schedule will be im-
proved. At the hearing on another
bill in regard to this the President
of Northeast mentioned that even
with the area airport at Sidney —I
was not going to mention it but I
think it is tied up with this one—
the President of Northeast Airlines
mentioned that even if we were to
develop an area airport at Sidney
he couldn’t guarantee better service
than what we are now getting.

I think it is false economy for
us to expect the State of Maine to
put in an expenditure of approxi-
mately ten million dollars and then
turn around and give this to a
carrier which is nearly bankrupt. I
am not speaking out of school. Ev-
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erybody knows that. If it is to im-
prove our air service in Maine, if
it necessitates a change of air car-
rier, then I am all for it but I
don’t believe the State of Maine
should assume ownership of this air-
port.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen of
the Senate, in reply to the remarks
made by Senator Cyr of Aroostook,
I would say that air travel, air
transportation is here to stay in
this country and it is here to stay
in the State of Maine. The economic
development of the State of Maine,
the recreational development of the
State of Maine is tied in very close-
ly to air travel. I am sure you will
all agree with me on that point.

I think you will also agree that
Portland is the aerial gateway to
the State of Maine. It is not our
fault. As I said before Portland is
located geographically where it is.
It is there, and as such it is an
important adjunct to the develop-
ment of Maine in every way, shape
and manner. To say that the State
of Maine is going to get a red
herring so to speak when it buys
this airport, is nonsense. This air-
port is a multi million dollar op-
eration. I don’t say in jest, I say
quite seriously that the city of Port-
land is offering it for one dollar.
The state may spend or may not
spend any amount of money on the
airport. The state may develop the
airport now or in the future. I re-
mind you, ladies and gentlemen,
that that is entirely within the dis-
cretion of future legislators.

The airport at this time is op-
erating at a profit and so the state
would not be picking up a liability
in any way, shape or manner. If
Northeast Airlines is not going to
supply transportation to the State of
Maine, I am sure an airline will
as I am sure you are aware.

I honestly and sincerely believe
that we should, to help the economic
and recreational future development
of this state, we should at this
time accept this airport as a state
asset.

Mr. LOVELL of York: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate,
I might say that I signed the
Ought to Pass report as I did two
years ago, with the feeling that an
improved airport in Portland was
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necessary because not only does it
serve Cumberland County but it
serves York County, Sagadahoc and
Oxford and surrounding areas by
people going to Portland to fly out
of Maine, or into Maine. In the
summertime there are some fifteen
thousand people each month that
use this airport and certainly it is
a necessary facility for the southern
part of Maine which is the most
populated section of Maine.

The cost of improving this air-
port is not, I believe, ten million
dollars. The figure I heard was to
make it possible for jets to land
and the amount was three million
dollars. However, the city of Port-
land feels that the twenty-five per-
cent necessary for them to put in
with their present high taxes for an
area airport is such that they can-
not afford to put more money into
the airport, and in the last two
years I think they have put in little
or nothing, and if this airport is
to be improved it must be taken
over by the state. Since it must
be or should be taken over by the
state, being an area airport, Port-
land airport is the only airport of
an area basis in New England that
is not owned by the respective
states.

I feel that Maine — I probably
shouldn’t go along with the Cum-
berland County delegation this
morning — but I feel that Maine
should have this area airport nev-
ertheless. I hope that the motion
to indefinitely postpone does not pre-
vail.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to remind the
Senators that if they vote in favor
of this, they are committing future
budgets of the State of Maine to
pick up the tab, the complete tab
on any development that will occur
in this project. If the city of Port-
land doesn’t see the benefits that
are derived from an airport, and is
not willing to share twenty-five per-
cent of the cost, I say they don’t
deserve an airport.

It is not that I am against air
service. I should be the first one
to be fighting for it, living 400
miles away, I should be and I am
very much interested. But in this,
apparently we have to bring in the
area airport development argument
into this debate. I would think that
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it would be a lot sounder for the
State of Maine to have a federally
subsidized trunk line into the State
of Maine and then if the State of
Maine wants to further develop its
air service, let the State of Maine
put some money into state sub-
sidies for some of the small air-
ports, some of the feeder lines to
this trunk service. I think that
would be the logical approach to
this service.

Now the good Senator from Cum-
berland keeps referring to Portland
as the ‘‘gateway to Maine”. I'd like
to know if it is the gateway in or
the gateway out and if it is the
gateway out, well certainly it takes
a lot of steam from his arguments.

I hope that my motion to indefi-
nitely postpone will prevail.

Mr. HINDS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen of
the Senate, I might just correct
one or two figures that have been
mentioned here this morning. The
relocation of the runway which I
have been close to, since it was
involved with the State School for
Boys, the costs that were quoted to
us by the F.A.A. and the state
aeronautics people was one million
dollars for moving the present run-
way around for a five thousand foot
runway, and two million dollars for
the seventy-five hundred foot run-
way that they might eventually need
in Portland. Of this the federal gov-
ernment would pay fifty percent of
the cost if the state owned the air-
port.

I would hope that you would all
go along with the motion of the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Brooks, and pass the bill and send
it over to the other body.

Mr. CRAM of Cumberland: Mr.
President, in reply to Senator Cyr’s
question as to whether Portland is
the gateway in or the gateway out,
I believe it is both a gateway in
and a gateway out. When they come
in they bring their money and leave
it in Maine and then they leave.
After they’ve left their money, why
should we care whether they leave
or not?

There is no question but what
this airport serves a large area.
It serves York County, Oxford,
Cumberland County and other coun-
ties down the coast. It is only about
thirty miles <down Route 95 to
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Sagadahoc. This airport is closely
located to the Maine Turnpike and
certainly is a distributing point for
many people coming into the state.
We have a state airport here in
Augusta. The Portland airport
serves a much larger population
than the Augusta airport serves.

Mr. WHITTAKER of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, I want to state publicly
that this proposal has support from
other areas of the state than the
southern area. I want to repeat my
previous testimony on behalf of this
bill and express the hope that the
motion to indefinitely postpone by
the Senator from Aroostook, Sena-
tor Cyr, may not prevail.

There is a larger issue involved
here than simply the Portland mu-
nicipal airport. I think it is high
time that the people of the State
of Maine, whom we represent,
realize that without adequate public
transportation, this state will contin-
ue to lose in the areas of economic
development, industrial development
recreational development. It is im-
perative that we do scmething con-
structive about our public transpor-
tation system.

Our newspapers this morning car-
ry the story about our approval of
a highway budget of 79.3 millions
of dollars. This is state subsidy of
public and private transportation.
But not all of our people can have
their transportation needs met by
highways. There are a large num-
ber of people in this state who have
transportation needs which must be
met by air travel and I maintain
by railroad passenger travel, but
that is another matter.

I strongly urge this body to give
approval to this piece of legislation.
It is a fact of life today that
states must give subsidy to airline
transportation if they wish to have
adequate service in this area. At
the same time it should be pointed
out that we are dealing here with
an operation which has consistently
shown a profit. There is no evi-
dence to indicate that the state will
lose money by taking over this par-
ticular airport. The state is already
in the airport business here in Au-
gusta. It is in the business of sub-
sidizing transportation through our
highway fund and I certainly hope
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that this piece of legislation may be
passed.

Mr. FERGUSON of Oxford: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I would like to go on record
as being opposed to the motion of
the Senator from Aroostook, Senator
Cyr. This Portland airport is very
important to us in Oxford County.
It is the nearest and the largest
and one that we all look to when
we are traveling in and out of the
state by air. I urge the Senate to
oppose the motion of Senator Cyr
and go on to enact this important
piece of legislation.

Mr. COUTURE of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, again I feel it is a move
for additional expenses to the state.
All of you are aware of the pres-
sure that was on to move the
School for Boys away from the air-
port. Now you are faced possibly
in the future with building of a
new runway and make it a larger
airport. If it is done by the state
you are going to move the School
for Boys out of there.

Now the only land given to the
state, this land for one dollar, is
the land that is now occupied by
the airport. In enlarging the air-
port, more land will have to be
purchased. You are aware that the
land now being used for the School
for Boys shall remain the property
of the state as long as they use it
for that purpose. But once the air-
port is enlarged, the lives of the
children in the school will be in
danger and force will be put on to
move them out of there. Portland
naturally will be left with all prop-
erty when it is not used for the
school. There is more in this move
than a lot of us think. I am sup-
porting the motion of Senator Cyr
of Aroostook County.

Mr. FARRIS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I would like to inquire
through the Chair, probably from
the Senator from Cumberland, Sena-
tor Brooks, as to the correlation be-
tween the transfers of land on
which the boy’s school is now lo-
cated. This morning we passed to
be engrossed a bill which would
transfer that to the City of Port-
land, and yet I do not understand
the over-all picture as to how these
two correlate now that the boy’s
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school is going to remain where it

is.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Kennebec, Senator Farris, pos-
es a question through the Chair to
the Senator from Cumberland, Sen-
ator Brooks, who may answer if he
chooses.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, if I understand the ques-
tion right, the Senator from Ken-
nebec, Senator Farris, asks what
would happen to the land if the
State ever gave it up in the future.
Is that your question?

Mr. FARRIS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I think the question is:
What would happen to the land
which has already been conveyed
by the State to the City of Port-
land by L. D. 526 if now Portland
conveys its airport to the State
of Maine.

Mr. BROOKS: Mr. President, in
the interest of accuracy I would
request that I be allowed to yield
to the Senator from Penobscot, Sen-
ator Whittaker, who heard these two
bills.

Mr. WHITTAKER of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I think possibly I can clear
up the difficulty here. I did not
oppose the passage of L. D. 526
because the bill reads after this
fashion: “If and when the premises
shall no longer be used for the
Boys Training Center purposes,
etc.” Now there is very little likeli-
hood that L. D. 526 will become
effective under present plans for the
boys’ school, so I think this ques-
tion is removed from the picture.

Mr. FARRIS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, one more gquestion:
Wouldn’t it be logical if the State
is to take over the airport to also
retain the land surrounding that
airport?

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Kennebec, Senator Farris, pos-
es a question through the Chair to
any Senator who may answer if he
chooses.

Mr. HINDS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I do not know if I can
exactly answer Senator Far-
ris’s question but in the present
deed and the land arrangement at
the State School for Boys the land
was given to the State with the un-
derstanding many years ago that if
the State ever gave up the use
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of the State School for Boys that
all surrounding land would revert
back to the City of Portland. It
is my understanding from discussion
with the City Manager of the City
of Portland that this applies to all
land in that surrounding area that
encompassed the airport and the
State School for Boys.

Mr. FARRIS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I certainly am in favor and
have long favored in this regional
airport concept that the State take
title to the airport at Portland. I
think that is the only fair and re-
sponsible move that we can make
as a state at the present time, but
I certainly am a bit concerned in
regard to the surrounding land now
that we have conveyed that to the
City of Portland. In any event, I
would certainly be opposed to the
motion of the Senator from Aroos-
took, Senator Cyr, that we indefi-
nitely postpone the measure on
which we are now to vote, but later
in the day I would make a motion
that we reconsider our action
whereby we have passed to be en-
grossed L. D. 526. At the present
time I certainly hope that we can
move this on its way. Even though
I am a realist and realize it will
be very difficult to accomplish it
in this session of the legislature, I
would hope that we can make the
proper start on the regional airport
concept and have this as a State
airport.

Mr. COUTURE of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I would like to table this
bill and specially assign it for to-
MmMorrow.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, when the vote is taken
I request a division.

The PRESIDENT: Al those in fa-
vor of the motion of the Senator
from Androscoggin, Senator Couture,
that this matter lie on the table
and be specially assigned for the
next legislative day will rise and
stand in their places until counted.

A division was had. Twelve hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
nineteen in the negative the motion
to table did not prevail.

Mr. COUTURE of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, may I speak again
on this?
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The PRESIDENT: The Senator
may proceed.

Mr. COUTURE: Mr. President,
going back to this L. D. 526, it
certainly reads ‘“An Act relating to
transfer of certain lands by the
State to the City of Portland,” and
that is the land that the Boys Train-
ing School is on. And certainly not
long ago in this session it was
stated that our children are in dan-
ger there because it is so close to
the airport. I happen to be a mem-
ber of the committee on that school
and it was urged that the school
be moved out of there before any
planes crashed on the building. But
still under L. D. 526 the remaining
land of the School for Boys will
remain the property of the City of
Portland. We are going to find our-
selves in the position where we
cannot enlarge this airport unless
we go out and purchase land from
the City of Portland to be able to
do it, and move the School for Boys
out of there, which will eventually
cost millions of dollars for the
State. It also specified in that deed
that the land and the buildings
thereon shall be transferred to the
City of Portland, even the building
that the State owns on that land.
I really felt that this bill needed
more study but it became impos-
sible, but I feel like voting against
it more than ever.

Mr. PORTEOUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I hope I can clear
up the concern that the Senator
from Androscoggin, Senator Couture
has expressed in regard to this land
problem.

L. D. 526 states that in 1850 the
City of Portland conveyed this land
to the State on which the State
School for Boys, now called the
Boys Training Center, was built,
and this L. D. 526 was merely a
vehicle by which the State could car-
ry out its original promise to trans-
fer back to the City of Portland
this land if the Boys Training Cen-
ter was ever removed from that
site. Now there have been bills in
this legislature to remove it from
that site to various places in the
State. The decision, as far as I
understand, is not yet final. It
would only be a matter of swapping
a dollar for a dollar to carry out
the letter of the law, thereby trans-
ferring this land back to the City
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of Portland and then with the
agreement between the State and
the City of Portland that land must
be transferred back and retrans-
ferred again, so it would only be a
matter of swapping a little bit of
land. The intention, of course, is
to extend the runway in a direction
that would not affect the school
and would further remove air traf-
fic from endangering the lives of
the young lads in this area. So I
think the fears of the Senator from
Androscoggin are unfounded and I
am sure we will be able to resolve
this perfectly satisfactorily to all
concerned.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Aroostook, Sen-
ator Cyr, that the bill be indefinite-
ly postponed. A division has been
requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Twelve having voted in the af-
firmative and eighteen opposed, the
motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, the bill was passed to
be engrossed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 22nd tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 427) (L. D. 1170) Sen-
ate Reports from the Committee on
Legal Affairs on Bill, “An Act
Transferring Probation of Juveniles
in Cumberland County to State Pro-
bation Administration’” Majority Re-
port, Ought not to pass; Minority
Report, refer to the 102nd legisla-
ture; tabled on April 16 by Senator
Brooks of Cumberland pending ac-
ceptance of either report.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I move that the bill
be substituted for the report.

Mr. STILPHEN of Knox: Mr.
President, might we know the status
of the bill. I notice there are two
reports.

The Secretary read the status of
the bill.

Mr. STITHAM of Somerset: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I signed the Majority Report,
Ought Not to Pass. I believe I can
fairly state that the feeling of the
committee was that this was a lo-
cal matter in Portland and there
is much feeling both ways, and
from information I have had since
that time I am certainly in favor
of the motion of the Senator from
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Cumberland, Senator Brooks, and I
hope the Senate will go along with
it.

Mr. PORTEOUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: It is with natural reluc-
tance that I rise against my col-
league, the good Senator from Cum-
berland, Senator Brooks, but I take
issue with him on this particular
question and I have a thousand
pages of facts to back it up, only
one of which I will press upon you
at this late hour. I have a letter
here from former municipal judge
Louis Bernstein, who is a man
who has been deeply concerned with
juvenile problems in the Cumber-
land County area and who has been
taking care of such problems for
several years. He writes:

“Dear Senator Porteous:

I was disturbed last week when
I heard that a bill had been intro-
duced by Senator Brooks which
would do away with the juvenile
probation office for Cumberland
County.

It was my privilege to have
served eight years in the Portland
Municipal Court, first as Recorder
and second as Judge. This, of
course, brought me in close con-
tact with the juvenile division of
the probation department. I assisted
in the appointment of Mr. Shea as
Assistant Probation Officer and
worked quite closely with him and
Mr. Armstrong, his superior on all
cases involving probation and espe-
cially those involving juveniles. The
records will disclose that in the
overwhelming majority of juvenile
cases the probation department has
functioned so well that a small per-
centage were repeaters. I cite this
because if the juvenile probation de-
partment in Cumberland County
were to be eliminated the State
School for Boys would be called
upon to handle more delinquents.
This would be a waste of time and
money. I urge you most sincerely
and strongly to oppose the passage
of any measure which would de-
prive Cumberland County of a juv-
enile probation department. It would
be a sad day for all of us here
in the county if such a bill would
ever pass.

At the time the act was passed
establishing the Cumberland County
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juvenile section those of us interest-
ed in the establishment of this de-
partment were told that it would
not be feasible to request a state-
wide juvenile section but that it
should grow into a statewide sys-
tem by having other counties es-
tablish a similar system. Six years
have passed since the establishment
of our local juvenile probation sec-
tion and no other county has de-
veloped a similar section, and the
reason for this has been, I am told,
the inability to obtain good, trained
workers in this particular field. For-
tunately Cumberland County has two
such workers.

Respectfully yours,
Louis Bernstein.”

There are other reasons why this
bill should be defeated. One of them
is that the State Probation Depart-
ment has requested several more
men and these requests are only
partially met by the Governor’s sup-
plemental budget. The case load at
the State level is approximately 144
per man and in this Cumberland
County Probation Department,
which is paid for entirely by Cum-
berland County, it is about half that,
about 72 or 73 per man. The trans-
fer of this to the State would cost
the State in excess of $18,000 a year,
an unnecessary expense and burden
on the State, the county being will-
ing to take care of its own problem
in this respect.

Those who are very much con-
cerned with the problem of proba-
tion have for a long time recog-
nized that juvenile and adult pro-
bation departments should be sepa-
rate, that the problems are not the
same and that the case workers
involved in one are not necessarily
suited to taking care of the prob-
lems of the other.

There are some of the reasons
that have been put forth. Some of
the people who are opposed to re-
linquishing it are directly concerned
with the Health & Welfare services
in the greater Portland area. The
Greater Portland United Fund has
taken a definite stand against sep-
arating this and joining it with the
State. Almost all phases of the so-
cial and welfare part of the Greater
Portland area have joined in this
opposition. The only place this came
from — and I may be slightly
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wrong in this — I do not want to
prejudice anybody’s move — has
been from some of the city officials,
and now it has boiled down to only
one, who wish to save money out
of the Cumberland County budget.
You cannot criticize them for that
because that is their job. Cutting
this out seemed to be a way they
could do it, but I think it would
be a very false economy, I think it
would be running against the grain
of the type of progress that we
need to make in this very impor-
tant field of juvenile problems. I
hope when the vote is taken that
yvou will vote to reject this move
to substitute the bill for the report.

Mr. LOVELL of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, I am somewhat confused, and
I wonder if I could be cleared up
on this Committee Amendment “A”’,
Filing S-106. It does not seem to
me to be germane to the bill, rais-
ing the salary of the Commissioner.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from York, Senator Lovell, poses a
question through the Chair to any
Senator, who may answer if he
chooses.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, this printing here is an
error in the calendar of today. That
Committee Amendment “A”’, filing
106 refers to L. D. 1040, which has
no bearing on this bill.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is the motion that
the bill be substituted for the com-
mittee reports.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: I do
not recall that a division was re-
quested.

Mr. STILPHEN of Knox: Mr.
President, I ask for a division.

Mr. CRAM of Cumberland: The
amount of money to maintain this
Cumberland County juvenile proba-
tion system for the year 1963-
64 is in the county budget.
I know that the feeling of the peo-
ple who believe that this should be
retained is that juvenile offenders,
will get better attention by the
Cumberland County system than
they would under the state system,
not because of the quality of the
personnel but because there is not
the case load that the state work-
ers have, which makes it absolute-
ly impossible for them to give the
attention to juveniles that the Cum-
berland County people can.
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Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and ladies and gentlemen
of the Senate: This bill to remove
the juvenile probation department
from the county to the state was
motivated by several facts. One,
of course, is that the concern that
the county and the towns and cities
have for the ever-increasing budget
of the County of Cumberland and
many of the selectmen in the coun-
ty and the City of South Portland
have officially requested that this
department be transferred to the
state. The cost to the county in the
next biennium amounts to approxi-
mately $38,000.

I would also remind you, ladies
and gentlemen, that fifteen counties
in the state now use the state facil-
ities for juvenile probation work. I
would also like to state that judges
outside of Cumberland County were
contacted and asked their opinion of
the state operation and they stated
that they were very much satisfied
with the work that the state was
doing.

Now the City of Portland con-
tributes to some degree to this
work that the juvenile probation of-
ficers of Cumberland County have
to do, and without attempting to
criticize this juvenile probation sys-
tem in Cumberland County I would
like to present a fact. The fact is
that in spite of all the good work
that is being done that the City of
Portland, percentagewise to its pop-
ulation, is contributing its share to
the State School for Boys. I would
also like to state that I contacted
Mr. Shea, at the State Probation
Office and asked him point-blank
how he felt, what he would do.
Obviously he wanted more men and
he needs more men, but in reply
to my question, ‘“Can you do the
job if it is given to you now, Mr.
Shea, with the facilities you have?”’
He was quick to reply, “Yes.”

I think this is a good bill. I think
the County of Cumberland should be
relieved of this additional expense,
and I believe the State is perfectly
capable of handling the job at this
time.

Mrs. SPROUL of Lincoln: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: Since I signed the ‘“Ought not
to pass’ report I feel that perhaps
I should at least express my feel-
ings.
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It was brought out to me very
clearly in the hearing that children
were being very well taken care of
under the present system. This bill
carries an appropriation, of course,
for the state, but at this time I
am not considering the question of
money. I think that these children
are something that we are all in-
terested in, and it was my feeling
that they are being very well taken
care of at present.

At the hearing this bill was op-
posed by Margaret Payson of Port-
land, Child Welfare Services, United
Community Services of Portland,
Mrs. Israel Bernstein, Margaret
Jones, chapter of social workers,
League of Women Voters, and I
could go on. I think the children
are being adequately and well taken
care of. I was very much interest-
ed with the dedicated workers that
appeared at the hearing. I certainly
hope that this bill does not pass.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I would like to reply to
the Senator from Lincoln, Senator
Sproul, only to say that to the best
of my knowledge there is no appro-
priation clause attached to the bill.

Mrs. SPROUL of Lincoln: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I have in my notes here the
word ‘‘Appropriation” and ‘“Mr, Al-
len suggests $20,000 annually,” so
even though there is no appropria-
tion attached it would seem as
though this would cost the State of
Maine something.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is the motion of
the Senator from Cumberland, Sen-
ator Brooks to substitute the bill
for the report. A division has been
requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Nine having voted in the affirma-
tive and twenty opposed, the mo-
tion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr, Sti-
tham of Somerset, the Minority Re-
port ‘“‘Refer to the 102nd legisla-
ture” was accepted.

On motion by Mr. Brooks of Cum-
berland

Recessed until this afternoon at
1:30.

After Recess

Senate called to order by the
President.
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The PRESIDENT: With reference
to Item 1-1, “An Act Creating a
Permanent Commission on State
Tax and Financing Policy, the Chair
appoints as Senate Conferees on the
Committee of Conference, Senator
Brown of Hancock, Senator Wy-
man of Washington, Senator Whit-
taker of Penobscot.

With reference to L. D. 409, H.
P. 301, regarding Sanitary Districts,
the Chair appoints as Senate Con-
ferees, the Senator from Penobscot,
Senator Philbrick, the Senator from
Kennebec, Senator Campbell, the
Senator from Penobscot, Senator
Harrington.

Mr. Brown of Hancock was grant-
ed unanimous consent to address
the Senate.

Mr. BROWN of Hancock: Mr.
President, the President of the Unit-
ed States had proclaimed today,
May 22nd, as national Maritime
Day in order to promote the Ameri-
can merchant marine. This organi-
zation’s primary objective is to
strengthen America throughtrade
and travel. The display located on
the third floor rotunda is presented
by the Propeller Club, Fort of Cas-
tine. This is in conjunction with
the Maine Maritime Academy of
Castine.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 23rd tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 395) (L. D. 1098) Senate
Report, Ought to Pass, from the
Committee on Public Utilities on
Bill, “An Act Relating to Right of
Electric Power Companies to Take
Lands for Lines by Right of Emi-
nent Domain’’; tabled on April 17
by Senator Boardman of Washing-
ton pending acceptance of the re-
port.

Mr. BOARDMAN of Washington:
Mr. President, the intention as far
as this bill was concerned was to
place an amendment on the bill.
However, in my younger days at
Calais Academy, I learned that
there are times when discretion is
the better part of valor and for
that reason I will not present the
amendment at this time and I
would like at this time to yield
to the Senator from Penobscot,
Senator Philbrick.

Mr. PHILBRICK of Penobscot:
Mr. President, I move the accept-
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ance of the unanimous ought to
pass report.

Mrs. CHRISTIE of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I am not going to make
any motion at this time, but I am
very much concerned about this
right of eminent domain in that it
would permit that right to extend to
less than 100 feet from a dwelling.
I don’t like that.

Mr. PORTEQUS of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I guess that it is up
to somebody who didn’t learn that
discretion is the better part of valor
early in his life, to make a motion
for indefinite postponement.

Mr. PHILBRICK of Penobscot:
Mr. President, I would ask for a
division.

A division of the Senate was had.

Twenty-four having voted in the
affirmative and four opposed, the re-
port and bill were indefinitely post-
poned.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 24th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 472) (L. D. 1324) Sen-
ate Reports from the Committee on
Election Laws on Bill, “An Act
Permitting Selectmen of Certain Mu-
nicipalities to Act as Voting Regis-
trars’’; Report A, Ought to Pass;
Report B, Ought to Pass as Amend-
ed by Committee Amendment A;
Report C, Ought not to pass; ta-
bled on April 17 by Senator Wy-
man of Washington pending accept-
ance of any report; and on further
motion by the same Senator, the
bill and reports were retabled and
especially assigned for Wednesday
next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 25th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 611) (L. D. 846) Bill,
“An Act Relating to Transportation
to Islands in Casco Bay’’; tabled
on April 18 by Senator Brooks of
Cumberland pending passage to be
engrossed; and on further motion
by that Senator, the bill was passed
to be engrossed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 26th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 278) (L. D. 792) Senate
Report, Ought to Pass with Com-
mittee Amendment A from the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs on Resolve
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Discharging Town of Liberty from
Indebtedness to Maine School Dis-
trict Commission for Preparation of
Agreement for Dissolution of School
Administration District No. 3”; ta-
bled on April 18 by Senator Brooks
of Cumberland pending acceptance
of the report; and on further mo-
tion by the same Senator, the re-
port was accepted, and the bill as
amended tomorrow assigned for sec-
ond reading.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 27th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 600) (L. D. 859) House
Report from the Committee on Le-
gal Affairs on Bill, “An Act Re-
pealing Laws Permitting and Pro-
hibiting Certain Business on Sunday
and Holidays’’; Report A, Ought to
Pass; Report B, Ought Not to Pass;
tabled on April 18 by Senator Sti-
tham of Somerset pending motion
by Senator Atherton of Penobscot
that the Ought not to pass report
be accepted.

Mr. STITHAM of Somerset: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, this is one of the eight Sunday
business bills which were before the
Legal Affairs Committee. This is
commonly known as one of the two
Choate bills and reminding you that
this particular bill would wipe the
Blue Laws from the books and
would throw the business wide open.
There has been a lot of conversa-
tion in the hallways that either
everything should be or everything
should be closed. This is your op-
portunity to make your expression.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question is on the motion of the
Senatcr from Somerset, Senator Sti-
tham, that the Senate accept the
QOught Not to Pass report.

The motion prevailed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 28th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 574) (L. D. 1519) Bill,
“An Act Relating to a Permit for
Processing of Imported Lobster
Meat Under Bond’’; tabled on April
18 by Senator Wyman of Washing-
ton pending assignment for second
reading; and on further motion by
that Senator, the bill was retabled
and especially assigned for Wednes-
day next.
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The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 29th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 126) (L. D. 443), Bill,
‘“An Act Providing for County In-
dustrial and Recreational Develop-
ment Personnel”; tabled on April
23 by Senator Christie of Aroostock
pending adoption of Committee
Amendment A.

Mrs. CHRISTIE of Aroostook: Mr.
President, having cleared this with
leadership, I move that it be re-
tabled until Wednesday next.

The motion prevailed and the bill
was so retabled.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 30th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 876) (L. D. 1416) Bill,
‘“An Act Repealing Laws Requiring
Fences Around Burying Grounds”;
tabled on April 23 by Senator Stil-
phen of Knox pending enactment;
and on further motion by the same
Senator, the bill was passed to be
enacted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 31st tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 712) (L. D. 968) Bill,
‘“An Act Relating to Height of Mo-
tor Vehicles and Trailers’”; tabled
on April 23 by Senator Campbell
of Kennebec pending enactment;
and on further motion by the same
Senator, the bill was passed to be
enacted.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 32nd tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 862) (L. D. 1249) Bill,
‘“An Act Relating to the Education-
al Foundation Program Allowances’
tabled on April 24 by Senator
Brooks of Cumberland pending pas-
sage to be engrossed; and on fur-
ther motion by the same Senator,
the bill was retabled and especially
assigned for tomorrow.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 33rd tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 558) (L. D. 773) House
Reports from the Committee on Mu-
nicipal Affairs on Bill, “An Act to
Divide the Town of Enfield, Penob-
scot County into Two Municipalities,
one to be Designated as Enfield
and the Other as West Enfield”;
Majority Report, Ought Not to
Pass; Minority report, Ought to
Pass; tabled on April 24 by Sena-
tor Harrington of Penobscot pending
acceptance of either report.
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Mrs. HARRINGTON of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, this is a local controversy
similar to Harpswell that we had
for three times and finally it was
solved; they solved it themselves by
vote. I am going to move that we
accept the minority report, Ought
Not to Pass, so that they can vote.
Maybe they will lose and maybe
they won’t.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Pres-
ident and members of the Senate,
I don’t intend to shed blood on
this bill but as Chairman of this
committee, I think that you should
be acquainted with the facts.

First of all, I would like to ac-
quaint you with the so-called Bailey
report of the Department of Educa-
tion which was made after the En-
field school burned. This is the con-
clusion and the recommendation of
the report. “From the information
presented in the previous section,
the following conclusions have been
reached:

“1. If the citizens of Enfield want
the best possible elementary possi-
bilities for their children in years
to come, all pupils should be housed
in a single school plant. Education-
ally, two buildings within the town,
each housing all grades, cannot be
Jjustified.

“2. A single building should be
so located that the smallest num-
ber of pupils possible will have to
be transported the shortest possible
distance.

“3. The existing West Enfield
school building, although deficient
in some respects, can be renovated
and enlarged.

“4. The gift offer of the A. J.
Cole family is indeed generous, but
it should not necessarily influence
long range planning for a modern
public school system in Enfield. The
immediate saving that is apparent
could possibly be exceeded by ex-
tra cost over the period of years
which the school will be operated.”

Now, Number 3 has been imple-
mented since then. The school at
West Enfield has been enlarged and
renovated. I visited the school my-
self and found it was a very fine
school. At the hearing, the superin-
tendent of schools, and members of
the school board spoke against di-
viding these two communities for
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the reason that this school has now
offered this community an opportu-
nity to better their school system.
Unfortunately, most of the argu-
ments in favor of this split have
degenerated into personalities and
the feud is so severe that I am
afraid that many of the people that
are favoring this split do not realize
what they are getting into. Right
now in their mind it is a question
of winning their point at the ex-
pense of anything else, and particu-
larly at the expense of the chil-
dren.

Many of the members of the com-
mittee feel that the feud has gone
so far that it is impossible to really
bring these people that are feuding
together and have them work to-
gether. However, we feel that there
is a third party coming up which
will help out in ironing out these
difficulties. And this third party is
the children. The children are now
all gathered together in the same
school and they are having right
now the best schooling they have
ever had. Prior to this they had
I think a teacher to take care of
three grades. Right now they have
nine teachers and every grade is
taken care of by one teacher which
is quite an improvement.

If we get down to statistics, the
total valuation of the two towns,
the 1963 valuation is $768,000. The
rate per thousand is $115. Now the
total assessment — and this is
the 1962 figure — that they raised
was $71,000. 71 percent of that was
spent for education. They have in
the grade schools, and this is the
school that is affected because they
don’t have any high school, the
high scheol pupils are sent out, they
have a total enroliment of 255 pu-
pils. If the split does occur, it
means that Enfield would get ap-
proximately 120 of these students
and West Enfield would get 135
of these students. You also will be
splitting this assessment of $71,000
in half. Now how can you expect
these two communities to support a
government of their own.

The arguments that were present-
ed were that Enfield was not get-
ting its share of the services. And
yet, they tell us that out of twelve
town officers, ten reside in the En-
field part, the section that wants
to secede. Ten of the twelve reside
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in that section and yet they tell
us that they are not getting their
share of the services. It does not
make sense. If these two commu-
nities are allowed to divide, it
means that each section would have
to have its own government, its own
twelve town officials, the selectmen,
the school board, the clerk, treas-
urer and other officials involved.
West Enfield now has a proper
school but it would be too large
for their needs, while the other end
of town, the Enfield end, would
have to build their own school.

That is why I say that this feud
has degenerated into personalities
so much that they don’t realize
what they are doing and I think
to help them out, it would be a
favor to them if we were to re-
fuse them this authority to divide.

Mr. HICHBORN of Piscataquis:
Mr. President, being employed in
an adjoining town, I think perhaps
I have had a little closer contact
with this problem than some. I am
sure that if 1 lived in the Enfield
half of the town, I would probably
join them in their efforts to ftry
to divide the town. I am sure there
probably have been some real in-
justices done and I would agree
that neither side has been all
all right and neither side has been
all wrong. However, being able to
get out of the woods and able to
see the forest from a distance, I
can’t see that dividing the town
would solve the problem at all. I
am very sure that the remarks that
Senator Cyr of Aroostook has made
concerning the school, could carry a
great deal of weight. These young-
sters are going to do a better job
probably than their parents and I
am sure that time will heal some
of these wounds that he spoke of.
And although I recognize the prob-
lems of the people living in the
various sections of the town, I feel
that in the best interest of the
town as a whole, that this bill should
not be passed.

Mr. JACQUES of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, being a member of the Mu-
nicipal Affairs Committee, I sat all
afterncon listening to this bill. I
could see one side of the aisle be-
ing one town and the other side of
the aisle being the other town and
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not talking to each other. I know
what happened to Harpswell a few
years back and even today I think
the feud is still on and I certainly
would nct want to see these two
towns get into that trouble. I would
say that the report was seven to
three in not dividing the towns. I
move the indefinite postponement of
this bill and accompanying papers.
Mr. ATHERTON of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members c¢f the
Senate, you probably 1all realize
that the town of Enfield is divided
into two villages, West Enfield and
Enfield. I received so much -cor-
respondence from the Enfield side
that T was concerned about their
position and also whether or not
they had fully studied the problems
that might arise if the town should
be divided and I made an inquiry
in that respect. I have here a letter
received from Mr. Paul Grey, who
I understand is one of the leaders
of the Enfield group. I would like
to read it.
““Senator Wendell R. Atherton,
State Senate
Augusta, Maine

Dear Sir:

“I am told that there is some
wonderment among the legislators,
respecting the bill to ‘‘divide the
Town of Enfield”, as to the finan-
cial consequences of a separation of
these two communities.

“There are several points to con-
sider before getting to the men-
tioned point of inquiry, namely,

(1) that this bill was introduced
by the smaller village;

(2) that on a per capita basis
the valuations of the two Towns
which would result from a split are
almost precisely identical, as can
be proved by incontestable figures
of present population, present (1962)
assessments and present State val-
uation;

(3) that separation, if it took
place, would be on two-thirds vote
by the smaller community to de-
tach itself out of the present part-
nership of villages;

(4) that the larger community
would retain the bulk of present
Town property, including Town Hall
and the recently expanded and re-
modeled Town grade school.
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“Questions naturally occur-
ring here are, then, (1) why wculd
the smaller community wish to in-
voke this decision, which then would
mean taking on the burden of build-
ing a new schoolhouse in iaddition
to the higher tax rate almost in-
evitable from this step-down in mu-
nicipal size? And in particular:
Would two-thirds of the Enfield Vil-
lage voters approve this bill, at
referendum as provided? If it is
supposed that they would, then it
would seem necessary to introduce
some very special postulate, such
as (a) long-range benefit, (b) es-
cape from a distasteful association,
or (c¢) fear of punitive and dis-
criminatory measures in connection
withapportionment of Town services
and appropriations.

‘““Some consideration of the above
curiosities should, we believe, incline
an cutside observer to suspect that
this village may indeed have valid
reasons to wish for separation.

“It is also worth more than pass-
ing attention that the West En-
field bloc opposes this bill so strong-
ly — between self-respecting equals
might one expect a somewhat dif-
ferent reaction?

“With this background, then, com-
ing to the question of financial
results of separation, we in Enfield
Village are seriously concerned
about this, perhaps more so than
anyone else. Various citizens have
checked over the Town books; I
went thrcugh them last Fall, my-
self, with an accountant, to deter-
mine present revenues and assess-
ments. It appears to us that all
normal operating costs, based on
scheol census in recent years, miles
of road to handle, etc., could be
met separately by this Village with
only slight increase in tax rate. The
one item to really hurt us is fi-
nancing of a new schcol building.
We would try for 6 rooms, with
hepe of getting the Lowell children
on a contract or District arrange-
ment. We have approximately 90
grade school children; this adjacent
Town, Lowell, has 30 or so badly
needing a new school. We have been
quoted figures which we consider un-
realistic: I have worked as @ carpen-
ter all my life and know quite well
that $70,000 ought to clear us, hav-
ing a lot with sewage and water
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available, so far as we can antici-
pate. Even unexpected difficulties
could be overcome, I am sure, since
this community has a good rec-
ord of working together fcr needed
civic projects. We can see a school
recently constructed in nearby
Greenbush, which cost this figure,
which is about what we would need
for room.

“So, our increase in tax rate is
really going tc be on the payments
needed to keep up a Maine Build-
ing Authority loan. Reckoning this
in, we come up with a 30-40 per
cent increase over present rates,
which are low. This, Sir, you can
take as an honest figure and you
may be sure that nobody is going
to try to sell the idea that separa-
tion can be attained withcut cost
and sacrifice, If this bill were
passed, you see then that these vil-
lagers would have to give all this
a very sober inspection. Then, if
the two-thirds vote were secured,
you could rest easy that it was
by deliberate wish and intent of this
community, for reasons considered
imperative to them.

“The effects of separaticn on
West Enfield probably would be
much the same. They should not be
hurt as much, initially, since they
have a nice building, paid for large-
ly with money out of Enfield Vil-
lage; over the years, however, they
would have to take up the slack
and pay for education of their own
children. They certainly wculd miss
us, financially.

It is a very complex question,
Sir — vone that I don’t pretend fo
be sure of, myself, and one for
which precedents are not too clear
or numerous. I hope, as a mini-
mum, that either this year, or in
some future Legislature, the enable-
ment for referendum will be se-
cured. I am nct at all sure it
would pass the vote here in En-
field but the mere ability to sepa-
rate if desired would be a powerful
leverage here to correct and hold
down Town actions and commitments
which many of us feel are alto-
gether unjust and inequitable.

Very truly yours,
Paul Grey”

I support the motion of my fel-
low Senator from Penobscot, Sena-
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tor Harrington and I ask fcr a divi-
sion when the vote is taken.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Presi-
dent, it does seem possibly undemo-
cratic to refuse them the referen-
dum on this issue. Rowever, I
would like to call ycur attention to
the referendum clause which is on
this bill. There are 600 voters in
the West Enfield end of the town
and 400 in the Enfield end of town,
the section that wants to secede.
The bill says that two-thirds of the
voters of the Enfield end would be
required; two-thirds of the 400, that
is twerthirds of those voting. So if
you have a hundred people voting,
sixty-six people can decide the fate
of these two communities. Is that
democnatic?

You have also heard ‘‘for these
reasons we want to split’”’ and ‘“‘for
those reasons we want to split”’.
But ncbody has ever advanced a
reason. The reasons are personal
and that is why I say that this has
degenerated into personalities, into
a personal feud and for that reason
I don’t believe that their judgment
is clear enough to pass a worth-
while judgment on their actions, not
realizing what they are getting in-
to and alsc not realizing what they
are getting the other section of
town into. Their share of the cost
would also be increased.

Mr. WHITTAKER of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, apparently the Penobscotdel-
egation is once more going to be
split on this matter. I rise simply
to agree with the sentiments ex-
pressed by the Senator from Aroos-
took, Senator Cyr. It was my in-
tention if he had not done so to
call attention to the referendum
prcvision. We are dealing here with
a township, the town of Enfield.
It seems to me that if there is to
be a split, that all the voters of
the town should vote on the matter
and not one section of it.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is cn the motion
of the Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Jacques, that the bill be
indefinitely postponed. A division
has been requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Twenty-two having voted in the
affirmative and seven opposed, the
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reports and bill were
pcstponed.

indefinitely

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 34th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 453) (L. D. 1345) Bill,
‘“An Act Amending Certain Provi-
sions of the Employment Security
Law’’; tabled on April 25 by Sena-
tor Edmunds of Aroostook pending
adoption of Senate Amendment B.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I have discussed this
item with the Senator frcm Aroos-
took, Senator Edmunds and he has
authorized me to take this from the
table and I yield to the Senator
from Somerset, Senator Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON of Somerset: Mr.
President, I move the pending ques-
tion.

Thereupon, Senate Amendment B
was adopted and the bill as amend-
ed was passed to be engrossed in
non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 35th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 737) (L. D. 1066) House
Reports from the Committee on
Judiciary on Bill, ‘““‘An Act to Pro-
vide for a Lien for Hospital Serv-
ices on Recoveries from Third Per-
sons’’ Report A, Ought to Pass;
Report B, Ought Not to Pass; ta-
bled on April 26 by Senator Fergu-
son of Oxferd pending motion by
Senator Campbell of Kennebec to
accept the Ought Not to Pass re-
port.

Mr. FERGUSON of Oxford: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I certainly don’t feel qualified
to come up here and oppose a mo-
ticn made by a member of the
Judiciary Committee, but I do want
to get a few facts before the Sen-
ate this afternoon regarding this
bill. This lien for hospital services
on recoveries from third persons is
quite a serious problem with the
hospitals in our state. I am a trus-
tee of cne of the smaller hospitals
in the state and we find a good
many cases where people in auto-
mobile accidents on the highways
come in and need medical atten-
tion. Our own hospital which can
take care of 75 patients will take
them in regardless of whether they
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have any money or not and we find
in a good many cases that they do
recover a substantial amount from
the insurance company where the
case is settled. They effect a settle-
ment with the insurance adjuster and
leave the hospital without paying
their bill. A good many come from
the Maritime Provinces being on
Route 2, the direct Route from
western Canada tc eastern Canada
so we feel that this is good legisla-
tion.

Where attorneys come in and
take over the claims for the in-
jured, we don’t have any problem.
We find that they do take care of
the hospital bills from the settle-
ment they get from the injured peo-
ple and we come cut of it very
well.

I feel very strongly about this
bill, that it is a good bill and I
hope that the motion of the Sena-
tor from Kennebec does not pre-
vail.

The PRESIDENT: The questicn
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Kennebec, Sen-
ator Campbell, that we accept the
Ought Not to Pass report of the
committee.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, T don’t think the Senator frcm
Oxford, Senator Ferguson need hes-
itate to debate this measure with
a member of the Judiciary Commit-
tee too. I would point out to him
that the decision of Judiciary was
not unanimcus. I do represent the
majority of that committee and I'll
tell you why we felt that this prob-
ably was not worthy of passage.

The hearing developed that the
losses the hospitals are suffering
from the non-payment of bills do
not basically cocme from the acci-
dent cases, yet this bill is designed
to give the hospitals a lien for a
full year on all settlements, all
causes of action in claims arising
out of action in cases. The Sena-
tor did concede that lawyers do pro-
tect the hospitals and I think basi-
cally they do. In other words, when
a lawyer is employed on a case
and makes a settlement, he is zeal-
ously interested in seeing that the
hospital gets its pay if for no other
reason than that he wants coopera-
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tion from the hospital the next time
that he wants to lock at their re-
ports. In the sense of fair play, it
seems reasonable to see that they
are paid. I think most lawyers are
interested in the local hospital as
are vother professional and business
people.

What we feel is that this will
seriously interfere with and discour-
age the settlement of cases. You
have an accident and ycu have one
that happens under -circumstances
that makes liability doubtful. In
other words as you well know in
law ‘the plaintiff has to be free
from negligence and he has to show
that the defendant is negligent and
responsible for the accident. Many
times in these accidents, both par-
ties contribute to the accident and
neither probably is entitled to re-
covery at law. But the insurance
companies invariably settle cases.
They find it economically to their
advantage to do so and they settle
the so-called doubtful cases by mak-
ing compromise payments, which
seems like a reasonable thing.
Somebody gets some money out of
it and invariably the hospital gets
some pay and the doctor gets paid
and there usually is some left
over for the lawyer and some for
the plaintiff — probably I should
say the lawyer first. (Laughter).

Now if you are going to place a
lien on these settlements, we be-
lieve that these settlements are go-
ing to be held in abeyance fcr a
year and after ‘the year is over
the settlement is going through, the
hospital isn’t going to get any more
protection than they did before.

Let me explain to you why 1
think this is true. If you are going
to compromise with a man who
has had an accident and who suf-
fered injury and who has accumu-
lated a lot of bills but he is prob-
ably responsible for the accident,
he probably hasn’t got a good case
at all, but you still are willing to
pay him some money — this bill
would require all of it to go to the
hospital up to the full amount of
the bill whereas actually the hos-
pital ought to be willing to scale
down and take less than one hun-
dred percent because the lawer is go-
ing to take less than a hundred
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percent, the plaintiff is going to
take less than a hundred percent,
and in a spirit of compromise, ev-
erybody gets something but nobody
gets fully paid.

Here is another thing that we
thought of. When this injured par-
ty is out of work and in trouble
financially, he has to get credit
from the doctor and the doctcr
doesn’t get paid. The grocer doesn’t
get paid, the landlord doesn’t get
paid, and if it happens to be a
fatal case, eventheundertaker
doesn’t get paid, and yet this bill
singles out the hospital as the
only one to have the lien. There is
no lien fer the doctor, no lien for
the grocer or the landlord, and we
just felt that it wasn’t proper to
protect the hospitals to that extent.
I think probably in conclusion, the
most convincing argument I can
give you in support of the Ought
Not to Pass report is that this bill
has been debated at great length
in the other body and was defeat-
ed 90 to 31.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is the motion by
the Senator from Kennebee, Sena-
tor Campbell, to accept the Ought
Not to Pass report of the Commit-
fee.

A viva voce vote being had

The motion prevailed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 36th tabled and unassigned
item (H. P. 246) (L. D. 314) Bill,
“An Act to Increase the Pensions
of Certain Retired Teachers’; ta-
bled on April 26 by Senator Ed-
munds of Aroostook pending enact-
ment; and on motion by that Sena-
ter, the bill was placed on the
Special Appropriations Table pend-
ing enactment,.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 37th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 65) (L. D. 115) Senate
Reports from the Committee on
Natural Resources on Bill, “An Act
Creating an Allagash River Author-
ity for State of Maine”’; Report A,
Ought to Pass in New Draft; Re-
port B, Ought Not to Pass; tabled
on April 30 by Senator Ferguscn
of Oxford pending acceptance of
either report.



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, MAY 22, 1963

Mr. FERGUSON of Oxford: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I am a bit surprised at the
speed with which we are moving
along today. I did not expect to
get to this bill. In fact I haven’t
looked at the bill recently cr pre-
pared what I was going to say.
Anyway we will give it a whirl
and see what we can do with it.

As you remember, last year you
people who were here, there was
an Order introduced by both
branches to make a study of the
Allagash by the Legislative Re-
search Committee and in fact this
bill is in the form of a report
which the Legislative Research Ccm-
miftee, and certain members of
the Natural Resources Committee
felt that this bill should receive
passage. We have had several new
drafts on it, and the amended new
draft is designed to correct some
objections and establish a better
clarification of the original bill. In
no way is there any thought to
change the basic idea of an Alla-
gash River Authcrity or the charge
to carry out certain duties and
agreements. It is a positive ap-
proach to come up with plans, pro-
posals, and tentative agreements for
final approval by either the next
regular or special session of the
Legislature. There is the further
provision for extended legislative ac-
tion. The Authcrity is given con-
siderable latitude in drafting a
workable plan for the use, mainte-
nance, and operation of an Allagash
River Watercourse with assurance of
continued opportunity for the public
to enjoy the natural beauty and wil-
derness characteristics of the Alla-
gash. I will go through several sec-
ticns of the bill, briefly.

Sections 1 and 2 — These sec-
tions set up a policy of preserving
the wilderness characteristics of an
established Allagash River Water-
course and spell out by definitions
what is meant by ‘‘agreements, au-
thority, and development rights.”

Section 3 — Creation of a 5-mem-
ber Allagash River Authority.

Section 4 — Creation of an Alla-
gash Adviscry Committee to render
information and advice as related to
the administration of the authority.
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Section 5 — Broad duties and
functions are clearly spelled out as
a course for the authority to follow.

Section 6 — Mcst important is
the positive charge to the authority
to enter into tentative agreements
with landowners in respect to lands,
interest in land, leases, agreements
and development rights consistent
with the policy and provisions of
this chapter. Size of area, width of
land, and other ccnditions are left
to the discretion of the authority.

Conclusion — The bill itself, with
the proposed amendments, appears
to cover the main features of:

1. Creation of an Allagash Author-
ity and Allagash Advisory Commit-
tee, and cutlining a positive course
of action.

2. Establish a cooperative agree-
ment between the State of Maine
and private landowners for an Al-
lagash River Watercourse.

3. Assurance of continued public
use of the watercourse, preserving
the natural beauty and wilderness
characteristics of the Allagash.

The original recommendation of
$25,000 has been cut down
to $7500 for the operation of this
authority. I think it is very im-
portant that we preserve the
natural beauty of the Allagash.
Those of you who have been up
through the Allagash area know
that it is the last wilderness in the
United States, particularly in the
eastern part.

We of the sub committee of the
Legislative Research Commit-
tee made a trip up there last
spring. We flew over and cruised
quite a number of acres up there
and we really hope that they can
preserve this beauty spot for the
citizens, not only of the State of
Maine, but for all of 'the United
States. I hope that the Senate will
go along with me today in support-
ing Report A, Ought te Pass in
New Draft. I move that we accept
Report A of the Committee.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate,
on the previous debate I mentioned
that I was not ready to shed blocd
cn that one, but I assure you I am
ready and willing to shed blood
on this one.

First of all I would like to call
your attention to the fact that the
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bill calls for the creation of an
authority. The bill does no such
thing. When you create an Author-
ity, you are creating a new cor-
poration, a new entity, with rights
and privileges, rights to sue and
rights to be sued, with duties and
responsibilities, rights to raise fi-
nances and this bill does none of
these things. All it does is to cre-
ate a committee. They are asking
the State of Maine for $15,000 to
continue the discussion that has
been going on for two years.

Maybe I should brief you a little
bit on the background of this legis-
lation. And this is no reflection on
the sponsor of the bill. This was
created in a double crcss. If you
recall at the last session during the
last week we had before us an
order to send this matter
to legislative research, At
that time I opposed it very vi-
olently. I opposed the language and
I opposed the purpose. They grant-
ed me permission to table the mat-
ter until I could inquire of the
companies involved. They were al-
so disturbed about the language in
this proposition. The author of the
order assured me that the purpose
of the measure was to try to find
out what could be done with the
natural rescurces on the Allagash.
At that time he assured me that
hydro electric potential would be
looked into as well as the recrea-
tion and timber and fishing and
white water canoeing.

The order that came out of this
and the bill that came out of this
completely ignored the hydro elec-
tric potential and I say tc you
that a natural dam site — or a
natural site for a dam, let’s put
it that way — is as much a natural
resource as a forest, an oil well,
or a coal mine. We are spending
hundreds of thousands of dollars in
the geology department to try to
find mineral deposits in the State
cf Maine. What would you say if
a report came vout that said that
we have an oil well somewhere in
Maine? Wouldn't you say that the
leadership in the State of Maine
would be failing the people of the
State of Maine by not developing
that oil well? You have the same
propositicn here. We have a natural
resource which is unique in the
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east. Yet we are fighting against
its development. That is why I say
that this bill was conceived in
double cross. What are the natural
resources involved?

You have timber, recreation,
white water canoeing and fishing.
Also you have hydro electric po-
tential and flocd control. Let’s take
them one by one and appraise them
one by one and appraise them as
to what benefits they bring to the
State of Maine. Let’s weigh them
carefully and find out which ones
bring the most benefits to our
State.

Let’s take fishing. The opponents
claim that this would destroy fish-
ing and yet statistics in cther areas
where they have had hydro-electric
development shows just the con-
trary. They also tell us that un-
desirable species — and I have had
a map reproduced and put in front
of you so you can have an idea
what ‘this is all about — they claim
that undesirable species of fish from
the St. John, the Little Black and
the Big Black have not migrated
past Allagash Falls which has act-
ed as a natural barrier and yet,
you talk to anyone that has fished
the area and they will tell us that
fishing on the Allagash is no good
in the summer because the water
gets too shallow. Consequently your
trout will stay in the streams and
the tributaries where the waters are
cooler. So you see the argument on
fishing doesn’t stand up.

Now let’s take the argument cn
white water canoeing. The white
water canoeing has been pushed by
an individual by the name of Zeke
Dwelley who is interested in keep-
ing this concession. He charges from
$275 to $600 a head to take Boy
Scouts upon tours and they
come out and they tell us that
there is cnly one canoe trip in
the State of Maine and and yet
in this folder presented by DED,
they list 27 of them. So that argu-
ment doesn’t stand up.

The third argument by the tim-
berland people. The timberland peo-
ple claim that this would jeopardize
their operations. Will it? Let’s look
into statistics. I have here a letter
from the Forest Ccmmissioner and
by my request they have had the
flowage plenometered and the acre-
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age that would be affected is ap-
proximately thirty-one thous-
and acres. To further give you a
comparison as to what this means.
If you look at the Allagash River,
you will see that the water that
wculd be affected today is approx-
imately five thousand acres. In oth-
er words, thirty-one thousand acres
would increase the size of the riv-
er five times more than what it is
today. Will it jeopardize the timber
land interest? Thirty-one thou-
sand acres. Statistics tell us
that the annual cut plus the annual
loss through fire and insects is less
than two -thirds of the annual
growth. In other words, we are cut-
ting less than the forest is growing.
To further confound the problem,
out of the annual cut, thirty-five
percent of the hardwcod goes to
Canada and sixty-six percent of the
soft wood goes to Canada. So if
thirty-one thousand acres are go-
ing to jeopardize their operations,
why don’t they put restrictions cn
this exportation? I claim that there
again this argument doesn’t stand
up.

So what have we left? We have
an emotional and sentimental argu-
ment. They have blossomed up the
idea of the Allagash to almost a
national trademark. It is almost
like Coca Cola and the proponents
of the Allagash are behaving like
children who are having their Coca
Cola taken away from them.

I can best summarize the argu-
ment by this statement which was
made in this issue of Maine Fish
and Game by this line: ‘Allagash.
The word brings to mind spruce,
blue waters and solitude. It is an
area many people talk about but
few people know,”

There you have it. And the statis-
ties on ‘the traffic ccunt taken by
the Great Northern since 1959 prove
that very statement. The highest
traffic count on the Michaud farm
above the Allagash farm since 1959
has been 808 people. Out of that
250 were wardens, or Fire wardens
on business. 255 were Zeke Dwel-
ley’s Boy Scouts on the trip. 150
were people going up and down to
Round Pond where they have
camps. What does that leave you?
What are you trying to protect?
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These are emotional arguments. I
am a Senator from that area. This is
my constituency. The arguments
that I will present to you from now
on are bread and butter arguments.
They are arguments that affect our
pocketbooks and the lives of these
people.

In the newspaper jarticle that was
given at the hearing on the Alla-
gash Authority, one of the gentle-
men that made quite a hit said
this, ‘“The point I would like to
make is that for every one of us
who has been lucky enough to spend
a lot of time up there, there are
thousands, maybe hundreds of thous-
ands who want to get up there
and haven’t been able to and you
shouldn’t take the dream away
from them.”

That seems to be the thing that
hit the audience. Let me answer
this gentleman this way, “I have
a dream, too, and many parents
in the area have dreams. We have
dreams of passing on to our chil-
dren the little bit that we can
round up during our lifetime and if
economic conditions continue
in Aroostook County, we won’t be
able to fulfill our dream”. What are
the statistics on the other side? The
hydro-electric and flood control? I
will present to you documentation
of all the facts and statistics that
I give you.

First of all from this report on
the International Professional Elec-
trical Board. This is what they say
about Rankin Rapids. The Rankin
Rapids project is an exceptionally
excellent hydro-electric poten-
tial, having a benefit cost ratio cf
nearly 3. It’s net benefits amount
to about eight and a half million
dollars annually. The net benefits
of the Rankin Rapids-Quoddy com-
bination amount to nearly fourteen
million dollars annually. We have
therefore, a benefit ccst ratio for
Rankin Rapids alone of three to
one, and of the combination of 1.7
to one. That’s what I base myself
on to push this hydro-electric proj-
ect.

I also have here some remarks
which were made by the General
Manager of the New Brunswick
Power and Light Company. This is
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what he has to say, and he is con-
sidered an authority on the matter.
“I should like to briefly discuss
the power potential of the St. John
river and to clarify some misun-
derstandings which seem prevalent
in this regard. We have made an
exhaustive and very careful analy-
sis of the total potential of the St.
John river and are happy to find
that the possibilities of power in
this river are even greater than
had been originally anticipated.”

Then he says in his last sen-
tence, ‘“This total potential can be
developed with or without the de-
velopment of power and stcrage in
the State of Maine. You have heard
a lot of remarks saying that this is
entirely for the Canadian interests.
They can develop their side of the
river without our stowage. It is
perfectly economical and would
produce energy at an average ccst
of approximately five mills when
integrated with thermo-generating
plants in New Brunswick.”

He goes on to speak about the
down river benefits. He says, “New
Brunswick, of course, does not ex-
pect to get their down stream ben-
efits for nothing. We wculd expect
to pay our fair share for any bene-
fits which we would receive. This
would tend to reduce the power cost
to United States consumers as well
as being beneficial to Canadian
power users if this entire potential
of almost cne and @ half million
kilowatts were developed coopera-
tively.”

I won’t be much longer on the
power part of this presentation ex-
cept to say this: The decision ap-
parently is between a project that
would flocd the Allagash River and
one which would not flood the
Allagash River. The alternative
which lhias been proposed, as you
know, was Big Rapids and Lincoln
School. If you look cn your map
you can follow me. However, 1
have been opposed to this project
right from the start purely on the
economics cof it and here is the
answer on economics.

It is clear from the report that
the advantages of the use of all
of Rankin Rapids over the Big
Rapids — Lincoln School combina-
tion are considerable. The report
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shcws that the project’s first cost
per installed kilowatt of Big Rap-
ids — Lincoln School, would be
twenty percent greater than at Ran-
kin Rapids. The Rankin Rapids
project would produce 215 million
kilowatts more per year than Big
Rapids — Lincoln School and would
have 68,000 kilowatt greater ca-
pacity. The repcrt shows that the
Rankin Rapids project would have
about three million dollars more
power benefits per year than the
other combination.

That’s what I mean by the eco-
nomics of it. In other words, Big
Rapids — Lincoln Schocl would cost
twenty percent more per kilowatt
hour and would yield three million
dollars worth of power less a year,
or about a third less a year. It
would not be the flood control that
Rankin would have, because if you
look at your map where Big Rap-
ids is, it would only trap the wa-
ters of the upper St. John and the
Big Black which we don’t see on
the map. So in the Spring of the
year ycu would still have the wa-
ter from the Allagash flowage and
from the Little Black which would
keep on flooding down river. So you
would not have flood control and
you would not have the tourist at-
traction that Rankin Rapids would
have.

You have heard lately about an-
other proposal which is the Dickey
and that is the reason I have this
map here to show the place of
Dickey. All they have done is to
relccate the dam at Big Rapids
down to Dickey so that they could
trap the waters of the Little Black
and they come around and call it
a compromise, In my definition of
a compromise, both sides give a
little bit. At no time do I see that
the propcnents of the Allagash Riv-
er have given anything so instead
of a compromise, I call it a capitu-
lation. You are capitulating to the
timber interests, to the white water
canoeing interests and you are
capitulating to the fishing interests
and I still stand by the Rankin
Rapids development.

The only reason why they are
coming out with this Dickey-Linccln
School proposition is, they say, to
save the Allagash River. I have
shown you from previous comments
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that the arguments of the propon-
ents to save the Allagash are pure-
ly emctional and sentimental. I
realize that there are many big
names, influential people that are
backing this proposition and I ap-
preciate ‘their concern. However at
times I wonder if they are not
misinformed or misled. If they ac-
tually knew what this is all about,
would they have the same argu-
ments? The benefits that would be
derived from hydro-electric project
are these. For a pericd of five
years it would leave a payroll of
approximately $45,000 a day. You
would have an annual return of ap-
proximately eight and a half mil-
lion dollars. You would have flood
control cn the St. John River, which
we don’t have today and two years
out of five, Fort Kent gets flooded
but you only hear about the dam-
ages done at Fort Kent. You don’t
hear abcut the lowlands that are
being covered by water every spring
of the year. Some of that land is
under water right now. That, of
course, washes away your fertility.

You would have a tourist attrac-
tion in this area, which is only ap-
proximately 75 miles from Quebec,
of great importance and yowd be
attracting tourist into the area who
would continue throughout the State
of Maine and would spend two or
three days in the State of Maine.
You would have a project unique
in the East. At the Colby meeting
here last week you all had men-
tioned to you the fact that the St.
John River is unique in the East,
the largest river in the East and
only thirteen percent of it is de-
veloped and all of that in Canada.
Aren’t we failing the people of our
state by stalling these develop-
ments for a few benefits that would
be generated by a few fishermen
and a few canoeists in the area?

This will be my conclusion, for
those of you who are anxious for
me to conclude. As you know we
are attacking DED for their re-
sults. We claim that we are not
getting the results we are paying
for and yet I am wondering how
much support are we giving DED?
If you want to industrialize an
area, first of all you have to try
to try to study what you have
available, the resources you can
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develop. Then you have to take
into consideration the limitations
that you have, and certainly you
should not ignore those limitations.
These are the limitations that we
have in regard to industrial de-
velopment. We have the highest fuel
cost of any state in the union. I
could read you extracts on this
but I won’t. Ninety percent above
the 1958 average. Does that make
sense to you? We are the sec-
ond highest on power rates. We
are the highest in transportation.
Doesn’t it make sense to you if
we have a natural resource right
in our back yard, in the nature of
a hydro-development that we should
develop it? Doesn’t it make sense
to you in a state that has the
highest fuel cost because our
fuel comes from Texas and such
areas a lcng way off. Doesn’t it
make sense to you that if we have
hydro potential we should develop
it? Let me ask you this question.
Why is it that a hydro electric
project of this nature is feasible
and economical in the west, the
Pacific west, the south, the mid-
dle west and all the other areas
that are sitting on coal mines or
oil wells, feasible and economical
for them but not for us that live
in a state with the highest fuel
cost, the highest transportation cost
and I would say the highest pow-
er cost? Wouldn't you say there
is a little brain washing behind
this somewhere?

That is what I am trying to
say, the message I am trying to
pass on to you. I don’t know wheth-
er my arguments will reach you
or not but I hope that my enthu-
siasm will reach you. Let me con-
clude by giving you these statis-
tiecs in regard to the Allagash,
which are way out of proportion
to what it actually is. We have in
the state of Maine 17 million acres
of forest. Assuming that we were
to allot one acre apiece for each
one of these nature lovers so they
could do their contemplation peace-
fully. Do you realize that the State
of Maine could accommodate sev-
enteen million of them?

Thank you.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from Oxford,
Senator Ferguson, to accept Re-
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port A, Ought to Pass in new
draft.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Pres-
ident, I forgot to make my mo-
tion. I move to indefinitely post-
pone the bill.

Mr. STILPHEN of Knox: Mr.
President, I ask for a division.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I rise with some trepi-
dation. It seems that Senator Cyr
and myself on this particular day
have not agreed on much of any-
ting, and I certainly cannot agree
with him and his attitude on this
document, L. D. 115.

First I want to make it quite
clear, ladies and gentlemen of the
Senate, that I am very much in-
terested in the citizens of the State
of Maine, all the citizens of the
State of Maine, and I am inter-
ested in the future of the State in
all of its economic and social
areas. I voice my opinion here to-
day without emotion. I had rather
not be known here today as ‘‘na-
ture boy” when I get through dis-
cussing this problem.

Section 1 of the bill states: “It
is declared to be the policy of the
State of Maine to provide for pres-
ervation and mnatural beauty and
wilderness character of the Alla-
gash watercourse while retaining
the natural economic resources of
the area.” This bill, if it becomes
law, is a vehicle, I am firmly con-
vinced, that will be used in for-
warding this particular area in the
area of conservation and develop-
ment of our recreational facilities,
which I believe to Maine are most
important.

I think perhaps I can make my
point most clear by quoting from
the June issue, 1963 of Down East
magazine, a very fine magazine
that is dedicated to the further-
ance of Maine and its economic
and recreational area. On Page 23,
in an article entitled ‘“North by
East,” they state:

“So many programs for Maine's
Allagash region have been evolved
here in the past several years that
proponents and opponents of the
various schemes are using the same
arguments to arrive at wildly dif-
ferent conclusions, but one conclu-
sion is of paramount concern to all
Mainers with any type of Allagash
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axe to grind, whether it be multi-
ple use of timberland, State and
private administration, State pow-
er, Federal power, private power or
State and Federal Recreation. It is
almost a certainty that if the var-
ious Allagash allocators do not soon
come to a meeting of minds they
will all find this wilderness quietly
taken over by the Department of
Interior. While the main debates
have flourished on miles and miles
of newsprint harvested from the
Allagash, Secretary of the Interior
Udall has gone ahead and brought
out a new brochure entitled ‘“Fu-
ture Parks for the Nation.” It lists
24 areas in 26 states that might
be acquired to use as federal parks
and recreational regions, and at
the head of the list alphabetically
is Maine’s Allagash River. A Fed-
eral take-over may still be a long
way from an accomplished fact, but
we remember only a few years
back when the Department of In-
terior pointed publicly at the prov-
ince lands of Massachusetts and
said, “We would like that for a
park,” and the tip end of Cape Cod
was preserved despite all protesta-
tions. It makes us uneasy to have
Mr. Udall quietly state his inter-
est in the Allagash which Maine
and Mainers have preserved thus
far without any federal interfer-
ence.”

I abhor any thought of the fed-
eral government taking over this
part of our State when I am sure
the State of Maine and its people
are certainly capable of handling
their own affairs. I therefore op-
pose the motion of the Senator from
Aroostook, Senator Cyr for indefi-
nite postponement of this bill.

Mrs. HARRINGTON of Penob-
scot: Mr. President and members
of the Senate; I am going to move
for the indefinite postponement be-
cause I feel that if we authorize
this authority that it will prevent
some projects from being established

or some industries from being
established in that part of the
State.

All winter long I have seen fam-
ily after family move out of that
section, seeking employment. Some
of these families have left nice lit-
tle homes that they built and had
pride in, to go to Connecticut and
live in two or three rooms, a trail-
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er, or whatever they could find, so
that the bread winner could feed
his family. These peple would like
to live in Maine and they would
return to Maine if they could find
employment at a living wage.

I am mindful that some of these
projects I have voted on and prob-
ably will vote on are against my
political philosophies, however I am
willing to waive those philosophies
if these projects will bring employ-
ment to these people and some sem-
blance of prosperity to the State of
Maine.

Mr. CYR of Aroostook: Mr. Pres-
ident, I would like to clarify cer-
tain things.

Maybe in my presentation on this
I talked quite a bit on Rankin Rap-
ids, and some of you may think
that by voting for this or against
this you are voting on Rankin Rap-
ids. The only reason I brought up
Rankin Rapids was to show you
the benefits that could be derived
from a hydro-electric project.

Now let’s come back to the na-
ture of the bill itself. I am as much
of a conservationist as anyone in
this room here, in fact I worked
on reforestation, I have worked
on diversion ditches, I have worked
on salt waterways and what have
you, and 1 believe very much
in conservation of land and for-
ests, so it is certainly not from
that standpoint that I am attacking
this. What I am ¢trying to pass
on to you is the exaggeration of
the opponents in regard to this.

At the hearing on the Allagash
River the Forestry Department here
showed a 45-minute film. 35 min-
utes of that film was entirely on
scenes that would not be affected
by flooding, only the last ten min-
utes was. There you have it, all
the way through. Now they never
mentioned that these scenes would
be flooded but by implication they
tried to leave the impression — un-
less I had been there to bring it
to the attention of the audience —
by implication you would have
thought that the whole area would
have been flooded.

In the flowage of the Allagash
River there are approximately fif-
ty townships. Now 31,000 acres is
less than a township and a half.
That is all it would take, less than
a township and a half. In the whole
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of Aroostook County there are ap-
proximately 200 townships that are
in forest. That is 4,800,000 acres.
So when you talk of the Allagash
territory you are talking about four
million acres of land, and they try
to make you believe this would all
be flooded and would be a great,
big lake. It would not. You will still
have fishing, you will still have
timbering; the timbering would
not be jeopardized in any way what-
soever. So that this Allagash Au-
thority they are trying to create by
this bill, you are creating nothing,
you are just asking for $15,000 for
a committee to talk for the next
two years. Now they have worked
for two years in Legislative Re-
search. What have they got? They
couldn’t even agree with themselves.
Ycu have three versions, you have
three drafts of this bill, and I
could give you some of the drafts.
One of the drafts which is recom-
mended by the Natural Resources
Council of Maine would take half
a mile on each side of the river,
which would include 120,000 acres
of land, but they think nothing of
that. They even made the recom-
mendation that timbering would not
be allowed on that, but after it was
brought out that it was poor
forestry management not to have
any harvesting of timber then
they rescinded and changed their
mind. But in the draft you have
before you here — I would like to
quote these lines:

‘“The term shall not be applied
to prohibit the cutting and harvest-
ing of timber or removal of min-
erals, and shall not be applied to
restrict the exercise of those rights
commonly known as flowage and
driving rights as they now exist.”

So the timber people are incor-
porating in the bill protections.

Also, this authority creates no cor-
poration or no entity, no rights to
raise funds to buy this land. So
what is going to happen: The tim-
ber people are going to give the
State of Maine this land but on
their terms. Their terms are going
to be: no taxes to the State of
Maine, but we are allowed to tim-
ber, we are allowed to harvest this
timber. So that is what you are
buying by this, and I want to bring
this to your attention, and the fact
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that if this passes we are setting
the State of Maine on one course
and one course only, while at the
same time the federal government
is spending $800,000 in a compre-
hensive study of the area.

Now I am taking my chances on
whether Rankin is going to be ap-
proved or not, and why can’t they
take their chances too?

Let’s assume that we do go
through and pass an authority or
a corporation that belongs to the
State of Maine. The State of Maine
cannot afford it. We have hun-
dreds of thousand of acres today in
parks, in public lands, that we do
not have the funds to develop, so
what are you buying? You are
buying something and you say,
“Let’s leave it there let’s not
touch it.” So it is a do-nothing pro-
gram that they are asking you to
buy, plus the fact that if a hydro-
electric project goes through the fed-
eral government, the Interior De-
partment, which is the same depart-
ment that will appraise the rec-
reational aspect, the park aspect,
as well as the hydro-electric as-
pect — it is the same department,
and their recommendation is a park,
something like Fundy National Park
in New Brunswick, which is very
well attended in the summer.

The Senator from Cumberland
seemed to think that federal mon-
ey to develop the area would be
tainted. Well, the only answer that
I can give him is this: What is
wrong with Mt. Cadillac? That is
a national park.

Mr. FARRIS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I did not realize either that
this measure would be coming up
for debate here today, but we have
moved along at a very rapid pace.

Certainly there is no one, prob-
ably, in this Senate, who has
been accused any more than I have
of being a conservative, and I am
glad to be a conservative; but I
do not believe that conservatism
means that we should close the
door for future development of re-
sources of Maine, and I certainly
must agree with the Senator from
Aroostook, Senator Cyr, when he
says that we are taking one course
if we pass this particular docu-
ment which is, in its redrafted
form, known as L. D, 1534.

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, MAY 22, 1963

Now just looking at the bill it-
self, we see that an Allagash Riv-
er Authority is created. The Sen-
ator from Aroostook, Senator Cyr,
has rightfully pointed out that this
actually is not legally an author-
ity which is being established, be-
cause this committee would then be
going to an advisory committee,
which is established in the next sec-
tion of the bill, and it stands to
reason there would not be much
accomplished by these public offi-
cials designated as members of the
authority without consultation with
the advisory committee. As a mat-
ter of fact, the law would so state,
that they must consult with the ad-
visory committee. In other words,
the hands of the so-called author-
ity are tied and the hands of the
State of Maine in the future could
well be tied if we were to adopt
this particular measure.

And when you get down to the
duties cr the so-called duties of the
authority, under sub-section 5 of the
bill and Roman numerals, I, II,
IIT and 1V, it is about as innocu-
ous language as you could find for
anything that purports to be an au-
thority, but when you go down into
sub-section 3, “They shall consult
with and seek the advice of con-
servation and naturalist groups in
the planning and development of the
water course,” certainly you could
not tie your hands any more for
the future of the State of Maine
than to say as far as development
of economy and development of
water power than to say that be-
fore you can do anything on this
great river you are going to go to
the conservationist and the natural-
ist groups, so we certainly would
be tying our hands. I certainly do
not know enough about the over-all
issues on power development as to
whether I favor Rankin Rapids or
Cross Rock or any other particu-
lar development, but I certainly feel
that we would be derelict in our
responsibilities as members of the
State Senate if we were to com-
pletely close the door to the over-
all purpose for the benefit of all
the people of the State of Maine by
enactment of this bill, and I cer-
tainly hope that we indefinitely
postpone it.
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Mr. HICHBORN of Piscataquis:
Mr. President, I ask to be excused
from this voting because of this rea-
son: I paired my vote with the
Senator from Aroostook, Senator
Emunds, who, if he were present
would vote “No,” and if I were to
vote I would vote “Yes.”

Thereupon, Mr. Hichborn of Pis-
cataquis was excused from voting
and given permission to pair his
vote with the vote of Senator Ed-
munds of Aroostook.

The PRESIDENT: The motion
before the Senate is the motion of
the Senator from Aroostook, Sena-
tor Cyr, that the bill and all re-
ports be indefinitely postponed. A
division has been requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Seventeen having voted in the af-
firmative and eleven opposed, the
motion prevailed.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 38th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 426) (L. D. 1169) Sen-
ate Reports from the Committee on
Judiciary on bill, ““An Act Relating
to Discrimination in Rental Hous-
ing’’; Majority Report, Ought not
to pass; Minority report, Ought to
Pass; tabled on April 30 by Sena-
tor Edmunds of Aroostook pend-
ing moticn by Senator Farris of
Kennebec to accept the Majority
Ought Not to Pass report; and on
motion by Mr. Edmunds of Aroos-
took, the bill was retabled and es-
pecially assigned for Wednesday
next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 39th tabled and unassigned
item (S. P. 281) (L. D. 795) Bill,
“An Act to Correct the Name of
Heron Lake Dam Company and Re-
lating to Its Powers”; tabled on
April 30 by Senator Cyr of Aroos-
took pending enactment; and that
Senator moved that the rules be
suspended in order to permit him
to make a motion for reconsidera-
tion.

On motion by Mr. Brooks of Cum-
berland

A division of the Senate was had.

Twelve having voted in the af-
firmative and fifteen opposed, the
rules were not suspended.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question on this bill is the ques-
tion of enactment.
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Mr. CYR: I now move indefi-
nite postponement of this bill and
I would like to speak on it.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
may proceed.

Mr. CYR: This bill says, ‘“‘An
Act to Correct the Name of Her-
on Lake Dam Company and Re-
lating to its Powers.” If you read
the bill you will find they are try-
ing to make you believe they are
just changing the name, and yet
there is a sleeper in this thing
here. You will find that they are
asking you for authorization to build
a dam and to create power. Now
if they are that sneaky that they
cannot come out and say exact-
ly what they want to do and de-
bate it the way it should be done
I do not think that this bill should
pass.

Now my amendment that I had
was to leave the change of the
name but delete the power, but I
failed on that motion so now I am
asking for indefinite postpone-
ment of the whole thing.

Mr. BROOKS of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I request a divi-
sion.

Mr. ATHERTON of Penobscot: Mr
President and members of the Sen-
ate: This bill, as I understand it,
does not provide for building a
new dam. As a matter of fact
there is already a dam there, an
old one, which is somewhat in a
state of disrepair. You may not
have it with you now, but we
were all given a copy of the mag-
azine entitled ‘‘Maine Fish & Game,”
the spring 1963 issue, put out by
the Department of Inland Fisheries
and Game. On Page 13, I believe,
although not numbered, there is
a picture of this particular team
and the captain refers to it as ‘“The
Old Churchill Dam,” but I under-
stand the actual name is the Heron
Lake Dam Company. By this change
in name the company wishes to have
authority, if they think it desir-
able, to rebuild or repair the old
dam that is there. I might say that
under existing law, or @ special
law back in 1891, Chapter 19, there
is a restriction as to the height of
the dam, and they do not, of course
intend to exceed that restriction in
any way whatsoever.
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I think this applies only to the
company itself, it does not affect
anyone else. For example, I under-
stand it is not in conflict with the
Cross Rock project, which, if creat-
ed would put this dam under twen-
ty or fifty feet of water. There-
fore I oppose the motion for indef-
inite postponement.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Aroostook, Sen-
ator, Cyr, that the bill be indefinite-
ly postponed.

Mr. BOISVERT of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I wish that you members
would take a few seconds and look
at the bill. I certainly support the
motion to indefinitely postpone this
bill as presented by Senator Cyr
of Aroostook.

Now the title of that bill is mis-
leading. I served cn the Public Util-
ities Committee and at the time
I opposed the measure. The title
reads, ‘“An Act to Correct the name
of Heron Lake Dam Company and
Relating to its Powers.”” That was
changed. The first request was just
to change the name, but when the
opposition was shown then they
included in the title ‘Relating to
its Powers.”” By that it not only
gives them the right to rebuild the
dam but they also will be au-
thorized to develop power on that
river. The bill was presented to the
committee just for the change
of the name but now we find out
that through a change in the ti-
tle it means also to develop pow-
er on the river through a dam. I
certainly feel that due to what is
before this legislature, all the proj-
ects that we have on the St. John
River, that more study should be
made concerning this bill, and for
that reason I will support the mo-
tion of the Senator from Aroostook,
Senator Cyr, for indefinite postpone-
ment.

Mr. CYR of Aroostoock: Mr. Pres-
ident, if there was a dam there
before it means that they had the
authority to put that dam in. If
they had the authority to put in that
dam why should they ome to us
again to ask for authority? It seems
to me that is an awful sneaky way
to try to put a project through,
and that is typical of these timber
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lobbyists, timber interests and util-
ity interests. They try little by lit-
tle to put their foot in the door,
so to speak, until we find that there
is nothing left for us, and that
is why we find we have no more
rights in these timberlands, and
this is exactly what this is. If they
want to build a dam there why
don’t they come out and tell us
the size of the dam, the length of
the dam, the height of the dam,
how much flowage they are go-
ing to take, how much land are
they going to flood. And if they
are sensitive about flooding the
Allagash River this is on the Alla-
gash Chain of Lakes. If they
are that sensitive why are they pre-
senting something like this here.
They have a right to manufacture
power. Now that is right in the
domain of my utility up there, and
certainly I would like to protect
my utility as much as I can. I
wouldn’t want them to be in com-
petition with my own utility there
and possibly lower the rates or
something like that. You never know.
So, Mr. President, I think just for
the purpose of teaching them a les-
son we ought to kill this bill.

Mr. FARRIS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: Inasmuch as the Heron Dam
Company, as it is known today,
operates under a charter set forth
in our Private and Special Laws
going back well over a hundred
years and this is only touching one
facet of the over-all charter, in or-
der that we might have an oppor-
tunity to study mcre of the entire
charter I would move that this lie
on the table and be specially as-
signed for Tuesday next.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Kennebec is out of order.
The question before the Senate is
on the motion to indefinitely post-
pone the bill.

Mr. ATHERTON of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: Just to correct any possi-
ble misunderstanding, the bill be-
fore you is as introduced, it has
not been changed and the title has
not been changed in any way. I
believe it had a unanimous report
from the Committee on Public Util-
ities, it has been through its sev-
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eral readings in both branches and
has been pending enactment for
some time. I further would like to
say it is not creating a new dam,
it is merely authorizing them to re-
pair or rebuild a new dam.

On motion by Mr. Reed of Saga-
dahoc the matter was tabled and
specially assigned for Tuesday next.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 40th tabled and unassigned
matter (S. P. 374) (L. D. 1040)
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Bill, “An Act Increasing Salary of
Forest Commissioner’’; tabled on
May 1 by Senator Edmunds of Aroos-
took pending consideration and on
further motion by that Senator, the
bill was retabled and specially as-

signed for Tuesday next.

On motion by Mr. Brooks of Cum-
berland

Adjourned until tomorrow morn-
ing at ten o’clock.



