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HOUSE

Tuesday, April 27, 1971

The House met according to
adjournment and was called to
order by the Speaker.

Prayer by the Rev. Mr. Stephen
Getz of North Anson.

The members stood at attention
during the playing of the National
Anthem by the Sanford Junior High
School Band.

The journal of the previous
session was read and approved.

Papers from the Senate
Reports of Committees
Ought to Pass in New Draft

Report of the Committee on
Fisheries and Wildlife on Bill ‘““An
Act relating to Size Limit of Trout”
(S. P. 3716) (L. D. 1112) reporting
same in a new draft (S. P. 548)
(L. D. 1687) under same title and
that it “‘Ought to pass”

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
New Draft passed to be engrossed.

In the House, the Report was
read and accepted in concurrence,
the New Draft read twice and to-
morrow assigned.

Ought to Pass

Report of the Committee on
Legal Affairs reporting ‘‘Ought to
pass’ on Bill ““An Act relating to
Theft of Trade Secrets” (S. P. 379)
(L. D. 1139

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed.

In the House, the Report was
read and accepted in concurrence,
the Bill read twice and tomorrow
assigned.

Ought to Pass with
Committee Amendment

Report of the Committee on
Fisheries and Wildlife on Bill “An
Act relating to Permits for
Keeping Certain Wild Animals in
Captivity”” (S. P, 375) (L. D. 1111)
reporting ‘‘Ought to pass’ as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” (S-101) submitted
therewith.

Report of the Committee on
Public Utilities on Bill ‘“An Act
Creating the Rumford-Mexico
Sewerage District” (S. P. 488) (L.
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D. 1499) reporting ‘‘Ought to pass’’
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” (S8-102) submitted
therewith.

Came from the Senate with the
Reports read and accepted and the
Bills passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee
Amendment ‘A’

In the House, Reports were read
and accepted in concurrence and
the Bills read twice. Committee
Amendment ‘“A’’ to each was read
by the Clerk and adopted in
concurrence, and tomorrow
assigned for third reading of the
Bills.

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Judiciary reporting ‘‘Ought
not to pass” on Bill ‘“An Aect
relating to Probable Cause Arrests
in Misdemeanor Violations’ (S. P.
333) (L. D. 979)
Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:
Messrs. HARDING of Aroostook
TANOUS of Penobscot
QUINN of Penobscot
— of the Senate.
Messrs. ORESTIS of Lewiston
HEWES of Cape Elizabeth
Mrs. WHITE of Guilford
Mrs. WHEELER of Portland
Messrs. KELLEY of Caribou
CARRIER of Westbrook
— of the House.
Minority Report of same
Committee reporting ‘Ought to
pass” on same Bill.
Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:
Messrs. PAGE of Fryeburg
LUND of Augusta
HENLEY of Norway
BAKER of Orrington
— of the House.
Came from the Senate with the
Majority Report accepted.
In the House: Reports were read.
On motion of Mr. Hewes of Cape
Elizabeth, the Majority ‘“‘Ought not
to pass’” Report was accepted in
concurrence. (Later Reconsidered)

Mrs.

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Public Utilities reporting
“Ought not to pass” on Bill *“An
Act relating to the Adequacy of
Public Utility Service” (S. P. 453)
(L. D. 1311)
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Report was signed by the
following members:
Mr. MOORE of Cumberland
- of the Senate.
Messrs. BARTLETT of South
Berwick
TYNDALE of Kennebunk-
port
MOSHER of Gorham
WILLIAMS of Hodgdon
EMERY of Auburn
CONLEY
of South Portland
MARSH of Hampden
RAND of Yarmouth
BERUBE of Lewiston
— of the House.

Minority Report of same
Committee reporting ‘‘Ought to
pass’ on same Bill.

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Messrs. MARCOTTE of York
VIOLETTE of Aroostook
— of the Senate.
SHUTE
of Stockton Springs
— of the House.

Came from the Senate with the
Minority Report accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed.

In the House: Reports were read.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Hodgdon, Mr. Williams.

Mr. WILLIAMS: Mr, Speaker
and Members of the House: This
measure came out of the Public
Utilities Committee with a divided
report, all but one of the House
members signed the ‘Ought not
to pass’ Report. It seemed to the
majority of this committee that
this was unnecessary legislation.
The Public Utilities Commission
has for years been doing this same
thing.

I understand that this was aimed
at the Weld Telephore Company
which got itself into a bad situa-
tion. Now the way this bill is
written it affects all utilities --

Mrs.

Mr.

telephones, water companies,
electric companies, gas, and
perhaps sewer, just about

everyone. It doesn’t seem to me
necessary to clutter up the law
books with special legislation that
affects utilities statewide, when it
is really aimed at one particular
company. This situation has
already been cleared up.

The way I understand it, the
PUC has plenty of power to handle
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these situations by compromise the
same as they have been doing
since 1915.

I had trouble in my own district
with two electric light lines trying
to pirate customers. In one spot
the Eastern Co-op Lines came
close to the Public Service
companies. The Co-op was a new
line and they had transmission
problems. The Public Service
started pirating customers and war
broke out immediately. However,
the PUC arranged a compromise,
the Co-op got the bugs out of their
lines, and since 1965 there has been
no problem.

The PUC still has this power.
It can still use it when they need
to. To me a good compromise is
the best way to settle differences,
not someone wielding a big stick.
I hope you will go along with the
““Ought not to pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Hodgdon, Mr. Williams,
moves that the House accept the
Majority ‘‘Ought not to pass”
Report in non-concurrence.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Stockton Springs, Mr.
Shute.

Mr. SHUTE: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
As a signer of the ‘Ought to
pass’’ Report, I feel I should make
some remarks to clear my position
on this bill. This act is partly
covered in the Maine Statutes,
Section 2301 and 2302 of Title 35,
which provides for the organization
of certain types of utilities;
namely, gas, electric and telephone
under the General Law as set forth
in this section which allows these
utilities to engage in a public utility
business anywhere within the State
of Maine with one prohibition, and
that - is, such a utility may not
render a service within an area
where there presently is existing
service or where another utility is
authorized to render a service.

Sections 2301 and 2302, however,
do permit a utility so organized
to render its service where there
is an existing service if such utility
first obtains the consent of the
Commission. The test as to
whether or not that consent should
be granted depends upon a finding
by the Commission that such au-
thorization meets the public con-
venience and necessity.
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These sections are in the opinion
of the Commission permissive
legislation granted to the utilities
companies. There is considerable
doubt as to whether or not the
Public Utilities Commission under
the language of these sections
would be authorized to require such
a utility to render a service where
there is already existing service.
The purpose of this legislation
would give the Public Utilities
Commission that authority. Any
order of the Commission requiring
such a utility to serve would be
based upon the same test of public
convenience and necessity as now
set forth in the statutes.

So would it not seem reasonable
to give the same authority to the
Commission in the interest of the
consumer that the wutility
companies now enjoy?

The second provision in L. D.
1311 would permit the Commission
to consider, in its determination
of public convenience and neces-
sity, the cost of such service to
the customer. Generally, the test
of public convenience and necessity
if applied to a utility seeking to
serve an area where there is
already existing service would be
based upon the existing utility’s
unwillingness or inability to serve
either because it lacks the financial
ability or other factors to render
adequate service.

Under the present PUC laws
rates are established upon the
value of all of the property of any
public utility used or required to
be used in rendering its service
to the public. Therefore, a public
utility could render adequate ser-
vice at reasonable rates even
though those rates could be of
such an amount that could be
prohibitive to the consuming public
even though they did meet the
reasonableness under Section 3.
For example, the Commission
could require a utility to improve
its service. The utility could
comply with such an order but the
rates to support the investment
necessary to raise the service to
an adequate quality, even though
reasonable under the statute, could
be of such an amount that the
consuming public could not
possibly afford such a service,
whereas the Commission could
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order another utility to render a
similar service at a much less cost
to the consumer.

This legislation is designed to
allow the Commission to have the
same rights and privileges as
granted to the utilities under the
provisions of Sections 2301 and
2302. There is nothing sacred about
a utility’s franchise. It was a
privilege granted by the Legisla-
ture in the first place, and the
Legislature should attach any
provisions which in its wisdom
protects or improves the public
interest.

It was mentioned at the public
hearing on this bill, that this type
of legislation has been enacted
previously by the Legislature in
Private & Special Laws, 1959,
Chapter 80, relative to ferry opera-
tions in Casco Bay, which state
that the Commission has the
authority to require the Maine Port
Authority to provide ferry service
if it is of the opinion that the rates
charged by the Casco Bay Lines
are of such a degree to be prohibi-
tive to the travelling public. I see
no distinction between this type of
authority to require a public
agency to serve than to require
an investor-owned utility to serve,
especially when the utility is
guaranteed a fair rate of return
on its investment.

If you will consider for a moment
that a radio or television station
must meet certain minimum
standards set by the FCC in
serving the public, why should not
a public utility also meet certain
minimum standards?

I feel that this bill is possibly
one of the most important pieces
of consumer legislation that has
come before the Legislature thus
far and I hope when you vote on
this item you will give fair
consideration to the consumer and
vote against the ‘‘Ought not to
pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Ellsworth, Mr. McNally.

Mr. McNALLY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I didn’t
know too much about this bill, but
I was approached by a couple of
utility companies to look into it.
So yesterday I took it upon myself
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to talk with different attorneys in
Ellsworth that I didn’'t think were
connected with either of the
utilities; and their opinion that
they gave me was that the bill
was unnecessary, that it would only
clutter things wup, and that they
hoped I would do my best to oppose
it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair

recognizes the gentleman from
Strong, Mr. Dyar.
Mr. DYAR: Mr. Speaker and

Members of the House: I would
doubt the actual effects of this on
the present Statutes that are on
the books right now. The Town of
Weld has been mentioned here this
morning. It is a small town and
had a real tragedy here last fall.
On several occasions the people of
the Town of Weld and the Weld
Fire Department called on the
Public Utilities Commission to
straighten out a problem they had
in that town. The telephone setup
there is the old crank system with
a manual switchboard. I
understand the operator at the
switchboard had been told not to
notify people calling in where a
fire was, if there was a fire in
town.

The particular case that brought
this bill about, three children
burned to death. Whether or not
this was based on poor
communications or not will never
be known. But I feel where the
Public Utilities Commission had
been notified of this problem on
several occasions, and never did
bring anything to a head or any

conclusion, and did possibly cause .

the deaths of three children
through this inadequate legislation
that is now on the books, it is
time that we did review the situa-
tion to get something on here to
allow the Public Utilities Commis-
sion to investigate and bring in a
new company to render service to
the public.

This is probably a small thing
at the present time. There are
probably very few independent
telephone companies left here in
the state. But I do feel that the
Commission should have the power
to investigate and clarify.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Hodgdon, Mr, Wil-
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liams that the House accept the
Majority “Ought not to pass”
Report in non-concurrence. The
Chair will order a vote. All in favor
of accepting the Majority Report
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

78 voted in the affirmative and
43 voted in the negative.

Whereupon, Mr. Cooney of Web-
ster requested a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The yeas and
nays have been requested. For the
Chair to order a roll call it must
have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and
voting. All members desiring a roll
call vote will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one {ifth of the
members present having expressed
a desire for a roll call, a roll call
was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Hodgdon, Mr. Wil-
liams, that the House accept the
Majority ‘“‘Ought not to pass’” Re-
port in non-concurrence. If you are
in favor of accepting the Majority
Report you will vote yes; if you are
opposed you will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA-—Albert, Ault, Barnes, Bart-
lett, Berube, Bither, Bragdon,
Brawn, Brown, Bunker, Call, Car-
rier, Carter, Clark, Collins, Crosby,
Cummings, Curtis, A, P.; Donaghy,
Dow, Doyle, Drigotas, Dudley, Ev-

ans, Farrington, Faucher, Fine-
more, Fraser, Gagnon, Gill, Good,
Hall, Hardy, Haskell, Hawkens,

Hayes, Herrick, Hodgdon, Immon-
en, Kelley, K. F.; Kelley, R. P.;
Keyte, Lee, Lewin, Lewis, Lincoln,
Littlefield, Lund, Lynch, MacLeod,
Mahany, Marsh, Marstaller, Me-
Nally, Mosher, Murray, Norris,
Page, Parks, Payson, Pontbriand,
Porter, Pratt, Rand. Rocheleau,
Rollins, Shaw, Silverman, Simpson,
L. E.; Simpson, T. R.; Smith, D.
M.; Stillings, Susi, Theriault,
Trask, Tyndale, Vincent, Wheeler,
Whitson, Williams, Wood, M. W.;
Woodbury.

NAY — Bailey, Baker, Bernier,
Berry, G. W.; Boudreau, Bourgoin,
Bustin, Carey, Churchill, Clemente,
Conley, Cooney, Cote, Cottrell, Cur-
ran, Curtis, T. S., Jr.; Cyr, Dam,
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Dyar, Emery, D. F.; Fecteau,
Genest, Goodwin, Hancock, Henley,
Hewes, Jutras, Kelleher, Kelley, P.
S.; Kilroy, Lessard, Lizotte, Mar-
tin, MecCormick, McKinnon, Mec-
Teague, Millett, Morrell, O’Brien,
Ross, Santoro, Scott, Shute, Slane,
Webber, Wood, M. E,

ABSENT—Bedard, Berry, P. P.;
Binnette, Birt, Emery, E. M.;
Gauthier, Hanson, Jalbert, Lawry,
Lebel, Lucas, Maddox, Manchester,
McCloskey, Mills, Orestis, Sheltra,
Smith, E. H.; Starbird, Tanguay,
White, Wight.

Yes, 82; No, 46; Absent, 22,

The SPEAKER: Eighty-two hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
forty-six in the negative, with
twenty-two being absent, the meo-
tion does prevail.

Sent up for concurrence.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act to Pay for One
Hundred Percent of Health Insur-
ance Plang for State Employees”
(H. P. 364) (L. D. 471) which was
passed to be engrossed in the
House on April 20.

Came from the Senate passed to
be engrossed as amended by Sen-
ate Amendment ‘‘A’’ in non-concur-
rence.

In the House: On motion of Mr.
Cooney of Webster, the House
voted to recede and concur.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill ““An Act relating to the Right
of Access by Landlords”’ (H. P.
1253) (L. D. 1573) which was indef-
initely postponed in the House on
April 13.

Came from the Senate passed to
be engrossed in non-concurrence.

In the House:

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from West-
brook, Mr. Carrier.

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we adhere.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Westbrook, Mr. Carrier,
moves that the House adhere to its
former action.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Bath, Mr. Ross.

Mr. ROSS: Mr, Speaker, I move
that we recede.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Bath, Mr. Ross, moves that
the House recede and concur.
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The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Westbrook, Mr. Carrier.

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I oppose
the motion to recede and concur on
the basis that last week sometime
we had quite a discussion on this
bill and it was the wishes of the
House that this bill be indefinitely
pgstponed, and the vote was 81 to
56.

The bill itself hasn’t changed into
any form although there have been
a few amendments put on our desks
that have never been presented.
There was an amendment on this
bill put on our desks from this
House and an amendment present-
ed from the other house, but they
were never actually added on to
the hill.

I submit to you that this bill is
not good for either the landlord or
the tenant. There is nothing in this
which says that the landlord will
have any recourse in case the ten-
ant does any damage or destruc-
tion to the property. I think it is
an invasion of the property rights
of the individual. If the conditions
of the contract are broken there
is no recourse for the landlord,
and I submit to you that it is not
good legislation.

But the worse part of it is that
it would give rights to the individ-
ual but not give any responsibilities
or duties to those rights. I submit
to you, and I hope that you will
vote against the motion to recede
and concur, and that we adhere.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cape
Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes.

Mr. HEWES: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I support
the motion of the gentleman from
Bath, Mr. Ross, to recede and con-
cur. I feel that this is a fair bill
that allows both the landlord and
the tenant certain responsibilities
and certain rights. It allows, if
you look at the bill, the landlord
to enter for inspection, for repairs,
to show the premises to its pro-
spective purchaser or lessee, and
to collect rent; only at reasonable
hours may he so enter, And he can
also enter at any time in case of
emergency. I hope that you will
support the motion to recede and
concur,
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Call.

Mr. CALL: Mr, Speaker and
Members of the House: As has
been stated by at least one other,
as I have said before, this is a bad
bill. Lots of times — and this is
one of those instances, we should
beware of the person who comes
to us and says, ‘I am going to help
yvou.” Now the landlord doesn’t
need any help as far as access is
concerned. More than ninety per-
cent of most tenants are perfectly
willing for a landlord to go in their
rented premises for reasonable
needs, on reasonable occasions.

This is only one of many bills
that not only are making life mis-
erable for the landlord, but are
violating his rights. I hope that
this House goes against the motion
to recede and concur and really in
effect adhere to our former vote.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
gusta, Mr. Lund.

Mr. LUND: Mr, Speaker, I would
like to inquire of any person who
opposes the pending motion to re-
cede and concur, I would like to
inquire of that person what occasion
the landlord would have to go onto
‘the premises where he is denied
that right to go on the premises by
this bill?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Augusta, Mr. Lund, poses a
question through the Chair to any
member who may answer if they
choose. The pending question is
recede and concur,

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Norway, Mr. Henley,

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am going
to speak briefly on this. I feel it
quite mecessary. The House has
heard from two attorneys and two
landlords, so why shouldn’t there
be a man in between to speak about
it briefly?

I think that the bill is unneces-
sary, as Mr. Carrier has stated.
Who asked for the bill? I don’t
believe either the tenant or the
landlord did. I think you will note
at the bottom of the bill that ex-
cept in case of rent due or emer-
gency there must be a prior notice.
So that if the building is up for sale,
there must be prior notice to ex-
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hibit it. T don’t know who is going
to interpret just what is going to
suit the tenant for prior notice,
whether it is going to be an hour,
a day or a week. There seems to be
no criteria here to go by.

Again, we voted last week over-
whelmingly to kill this unnecessary
bill. I fail to see why the action
of the other body should make any
change. So I hope that you will
defeat the motion to recede and
concur and then we can kill the
bill once and for all.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
order a vote. All in favor of re-
ceding and concurring will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no. )

A vote of the House was taken.

54 having voted in the affirmative
and 73 having voted in the negative,
the motion did not prevail.

Mr. Henley of Norway
moved that the House adhere.

Whereupon, on motion of Mr. Nor-
ris of Brewer, the House voted to
insist and ask for a Committee of
Conference.

then

House Reports of Committees
Ought Not to Pass

Mr. Birt from the Committee
on Appropriations and Financial
Affairs reported ‘‘Ought not to
pass’ on Bill “An Act relating to
Welfare Assistance’” (H. P. 408)
(L. D. 571)

Mr. Carey from same Committee
reported same on Bill “An Act to
Extend Medical Assistance to Low
Income People Not on State Cate-
gorical Assistance Programs” (H.
P. 474) (L. D. 617)

Mr. Manchester from the Com-
mittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
reported same on Bill “An Act To
Revise the Hunting and Trapping
Laws” (H. P. 844) (L. D. 1160)

Mr. Parks from same Commit-
tee reported same on Bill “An Act
to Establish a Fishway on the Ken-
nebec River Dam at Augusta” (H.
P. 1146) (L. D. 1587)

Mr. Henley from the Committee
on Judiciary reported same on
Bill “An Act relating to Notice
Requirement under Tenancy at
Will by New Owner or Lessee”
(H. P. 151) (L. D. 206)

Mr. Lund from same Committee
reported same on Bill “An Act to
Provide for Forfeiture of Vehicles
Used to Transport Gambling Ap-
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paratus, Burglar Tools, Lottery
Tickets and Equipment Used to
Counterfeit Money” (H. P. 1026)
(L. D. 1414)

Mrs. White from same Commit-
tee reported same on Bill ‘““An Act
relating to Contingent Fees for
Legal Services in Certain Cases”
(H. P. 1158) (L. D. 1606)

Mr. Williams from the Commit-
tee on Public TUtilities reported
same on Bill “An Act Requiring
a Reduced Rate of at Least 50%
by Gas, Electric and Telephone
Companies for Service to the
Elderly” (H. P. 1077). (L. D. 1469)

In accordance with Joint Rule
17-A, were placed in the legislative
files and sent to the Senate.

Leave to Withdraw

Mr. Kelley of Southport from the
Committee on Fisheries and Wild-
life on Bill ‘““An Act relating to
Sale of Marine Worms” (H, P.
1050) (L. D. 1442) reported Leave
to Withdraw.

Mrs. Wheeler from the Commit-
tee on Judiciary reported same on
Bill ““An Act relating to Reports
of Accidents in Parking Areas of
Shopping Centers” (H. P. 992)
(L. D. 1354)

Mr, Stillings from the Commit-
tee on State Government reported
same on Bill ““An Act relating to
the Legislature’s Right to Access
to Records of State Agencies”
(H. P. 1178) (L. D. 1628)

Reports were read and accepted
and sent up for concurrence.

Covered by Other Legislation

Mr. Lewin from the Committee
on Fisheries and Wildlife on Bill
“An Act to Increase the Fees for
Issuing Fish and Game Licenses’
(H. P. 1017) (L. D. 1396} reported
Leave to Withdraw, as covered by
other legislation.

Mr. Norris from the Committee
on Legal Affairs reported same
on Bill “An Act relating to Sales
of Beverages in Nonreturnable
Bottles” (H. P. 76) (L. D. 149)

Reports were read and accepted
and sent up for concurrence,

Ought to Pass

Printed Bills
Mr. Albert from the Committee
on Agriculture reported ¢‘Ought to
pass’ on Bill ““An Aect relating to
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Fees for Marketing and Advertis-
ing Farm Products” (H. P. 1047)
(L. D. 1438)

Mr. Mosher from same Commit-
tee reported same on Bill ‘‘An
Act to Prohibit False or Misleading
Potato Labeling and Branding”’
(H. P. 1046) (L. D. 1437)

Mr. Brawn from the Committee
on Legal Affairs reported same

on Bill ‘“An Act relating to
Boundaries of Municipalities in
Annual Reports” (H. P. 1056)
(L. D. 1447)

Mr. Fecteau from same Com-

mittee reported same on Bill “An
Act relating to Control over
Abandoned Automobiles” (H. P.
1123) (L. D. 1542)

Mrs. Brown from the Committee
on Natural Resources reported
same on Bill “An Act to Clarify
the Classification of Certain Minor
Tributaries wof the Penobscot
River” (H. P. 1094) (L. D. 1482)

Mr. Hodgdon from the Commit-
tee on State Government reported
same on Bill “An Act Establishing
the Law and Legislative Reference
Library under the Legislative Re-
search Committee” (H. P. 1104)
(L. D. 1510)

Reports were read and accepted,
the Bills read twice and tomorrow
assigned.

Gught to Pass with
Committee Amendment
Mrs. Baker from the Commit-
tee on Judiciary on Bill “An Act

to Give the Attorney General
Authority to Require Certain
Telephone Records” (H. P. 909}

(L. D. 1254) reported ‘‘Ought to
pass’” as amended by Committee
Amendment “A’” submitted there-
with.

Report was read and accepted
and the Bill read twice. Commit-
tee Amendment “A” (H-174) was
read by the Clerk and adopted,
and tomorrow assigned for third
reading of the bill,

Divided Report
Tabled and Assigned

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Health and Institutional
Services reporting ‘Ought not to
pass” on Bill “An Act relating
to Selling Certain Drugs” (H. P.
116) (L. D. 160)
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Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:
Mr. MINKOWSKY
of Androscoggin
—of the Senate.
Messrs. DYAR of Strong
LEWIS of Bristol
CLEMENTE of Portland

Mrs. McCORMICK of Union
Mr. LESSARD of Lisbon
Mrs. BERRY of Madison
Mrs. PAYSON of Falmouth

—of the House.
Minority Report of same Com-
mittee on same Bill reporting
same in a new draft (H. P. 1292)
(L. D. 1693) under same title and
that it “Ought to pass”
Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:
Messrs. HICHENS of York
GREELEY of Waldo
—of the Senate.

Mrs. DOYLE of Bangor
Mrs. CUMMINGS of Newport
Mr. SANTORO of Portland

—of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Fal-
mouth, Mrs, Payson.

Mrs. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker, I
move the acceptance of the Maj-
ority ‘‘Ought not to pass’” Report
and would like to speak to my
motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentlewo-
man from Falmouth, Mrs. Pay-
son, moves that the House accept
the Majority ‘“‘Ought not to pass”
Report. The gentlewoman may
proceed.

Mrs. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As you can see, a majority
of the Committee on Health and
Institutional Services voted against
passage of the original bill and
also against the amended version.
We did so for several reasons,
which 1 would like to present to
you.

First, at no time during the
hearing or in the weeks that have
passed since the hearing was any
objective evidence of actual abuse
of belladonna derivatives sold in
proprietary drugs given to us. We
were told by several proponents
at the hearing that teenagers are
buying these proprietary drugs
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such as Contac, Sominex and
Sleep-Eze in supermarkets and get-
ting high on them, but at no time
did we receive evidence other than
rumor or opinion.

There is no question but what
these items and probably dozens
of other different kindg of things,
from airplane glue to aspirin, are
purchased by youngsters with the
idea of experimenting. But it ap-
pears that even when taken in
extraordinary quantities, these
home remedies do not, and cannot,
produce highs or hallucinations.
There was some talk that Contac
would be taken apart and the
belladonna particles separated from
the other particles. In the first
place, it is impossible to recognize
the belladonna simply by looking
at it.

In the second place, you would
have to take apart 30 Contac
capsules, and separate by hand
20,000 belladonna particles from the
other 40,000 particles contained in
the 50 capsules in order to sep-
arate out two (2) grams of bella-
donna which is what is usually nec-
essary for a hallucinatory trip. I
suggest that you try this some time
with just one Contac capsule to
see what a difficult process this
would be. All other proprietary
drugs sold on the open market,
which contain belladonna, cannot
be mechanically separated.

We received from the Depart-
ment of Health and Welfare, sta-
tistics on abuse of Contae, which
resulted in hospitalization of peo-
ple in the TUnited States during
1970. Out of a population of 200
million people, 36 cases were re-
ported. One member of our com-
mittee, Dr. Santoro, wrote a num-
ber of letters to doectors in Maine
asking them for information on
drug abuse cases involving these
proprietary drugs. He received
only a few replies and although
some of them suggested that the
sale of these proprietary medicines
be restricted, not one of them were
able to report actual abuses.

Therefore, a majority of the
committee concluded that although
many people think there is a
problem — in fact, there really
isn’t one.
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Our second reason for voting
against the bill was that Maine
law already authorizes the Board
of Pharmacy to restrict to doc-
tors’ prescriptions any medicines
“having a tendency to depress or
stimulate which are likely to be
injurious to health if improperly
used.” Thig is contained in Sec-
tion 2201 of Title 22 and gives the
Board of Pharmacy very broad
powers to act. I think everyone on
the committee feels that if a medi-
cine is being abused, it should be
sold only on prescription. Incident-
ally, a member of the Maine Phar-
macy Board appeared at the hear-
ing in opposition to the bill on the
grounds that they were not aware
of abuse on any scale which would
even justify a hearing.

If a drug or medicine is danger-
ous and is being abused, its sale
should obviously be restricted, but
a majority of the committee con-
cluded that this was not the case,
and feel that the bill should be
indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Ban-
gor, Mrs. Doyle.

Mrs. DOYLE: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House.
It is with regret that I must speak
against the motion of my House
committee chairman, Mrs. Payson
of Falmouth. I signed the Minority
‘‘Ought to pass” Report and I feel
that this is a necessary piece of
legislation.

I do not believe that this bill is
a panacea for the drug problem,
but I do believe that we have docu-
mented proof that there have been
abuses of these over-the-counter
drugs containing belladonna and
belladonna derivatives, both by
children and by adults. I know
personally of one case in the Ban-
gor area.

The statistics that we received
were not through the Department
of Health and Welfare; they were
from the federal government Poi-
son Control Center. In the year
1970 there were 33 cases that were
serious enough to be reported to
close authorities, of the abuse to a
toxic level of the drug Contac.
There were 645 toxic dosages re-
ported of the drug Sominex.
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Even though this may be a small
percentage I do think that these
drugs should be under more strin-
gent control than they presently
are. I am not recommending that
they be under prescription, but I
do recommend that they should be
under the control of pharmacists.
I do not think that this will hurt
the proprietary drug industry at
all. T do not think efficaciousness
of these drugs in question for the
ills they are supposed to cure has
been proven. If the sale of Contac
is restricted 1 am quite sure that
the makers of this drug will come
up with something else that will
allegedly relieve cold symptoms.

I would like to quote in part from
a letter written to me and some
other proponents of this legisla-
tion, from the mother of a child
in Bangor who almost died as the
result of being hooked on these
over-the-counter drugs. She says
in part, “As the story unfolded we
discovered that he had been tak-
ing, first of all Contac, sometimes
six or eight at a time. He had
tried taking them apart to get just
the belladonna, but finding this too
difficult decided to take them
whole. The Contac made him quite
ill and when the effeect wore off
he would feel very down.

‘“That is when he decided to try
Vivarin and Cope for a little pick-
meup. He then found that they
worked pretty well, taken off and
on during the day. Then he
couldn’t sleep at night. So he
bought Sominex and Sleepeze. Af-
ter a while he admits to experi-
menting with almost anything in
the medicine cabinets, even at
friends’ houses.” And this went on
and on and this child nearly died.
He was treated successfully, medi-
cally and psychologically, and is
all right today.

I think even one case like that
illustrates the need for some re-
striction on these drugs. His
mother was not aware of the prob-
lem until the child was sent home
from school with signs of illness,
although he had been closely ob-
served by both people in school
and his family.

She ends her letter by saying, “I
firmly believe if there is anything



1854

we can do to control these over-
the-counter sales of potentially
harmful drugs, any kind of legis-
lation, it must be done.” And I
agree with her.

(On motion of Mr. Santoro of
Portland, tabled pending the mo-
tion of Mrs. Payson of Falmouth
that the House accept the Major-
ity ‘‘Ought not to pass’” Report
and specially assigned for Thurs-
day, April 29.)

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Health and Institutional
Services reporting ‘“Ought to pass’’
on Bill ““An Act relating to Licen-
sure of Physical Therapy Assist-
ants and Temporary Permits Un-
der Physical Therapy Law’” (H.
P 416) (L. D. 543)

Report was signed by the follow-
ing Members:

Mrs. CUMMINGS of Newport
Mr. LESSARD of Lisbon
Mrs. DOYLE of Bangor
Mrs. PAYSON of Falmouth

Messrs. LEWIS of Bristol
CLEMENTE of Portland
DYAR of Strong
SANTORO of Portland
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘‘Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill,

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Messrs. HICHENS of York
GREELEY of Waldo
MINKOWSKY
of Androscoggin
— of the Senate.
BERRY of Madison
McCORMICK of Union
- of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from
Union, Mrs. McCormick.

Mrs. McCORMICK: Mr. Speaker,
I would like to move the accep-
tance of the Minority ‘‘Ought not
to pass” Report and would speak
to my motion, please.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Union, Mrs. McCor-
mick, moves that the House accept
the Minority ‘‘Ought not to pass’
Report.

The gentlewoman may proceed.

Mrs.
Mrs.
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Mrs. McCORMICK: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: If you
will note on today’s calendar item
23, it is an identical bill to item
22. The only difference is the emer-
gency clause. This is a bill to li-
cense physical therapists in this
state. I cannot see the emergency
in this measure. If the other bill
goes through they will just have
to wait the ninety days after we
adjourn. If they are not licensed
it does not stop them from work-
ing in this state.

We do not have any schools at
the present time here that even
teach the physical therapist course.
We have some that want to put it
in. So all we are licensing are
graduates from other states who
come in here. I feel that this is
a little premature. If these other
schools, the schools here in the
state, are going to have these
courses I don’t see why it can’t
wait until we get a few of our
own. But nevertheless, I do not
see the emergency. This will be
covered by the mext item on the
docket. I don’t see that it will hurt
these people to wait,

As you know, when you passed
the licensed practical nursing bill
everyone in this House that was
here at the time has told me since
then that all that they could see
that it really did was to up the
rates of these people; and I think
this is a move in this direction,
too.

Thereupon, the Minority ‘‘Ought
not to pass’ Report was accepted
and sent up for concurrence.

(Later Reconsidered)
Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Health and Institutional
Services reporting ‘“‘Ought to pass”
on Bill “An Act relating to Licens-
ure of Physical Therapy Assist-
ants” (H. P. 530) (L. D. 692)

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Mrs. CUMMINGS of Newport
Mr. LESSARD of Lishon
Mrs. DOYLE of Bangor

Mrs. PAYSON of Falmouth

Messrs. LEWIS of Bristol
CLEMENTE of Portland
DYAR of Strong
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SANTORO of Portland
— of the House.
Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘“‘Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill,
Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:
Messrs. HICHENS of York
GREELEY of Waldo
MINKOWSKY
of Androscoggin
— of the Senate.
BERRY of Madison
McCORMICK of Union
— of the House.
Reports were read.
The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-

Mrs.
Mrs.

ognizes the gentlewoman from
Madison, Mrs. Berry.
Mrs. BERRY: Mr. Speaker, I

move that we accept the Minority
“Ought not to pass’”” Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentlewom-
an from Madison, Mrs, Berry,
moves that the House accept the
Minority ““Ought not to pass’ Re-
port.

The gentlewoman may proceed.

Mrs. BERRY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This is
practically the same bill, as Mrs.
McCormick has stated, as the one
above and it doesn’t do anything
except what is in the one above
it except for an emergency clause.

Thereupon, the Minority ‘‘Ought
not to pass” Report was accepted
and sent up for concurrence,
(Later Reconsidered)

Divided Report
Tabled and Assigned
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Judiciary reporting ‘‘Ought
not to pass’ on BIill ““An Act Pro-
viding Professional Immunity to

Certain Persons in Emergency

Cases” (H. P. 149) (L. D. 204)

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. TANOUS of Penobscot
QUINN of Pencbscot
HARDING of Aroostook

— of the Senate.

Mrs. WHITE of Guilford

Mr. HEWES

of Cape Elizabeth
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Mrs. WHEELER of Portland
Messrs. HENLEY of Norway
CARRIER of Westhrook
LUND of Augusta
Mrs. BAKER of Orrington
Messrs. ORESTIS of Lewiston
KELLEY of Caribou
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘““Ought to pass’’
on same Bill

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing member:

Mr, PAGE of Fryeburg
— of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizeg the gentleman from Houl-
ton, Mr. Haskell.

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. Speaker,
this is my bill. Obviously it would
be an exercise in futility to at-
tempt to debate a 12 to 1 “Ought
not to pass” Report. However, I
am having an amendment pre-
pared that will change this bill
from its present status to a bill
that would do one thing; that is,
to provide immunity to nurses in
providing emergency care. The
amendment is not ready and I
would certainly appreciate it if
someone would table this for two
legislative days.

(On motion of Mr. Hewes of
Cape Elizabeth, tabled pending
acceptance of either Report and
specially assigned for Thursday,
April 29)

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Judiciary reporting ‘“Ought
not to pass’” on Bill ““An Aect re-
lating to Suspension of Motor Ve-
hicle Operator’s License for Speed-
ing Violation”” (H. P. 1151) (L. D.
1602)

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Messrs. TANOUS of Penobscot
HARDING of Aroostook
— of the Senate.
Mr. HENLEY of Norway
Mrs. WHEELER of Portland
Messrs. PAGE of Fryeburg
ORESTIS of Lewiston
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CARRIER of Westbrook
Mrs. WHITE of Guilford
Messrs. LUND of Augusta
KELLEY of Caribou
— of the House.
Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘Qught to pass”
on same Bill.
Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Mr. QUINN of Penobscot
—of the Senate.
Mr. HEWES of Cape Elizabeth

-~ Mrs. BAKER of Orrington

—of the House.
Reports were read.
The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Orestis.

Mr., ORESTIS: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we accept the Majority
“Ought not to pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Lewiston, Mr. Orestis, moves
that the House accept the Majority
“Qught not to pass’’ Report.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Scarborough, Mr. Gag-
non.

Mr. GAGNON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: This is one of my few that
I feel rather strongly about. This
is my bill. I am not going to take
too much time on this. I think it
is pretty well self-explanatory.
Over the years I have worked
with this situation and all during
the time that I had to attempt to
assist people who had been in-
volved in serious accidents, the
majority of them from speeding,
I had a feeling of complete in-
adequacy because you were usually
there too late.

During this period I was well
aware of the fact that the mone-
tary fine did little or no good.
This situation has continued today.
I think the only thing that really
makes people take notice, or take
a little caution to a situation which
takes most of the lives today, is
the fact that he may lose his li-
cense or his right to operate for
a period of time if he is caught
and convicted. I think it would
probably make us all better driv-
ers in this instance.
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I am gasking you today to pos-
sibly vote for the Minority Re-
port that might assist in saving
a few lives. This system has been
in effect in Connecticut since 1956
and ‘has worked extremely well
down there. I have no doubts in
my mind that it will here. I would
hope that you would go with me
today on this, rejecting the Ma-
jority Report, so that we might
possibly attempt to stop such
occurrences as that which hap-
pened in Biddeford this past week-
end.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lewis-

ton, Mr. Orestis.
Mr. ORESTIS: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen -of the

House: I would just like to take
one moment to explain the position
of the majority of the committee
on this bill. No one on the Ma-
jority ““Ought not to pass’’ Report
is against highway safety. How-
ever, this bill would call for the
suspension of the driver’s license
of a driver convicted of speeding
twice within one year. We have
before the Judiciary many bills
which will regulate the Secretary
of State’s powers of suspension
of traffic violators. This is the
one of many bills and it is a bill
that we felt was repetitious of
the other bills and did not- spe-
cifically point itself towards the
overall problem of highway safety.

For instance, this bill could put
someone off the road who within
a period of twelve monthg had
been convicted of two minor speed-
ing violations — I am talking about
eight or nine or ten miles over
the speed limit, while at the same
time leaving on the road some-
cne who had been convicted of
a speeding violation and then of
driving to endanger or reckless
driving.

We felt that the overall bills
before our committee, giving the
Secretary of State power to sus-
pend motor vehicle drivers whose
records were in bad shape, would
supersede this particular bill and
would give him the same amount
of power that this bill does. It
seemed to the majority of the
committee that we did not want
to clutter the books with law
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after law, giving the Secretary of
State specific power in each dif-
ferent instance. There are bills
before the committee that will
give him overall power to suspend
and would certainly cover this
very situation.

Therefore I would ask you this
morning to consider my motion
and vote in favor of the Majority
“Ought not to pass” Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cape
Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes.

Mr. HEWES: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: We are
discussing this bill, L. D. 1602,
and not any other bill that may or
may not be before the Legisla-
ture. I ask you, how do we handile
the accidents on the highway?
How do we promote highway
safety? And I submit that one of
the better ways is to get the
speeding driver off the road for
a period of time.

This bill would automatically
cause a person convicted of two
speeding violations within a year
to lose his license for thirty days,
and convicted of three speeding
violations within a year to lose
it for sixty days. Now if a person
constantly speeds enough to be
picked up, and given warnings, as
the police often give warnings,
and actually taken to court, and
on two different occasions in the
same year is convicted of a speed-
ing violation, then I submit one
way to curb him is to take his li-
cense from him,

As you know, there were about

2,000 more accidents on the high-
ways of Maine this year than
last year. Last year we set an all
time high for deaths on the high-
way. There are more automobiles,
motorcycles, trucks, motor ve-
hicles on the roads now than ever
before, and the conditions appar-
ently are going to become more
crowded on the highways.
_ I urge that you reject the pend-
ing motion and support the bill
after the motion to accept the
Minority Report is made.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lin-
coln, Mr. Porter,

M;‘. PORTER: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
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House: I happened to be in Con-
necticut at the time that Abraham
Ribicoff became Governor. One of
the first things he did when he
was inaugurated was to get a bill
passed in the Connecticut Legisla-
ture making it mandatory that
for their first offense on speed-
ing that they lost their license.
You should have been able to hear
the howl clear here in Maine, be-
cause there was an awful rumpus
in the State of Connecticut. How-
ever, the hill did stand and the
accidents were reduced dramati-
cally. And that bill has been on the
books in Connecticut until this
year. A first offense, suspension.

This year the state legislature
has changed it and it is in the
same form as this bill that we
have before us now. I think that
if we want to stop accidents we
must stop speeding, and I think
this is one way to do it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Orestis.

Mr. ORESTIS: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I certainly don’t disagree
with those arguments made by Mr.
Porter and Mr. Hewes. However,
I would point out that I am sure
most of you have at one time or
another in your driving career
gone over the speed limit by some
amount of miles, be it eight or
ten miles or twelve miles, and this
is not an unusual thing; this does
not make someone necessarily an
unsafe driver.

It seems to me — and I will ad-
mit that speeding does contribute
to many of the accidents within
the state, but it seems to me that
this bill is pointed somewhat in the
wrong direction. We should be
pointing our suspension bills at
the driver who is driving with
such speed that he is endangering
the lives of others or driving reck-
lessly. A Dbill pointed specifically
at the driver who may be convict-
ed of just minor speeding viola-
tions can work a hardship on the
driving publie that will not be re-
flected in the safety records of the
overall drivers in the State of
Maine,

Certainly there have been more
accidents because there are more
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cars on the road. Last year we
did set a fatality record in the
State of Maine, certainly nothing
to be envious of. However, fatal-
ities are down this year by one
half of what they were last year.

Now we have a lot of bills com-
ing into the Legislature and it
is the duty of the committee to
sort out those bills which don’t
do the job exactly as the Commit-
tee feelg it should. I urge you
once more to reflect upon the
fact that the majority of the Judi-
ciary Committee felt that this bill,
though certainly a measure that
can help, would not help as much
as the general powers that are
being given to the Secretary of
State to cover the exact type of
situation,

Mr. Gagnon of Scarborough then
requested a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The yeas and
nays have been requested, and the
pending question is on the motion
of the gentleman from Lewiston,
Mr. Orestis, that the House accept
the Majority ‘‘Ought not to pass’’
Report. For the Chair to order a
roll call it must have the expressed
desire of one fifth of the members
present and voting. All members
desiring a roll call vote will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having expressed
a desire for a roll call, a roll call
was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Nor-
way, Mr. Henley.

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I feel that
I should speak briefly on this, as
a signer of the Majority ‘‘Ought
not to pass’ Report. As has been
stated before, the committee, in
spite of what my friend Mr, Hewes
says, we do have to -consider
other bills when we are passing
a bill; otherwise we would have
duplication and crossing up. As
Mr. Orestis has also stated, if
we pass some of the other bills
which we are considering, then a
speeding violation could be coupled
with the reckless driving violations
or minor accident violations, or
many other violations, to bring
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about actually the same thing by
taking the driver off the road.

It seems to me that we are
channelizing our thinking here. We
are voting entirely on just one
violation, and there are dozens
of violations which are contribu-
tory to our high accident rate. And
speeding by no means is the top
one. Reckless driving in one way
or another and drinking driving
are probably the high fatality
creators. Now if we pass this one,
it is entirely channelized along
speeding lines; and again how
many of you, or how many of
s, do not violate this now and
then slightly. It doesn’t mean that
it puts it within the law, but it
does mean that the violator of
two speeding violations of maybe
five or ten miles over the speed
limit, even in a place where there
is no other traffic available or
around, could cause the loss of a
license. Is it better that that per-
son lose a license or that person
who has passed when he shouldn’t
pass, if he passes on a hill, that
he is using other means of reck-
less driving, that he is driving
while impaired? Therefore I feel
that we should have a bill back-
ing up the Secretary of State, who
has a lot of authority now, if he
is given certain guidelines within
which he can operate. And we do
have these other bills in our com-
mittee, and they could include
speeding just as well as they in-
clude the others.

So therefore I hope that you will
vote for the Majority ‘“Ought not
to pass” on this hill,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from East-

port, Mr. Mills.
Mr. MILLS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the

House: 1 consider this a very poor
piece of legislation, for the very
simple reason that if you are four
or five or ten miles over a speed
limit in a 20 or 30 or 40 or 50
mile zone, the officer who appre-
hends you doesn’t have to prove
intention of speeding. Al he has
to say is that you were over the
speed limit, and you are auto-
matically guilty of a conviction.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Scar-
borough, Mr. Gagnon.

Mr. GAGNON: Just briefly,
ladies and gentlemen. 1 talked
to the Secretary of State and the
Director of Motor Vehicles, They
are both completely in favor of
this: measure, They thought it
would help them extremely. Our
speeding laws are on the books not
to be broken, and certainly anyone
that knows me should realize that
if I can make this great sacrifice
certainly it shouldn’t be too much
of a problem for anyone else.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Call.

Mr. CALL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I feel that
this bill is a step in the right direc-
tion and I plan to vote against the
motion to accept the ‘“Ought not to
pass’’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr. Or-
estis, that the House accept the
Majority ‘‘Ought not to pass’ Re-
port on Bill “An Act relating to
Suspension of Motor Vehicle Op-
erator’s License for Speeding Viola-
tion,”” House Paper 1151, L. D. 1602.
A roll call has been ordered. If you
are in favor of accepting the Ma-
jority Report you will vote yes; if
you are opposed you will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Albert, Bernier, Binnette,
Boudreau, Bourgoin, Brawn, Carey,
Carrier, Carter, Clemente, Conley,
Cooney, Cote, Crosby, Cummings,
Curran, Doyle, Drigotas, Dyar,
Emery, D. F.; Faucher, Finemore,
Fraser, Gauthier, Hall, Hancock,
Hayes, Henley, Herrick, Jutras,
Kelley, K. F.; Kelley, P. S.; Keyte,
Lebel, Lee, Lessard, Lucas, Lund,
Lynch, Mahany, Marsh, Marstaller,
MecCloskey, McCormick, McTeague,
Mills, Orestis, Page, Pontbriand,
Pratt, Rand, Rocheleau, Shute,
Slane, Smith, E. H.; Vincent,
Wheeler, White, Whitson, Wood, M.
E

NAY — Ault, Bailey, Baker,
Barnes, Bartlett, Berry, G. W.;
Berube, Birt, Bither, Bragdon,
Brown, Bunker, Bustin, Call,
Churchill, Clark, Collins, Cottrell,
Curtis, A. P.; Curtis, T. S., Jr.;
Cyr, Dam, Donaghy, Dow, Dudley,
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Farrington, Fecteau, Gagnon, Gen-
est, Gill, Good, Goodwin, Haskell,
Hawkens, Hewes, Hodgdon, Im-
monen, Kelley, R. P.; Kilroy, Lew-
in, Lewis, Lincoln, Littlefield, Liz-
otte, MacLeod, Manchester, Martin,
MeNally, Millett, Morrell, Mosher,
Murray, Norris, Parks, Payson,
Porter, Rollins, Ross, Santoro,
Scott, Shaw, Silverman, Simpson,
L. E.; Simpson, T. R.; Smith, D.
M.; Stillings, Susi, Theriault, Trask,
Tyndale, Webber, Williams, Wood,
M. W.; Woodbury.

ABSENT—Bedard, Berry, P. P.;
Emery, E. M.; Evans, Hanson,
Hardy, Jalbert, Kelleher, Lawry,
Maddox, McKinnon, O’Brien, Shel-
tra, Starbird, Tanguay, Wight,

Yes, 60; No, 74; Absent, 16.

The SPEAKER: Sixty having
voted in the affirmative and
seventy-four in the negative, with
sixteen being absent, the motion
does not prevail.

Thereupon, the Minority ‘‘Ought
to pass’’ Report was accepted, the
Bill read twice and tomorrow as-
signed.

Divided Report
Report ““A” of the Committee on
Legal Affairs reporting ‘‘Ought not
to pass” on Bill ““An Act Prohibit-
ing the Use of Certain Nonrefund-
able Beverage Containers” (H. P.
940) (L. D. 1299)

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:
Mr. CLIFFORD
of Androscoggin
— of the Senate.
Messrs. CURTIS of Bowdoinham
CROSBY of Kennebunk
FECTEAU of Biddeford
NORRIS of Brewer
COTE of Lewiston
— of the House.
Report “B’’ of same Committee
reporting ‘‘Ought to pass’ on same
Bill.
Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:
Messrs. QUINN of Penobscot
KELLAM of Cumberland
— of the Senate.
Messrs. BRAWN of Oakland
EMERY of Rockland
GAUTHIER of Sanford
-— of the House.
Reports were read.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Brew-
er, Mr. Norris.

Mr. NORRIS: Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House accept Report
“A’ “Ought not to pass.”

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Brewer, Mr. Norris moves
that the House accept Report “A”
“‘Ought not to pass.”

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Wayne, Mr. Ault.

Mr. AULT: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
As you know, this piece of legisla-
tion proposes to ban or prohibit the
use of nonreturnable boftles and
cang containing beer and pop. I
am sure you are all aware of the
need for this piece of legislation.
You can see it every time you drive
down a main highway. I am sure
you are also aware of the disad-
vantages it is going to cause cer-
tain people. But I believe that the
overwhelming advantage it could
bring to the whole State of Maine
far outweighs any of these disad-
vantages to certain individuals.

I would therefore hope you would
vote nay on Mr. Norris’s motion to
accept Report “A’’ ‘““‘Ought not to
pass’” and to accept Report “B”
“Ought to pass.”

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Water-
ville, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I arise to oppose the motion of the
gentleman from Brewer, Mr. Nor-
ris, to accept Committee Report
“A” on L. D. 1299. 1 wish only to
observe that governments of de-
mocracies for all time have had as
their goal the creation of laws that
most adequately reflect the wants
and needs of the people. And cer-
tainly the quest of this goal moti-
vates the actions of most members
of the House most of the time.

It is my conviction that the
people of Maine want this bill, that
they are asking for this bill, and I
believe that most people of Maine
are prepared and are willing to
make whatever small sacrifices
that are necessary to help their
environment in this most signifi-
cant way. I hope you will oppose
the motion and subsequently accept
Report “B’’.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Oak-
land, Mr. Brawn.

Mr. BRAWN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I rise this morning to stand with
Mr. Ault. I did serve on this com-
mittee, and I dare say that there
was one of the largest crowds
turned out to this hearing that I
have ever seen at any hearing here
in Augusta.

As I ride down the freeway wach
morning, for six weeks they have
been picking up bottles and cans
along the side of the road. I
stopped and I talked with the fore-
man, and he says this has been one
of the worst years that he has ever
seen of bottles and cans. They had
these big garbage containers, the
plastic ones, and I dare say half
the length of this room one of those
was full,

So when we heard the testimony
in our room that only 17 percent of
the litter was cans and bottles, I
kind of doubt the testimony. Now
if this was only 17 percent, which
they said was a very small figure,
if my figures serve me right, 17 in-
to 100 only goes approximately six
times, «and if six concerns are doing
all the littering within our state, I
think we better get rid of one sixth
of this and this will save our coun-
try and our state in beautifica-
tion. And I stand with Mr. Ault.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Cote.

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: Our
committee heard this L. D, as well
as legislation for more stringent
litter control, and it was obvious
to me that what the proponents of
this bill are really after is to stop
the littering of our highways, not
only with bottles, returnable or
nonreturnable, but with all litter.
Enforcement is the problem with
our present litter control legisla-
tion, and of course behind it is the
unanswered guestion of solid waste
management dealing with what
we ultimately do with solid waste
once it reaches a dump.

The question that this Legisla-
ture must come to grips with is
not simply legislation such as this,
which only requires a deposit upon
soft drink and beer bottles, but
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what this state intends to do with
the underlying problems of litter
on the highways and disposal of
solid waste. I do not feel that fo-
cusing our entire -attention upon
one industry which would, should
this legislation pass, be very seri-
ously affected economically, and
which is not to blame for throwing
litter onto eur highways, would
be either responsible or equitable.

1 think this Legislature must,
rather than adopting arbitrary and
piecemeal legislation, bring itself
to grips with the basic problem
and I would hope that you would
join me in accepting the majority
report on this bill and would fur-
ther recommend that the entire
problem with which we are faced
be sent to Legislative Research
which could recommend to the next
legislature or a special session a
broad, rather than narrow, solution
to the entire problem.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Rock-
land, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am also
a signer of Report “B” ‘‘Ought to
pass.” Now if you will notice,
there are only signers of this re-
port, and the other two were ab-
sent. So I am not entirely sure
whether we are a minority or a
majority.

At any rate, there are several
points that I think we ought to
bring out in this debate. First of
all, I would not consider this to be
piecemeal legislation. I think that
despite the fact that 17 per cent of
the litter on Maine’s highways
may be bottles, we must realize
that bottles are very dangerous.
I have never heard of anyone cut-
ting his foot on a dixie cup. And
we also must remember that most
other pieces of litter, including
cans that rust, are eventually de-
gradable, Bottles just sit there
and plastie just sits there.

Now on the question of nonre-
turnable bottles versus returnable
bottles, it seems to me that with
returnable bottles at least we have
a vehicle by which some of the
litter, some of the bottles that evi-
dently will always be left on the
highway will be returned. Nonre-
turnable bottles will just sit there.
No one has any incentive to pick
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them up unless he works for the
Highway Department. And, inci-
dentally, it costs a quarter of a
million dollars a year to pick up
bottles and litter off Maine’s high-
ways.

Now I can remember a few
years ago when I was in grade
school and also in high school
when we would have various clubs
and organizations, we would have
bottle drives. We would go and
collect an untold number of bottles
from beside the roads and people’s
basements. And this was a very
convenient way to raise money,
but it also accomplished something
else. It removed some of these
bottles from circulation. It took
them out of homes; it took them
off the sides of the streets and
got them back to the distributors.

Now what impressed me, among
other things, was the saving to
the consumer through the use of
returnable bottles. There was testi-
mony from a man representing
the Coca Cola Company that the
consumer will save 29 cents on a
six-pack of Coca Cola if he buys
it in returnable bottles. Now very
few people would take change
from their pocket and throw it out
the window. This is what you do
every time you don’t return a re-
turnable bottle to the store. There-
fore there is an incentive to return
it.

Other people have testified be-
fore the committee that this would
have little or no effect. The peo-
ple would still continue to throw
their bottles out the window. This
may or may not be so; but at any
rate, there is still a chance, there
is still an opportunity for someone
or an incentive for someone to pick
these bottles up and return them
to the store and get them off the
street. This, I think, is a very im-
portant factor.

Now as far as the suggestion of
the gentleman from Lewiston, Mr.
Cote, that we send the whole of
the problem to Legislative Re-
search, this might be a good idea.
But here we have a sensible piece
of legislation that will work, that
will aim at one of the most dan-
gerous and unsightly problems
that we have, which is bottles.
Bottles bring on another problem.
Bottles thrown out in the woods



1862

will det as a prism. Although we
have no statistics, it is known that
some forest fires have been caused
by sunlight filtering through the
glass at such an angle that it
would ignite dry leaves and grass.
This is another factor that we
must consider as well as the safety
factor.

So I think all of these things put
together, it would be very wise for
us to accept Report “B,” the
“Ought to pass’’ Report, and take
a first step in getting some of this
litter, some of the glass, off the
sides of our roads,

The SPEAKER: The Chair ree-
ognizes the gentleman from Bidde-
ford, Mr. Fecteau.

Mr. FECTEAU: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: As an
ex-retailer, I was in that business
for 24 years, and on the weekend
.I inquired of my children what
they thought of this bill. And they
said, ‘““Dad, don’'t you remember
the job that we had to do when
we had to sort out these bottles,
and these bottles would come back
so darned dirty and all full of all
kinds of material that wasn’t fit in
those bottles like kerosene and oil
and anything like that? You want
us to give you an idea of how we
feel on these bottles? We are not
buying returnable bottles right now
because we feel it is more sanitary
for us to buy these beverages in
the nonreturnable bottles.” So just
to give you an idea of what it is.

And furthermore, if you pass this
bill, each retailer will have to have
a special place in order to receive
those bottles because the Sanitary
Department, if they happen to go
in and inspect those stores and see
all this mess, they are liable to
lose their license for operating
their place of business. So they
would have t{o have a special place
to keep those bottles and sort them
out.

I feel that something else should
be done to clean up the mess, but
this is not the right way of doing it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair ree-
ognizes the gentlewoman from
Madison, Mrs. Berry.

Mrs. BERRY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I spoke
at the hearing and perhaps some
of you were there, but those that
weren’t, I would like to give you
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a few statistics. You remember a
couple of weeks ago that Mr. Ault
asked us as we drove home if we
would look at the most attractive
part of our journey home and see
how many bottles there were along
the side of the road. I can see that
my friend from Oakland, Mr.
Brawn, stopped. I am amazed be-
cause I follow him some days and
I didn’t think he ever stopped. But
I can well see how he can hang on
to trees in hunting raccoons be-
cause he is quite lively,

But however, I drive right along
myself and I thought that this was
poor judgment of Dave asking us
to go slow enough home on a Fri-
day afternoon to count bottles. But
as I got up Route 95 on the Inter-
state, lo and behold, in front of me
they had been all bagged for me,
s0 I could see no reason why I
shouldn’t at least stop to count
them.,

1 got out and looked at the bags
two or three times along this stretch
of road that I counted these bags,
and almost entirely these bags
were cans and bottles. Some of
the other rubbish was stacked up
alongside the bags, and in about
four miles I counted 58 of these
bags.

Now I thought in being used to
bagging apples, that most of them
would hold about two bushels. But
trying to be fair, I called the High-
way Department and asked them
the size of these bags and they were
thirty-gallon bags. So figuring that
most of them were about two-thirds
full or over, I thought this would
be fair and so at twenty gallons
in each bag, there would be 1,160
gallons of this trash in four miles,
or in other words, 290 gallons a
mile, or if by bushels it would be
29 bushels a mile. This is a lot of
trash and we are paying for this to
be picked up. I tried to get the
figure through the Highway De-
partment of what it cost per mile,
but I only got the figure that Mr.
Emery here gave what it cost all
over the state.

I have been asked by farmers to
oppose this. They bale hay. You
know, a lot of people think that the
country doesn't belong to anybody
and so they go out and have their
fun and throw their bottles in the
fields and this type of thing, and
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the farmers are getting glass in
their bales of hay and feeding it to
cattle and are having difficulties
this way. It costs the visit of a
veterinarian many times for the
farmer. And I, myself, as a house-
wife, had much rather take bhack
a bottle than to have my garbage
can cluttered up with it. And I
would ask, who are we trying to
cater to here in the state, the big
business or the small taxpayers?

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Me-
chanic Falls, Mr. Manchester.

Mr. MANCHESTER: Mr. Speak-
er and Members of the House: I
rise to support the Majority ‘“‘Ought
not to pass’ Report on this bill and
would like to point out a few rea-
sons why. For one thing, the re-
tail personnel will be forced to
handle unsanitary cans and bottles
from the checkout counter to the
back room. I have had them come
in with cockroaches in them, bugs,
and everything imaginable, which
had to be completely kept away
from any of your processing areas.
There is no room in storerooms at
this time for these bottles. There
will have to be additional sheds
built outside. And we certainly
don’t want our children risking
life and limb on the side of the
highways picking up bottles for a
few cents,

All the vending machines, all
the bottles will have to be brought
back to the stores, which will be
an added expense to them,

Last Saturday in the Portland
area less than a hundred people
were interested enough to bring
less than one ton of glass back to
the Cocoa Cola, Pepsi Cola and
Cotts Plants in the Greater Port-
land area during the five-hour col-
lection period, from 11 a.m. to 4
p.m., which had been well adver-
tised in all mediums for two
weeks.

Mr. Smith of Waterville request-
ed a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from South
Portland, Mr. Gill.

Mr. GILL: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to pose a question to anyone
that might answer; this is a ques-
tion presented in a serious vein.
Just what would protect our
younger people or anyone from
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crossing over the border into the
State of New Hampshire where
they have got the nonreturnable
bottles and driving to a dump and
perhaps getting three or four
thousand of these, throwing them
into a little truck, driving back
across the border and collecting
for these bottles? .

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from South Portland, Mr. Gill,
poses a question through the Chair
to any member who may answer
if they choose.

The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Brewer, Mr. Norris.

Mr. NORRIS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: To answer
Representative Gill’s question, that
was one of the things that was
brought up at the hearing. There
would be nothing of course to
prohibit them from bringing bot-
tles across the border.

While I am on my feet, to be
very brief, we had a good hearing.
At one time we asked for a show
of hands in the hearing room, and
it seemed that practically every
person in the hearing was a pro-
ponent of the bill. We went into
the opponents, and after we got
into that we asked for a show of
hands for all of the people opposed
to the bill, and practically every
person in the room raised their
hands, or at least this is the way
it loocked to me, and I was sitting
down front.

Now I would simply submit —
and I signed the ‘‘A” Report on
this — that people and not solid
waste — solid waste is the prob-
lem, but the people are the prob-
lem, and particularly on the lit-
ter. It is the people that are
throwing these bottles and cans
and plastic containers, that was
not amended in the bill, along the
highway. It is the people that
are doing it.

There are companies in the state
at the present time that furnish
drinks in returnable bottles, and
the returnable bottles along with
the nonreturnable bottles are end-
ing up along your highways and
in your woods and along your
rivers and streams. So I submit
to you that this legislation, along
with the litter legislation, along
with the solid waste management
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problem, should be studied, and
we should come in the next legis-
lature, as Mr. Cote suggests, with
legislation to take care of a gross
problem. It is a terrible problem,
but it certainly needs a lot of
study, and we shouldn’t discrimin-
ate against two small phases of
this problem.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. Santoro.

Mr. SANTORO: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would like to injeet a little bit of
humor in this rubbish discussion
here. I remember a few years ago,
I had been practicing medicine,
and they would bring the urine in
the bottles, and soft stools in con-
tainers, and I would throw it in
the rubbish bag afterwards. At the
end of the week the garbage man
would come along and pick up
all these bottles. That was his
first idea, pick up all the bottles
because they were returnable bot-
tles. Now after you see the fate
of those bottles, now I hate like
hell to see this back again.
(laughter)

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
cgnizes the gentleman from San-
ford, Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would like to give you my two or
three reasons why I voted for
Report “B”. First we were told
at the hearing, like Mr. Emery
mentioned to you, that it costs
the consumer, the family people,
29 cents more per six-pack, which
is 307 more than the nonreturn-
ables.

Number two, we had
from the head of the Forestry
Department that these bottles do
start fires in the fields and all
around where they are thrown.

And thirdly, this costs the gtate
also, we were told, $205,000 a year
to collect. So if this bill can help
in any way to reduce this cost
quite a lot I think it is worth-
while.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-

ognizes the gentleman from
Wayne, Mr. Ault.
Mr. AULT: Mr. Speaker and

Members of the House: I would
like to answer Mr. Gill’s ques-

a letter
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tion, if I may. I believe he asked
what would stop the young peo-
ple from going over to New Hamp-
shire and getting a truckload of
nonreturnable bottles and bringing
them back here and getting a re-
fund. Is that correct? Well, I
would think that it would be
obvious to any store owner when
he sees one of these nonreturn-
able bottles, that says no deposit-
no return on it, that he wouldn’t
give them any money.

Which brings up another interest-
ing point that came out at the
hearing. One of the bottlers said
that they had always supplied
and do supply returnable contain-
ers right now, but the people
just don’t bring them back. And
one member of the committee
asked him, ‘“You do have it stamp-
ed on the nonreturnables that
there is no deposit and no re-
turn. Do you have it stamped on
the returnables that they are re-
fundable?’’ And he said, “No, we
rever do this.”” This piece of legis-
lation would require that they do
do this, and I think this would help
the problem.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Rock-
land, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Another
point that I think we ought to
bring out is the enforceability
factor. Now we have another bill
in Legal Affairs which would pro-
vide for a litter control act. And
essentially all this bill would do
is to impose some very very strong
and I think unfair penalties, far in
excess of the offense that had
been committed. But the important
point here is that, although you
may drive down a highway and
see all kinds of litter on the road,
whether it is cans or plastic or
paper or bottles, out of every two
or three hundred pieces thrown
on the side of the road, I doubt
very much if any law enforcement
official is going to see any more
than one or two of them. You can’t
very well arrest people for throw-
ing trash on the road unless you
see them do it.

Now this points out the fact that
you have got a basic enforceabili-
ty problem with this particular
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bill. But the nonreturnable bottle
bill that we are debating here to-
day is enforceable because we
can require that only returnable
bottles be sold in Maine. This we
can do. And including in this fac-
tor what I mentioned before about
the kids picking the bottles up
and the incentive to remove them
from the side of the roads, we
have a bill here that can work.
It has worked in other states. In
fact the State of Vermont passed
a similar bill a few weeks ago.
I think we ought to give it some
very serious consideration,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from South
Portland, Mr. Gill.

Mr. GILIL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: In read-
ing over Legislative Document 1299
possibly I have interpreted it
wrong, but it more or less states
that they shall not sell them, etc-
etera, that is commonly known as
soda pop or soft drink for con-
sumption in this state, and in a
container which does not possess
a refund value of at least four
cents.

Now this doesn’t state that it
cannot be a nonreturnable bottle.
This simply states that the bottle
shall have a value of four cents.
And I submit that the situation that
exists is, your bottling plants are
geared up for the production of
nonreturnable bottles, they have
got a great stock of these bottles,
of course. all over the country,
and they are used. And it is my
understanding that it would be
more financially proper for the
companies to continue to use the
same bottle they are now. And
that is the reason why I asked that
question. And according to this
bill it does not state that the bot-
tle has got to be that of a re-
turnable nature,

The SPEAKER: The Chair ree-
ognizes the gentleman from Alton,
Mr. Barnes.

Mr. BARNES: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Every-
thing has been pretty well cov-
ered. so about all I can say is,
let’s ban the can and throttle
the bottle.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ken-
nebunk, Mr. Crosby.

Mr. CROSBY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As a
signer of the ‘““‘Ought not to pass”
Report I feel that I should justify
my stand. I think that this bill is
discriminating against a small seg-
ment of the state in that it includes
only two of the industries, that
is the beer bottlers and the soft
drink bottlers,

For your information, at the
hearing it was brought out that
probably the soft drink bottlers
are as interested in cleaning up
the litter as anybody. In fact
they have started a recycling pro-
gram, and I am sure that all of
you people who come from the
metropolitan area of Portland have
seen the advertisements where
there are four recycling stations
set up in the city. I heard on
the news this weekend that there
was approximately one ton of glass
collected over the weekend.

Now it would seem to me if
all of these people that were at the
hearing the other day were as
interested in anti-litter laws as they
appear to be, that they would
have worked hard over this week-
end to take these glass bottles
back and have them recycled.

There is another thing, that we
are talking about beer bottles and
soft drink bottles, Now that we
have put wine into our grocery
stores there is nothing that says
that you can take an empty wine
bottle back and get four cents,
and T am sure that we are going
to see wine bottles distributed
along the side of the road as
well as beer bottles, because ac-
cording to statistics, wine is gain-
ing in popularity every day, and
I am sure that it is not all con-
sumed in the home.

So I will go along with Mr.
Cote in his suggestion that this
be turned over to Legislative Re-
search. T think that it is much
more of a problem than we can
handle right here by this little
bill. and it is something that has
got to have the cooperation of
everybody in the state. As was
brought out. bottling plants do
not litter, it is people, And as long
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as people litter our highways we
are going to have the problem.

Another thing that is in this bill
is that bottles taken out of a dis-
penser are exempt. How many
gas stations along our roads have
bottle dispensers where people
stop for their gas and oil, pick up
a few Cokes or soft drinks, ride
along the road and when the bottle
is empty, toss it out? There
is nothing that will prohibit per-
haps in the future some enterpris-
ing company from putting out a
dispenser that will dispense six-
packs of beer or six-packs of soft
drinks, This is purely possible.

So I think that we have to give
this a lot more study and consid-
eration before we pass an emotion-
al bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from King-
man Township, Mr, Starbird.

Mr. STARBIRD: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: As
a sponsor of one of the returnable
bottle bills in this Legislature, I
feel I should have something to say
on this bill. I firmly approve of
it; I shall vote for it. I hope that
the majority of this House votes
for it. It is a good bill,

We are not necessarily picking
on certain industries any more
than any other. They are named
here. We recognize that there is
a problem in other areas, but at
the moment it is not as great. Pop
bottles and beer bottles at the mo-
ment are the chief offenders.

Now I think it makes a great
deal of sense to take a bottle that
has been filled and take it back
and fill it again and again and
again. Now there are those that
have told you here this morning
that it makes more sense to fill
the bottle once, throw it away,
or take it to a recycling plant,
smash it up or melt it up, and
make more bottles and fill them
once and proceed through the
same process all over again.

I feel it is far more sensible to
take the bottle and keep refilling
it until the thing is worn out,
if it ever does wear out, and then
what is left then you can recycle
it. But to just take a bottle and
use it once and then melt it down
and use it over, it just doesn’t
make sense.
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This is a good bill. It will clean
up litter, because despite the fact
that people throw bottles out and
throw cans out, even though there
is, I think, a hundred dollar fine
for doing so if they are caught,
there are also just as many little
boys and girls that will trot right
along behind those cars that are
throwing them out and pick them
up. I know I did when I was a
kid, and I presume kids today are
no different than they were then,
if they can get a few cents out of
a bottle. I think the bottles would
be cleaned up at relatively little
expense to anyone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Brew-
er, Mr. Norris.

Mr. NORRIS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Just one thing I would like
to take exception to with my good
friend, Representative Starbird
from. Kingman Township. I do
think that this has been overplayed
on the fact that the children can
travel along these high speed high-
ways that we have with the amount
of traffic we have on the roads
today, that the children out there
picking up bottles would certainly
be a much greater harm than any
litter.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has
been requested. For the Chair to
order a roll call it must have the
expressed desire of one fifth of the
members present and voting., All
members desiring a roll call vote
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having express-
ed a desire for a roll call, a roll
call was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Brewer, Mr. Nor-
ris, that the House accept Report
“A” “Ought not to pass’” on Bill
“An Act Prohibiting the Use of
Certain Nonrefundable Beverage
Containers,”” House Paper 940,
L. D. 1299. All in favor of accept-

ing Report “A” will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.
ROLL CALL

YEA — Bailey, Berube, Binnette,
Birt, Bither, Boudreau, Bourgoin,
Bragdon, Call, Carey, Carrier,



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, APRIL 27, 1971

Churehill, Clark, Clemente, Collins,

Conley, Cote, Cottrell, Crosby,
Curran, Curtis, A. P.; Dam, Don-
aghy, Drigotas, Dudley, Emery,

E. M.; Evans, Faucher, Fecteau,
Fraser, Genest, Henley, Herrick,
Hewes, Jutras, Keyte, Kilroy,
Lawry, Lebel,,Lee, Lessard, Lin-
coln, Lizotte, Lucas, Lynch, Mad-
dox, Mahany, Manchester, Marsh,
McKinnon, Mosher, Norris, Ores-
tis, Parks, Payson, Pontbriand,
Pratt, Rand, Rocheleau, Ross,
Santoro, Scott, Shaw, Simpson, T.
R.; Slane, Stillings, Tanguay,
Theriault, Trask, Webber, Wheel-

er, White, Wight.

NAY — Albert, Ault, Baker,
Barnes, Bartlett, Bernier, Berry,
G. W.; Brawn, Brown, Bunker,

Bustin, Carter, Cooney, Cummings,
Curtis, T. S., Jr.; Cyr, Dow, Doyle,
Dyar, Emery, D. F.; Farrington,
Finemore, Gauthier, Gill, Good,
Goodwin, Hancock, Haskell, Hawk-
ens, Hayes, Immonen, Kelleher,
Kelley, K. F.; Kelley, P. S.; Kel-
ley, R. P.; Lewin, Lewis, Little-
field, Lund, MacLeod, Marstaller,
Martin, McCloskey, McNally, Mec-
Teague, Millett, Murray, Page,
Porter, Rollins, Shute, Silverman,
Simpson, L. E.; Smith, D. M.;
Smith, E, H.; Starbird, Susi, Tyn-
dale, Whitson, Williams, Wood,
M. W.; Wood, M, E.; Woodbury.

ABSENT — Bedard, Berry, P.
P.; Gagnon, Hall, Hanson, Hardy,

Hodgdon, Jalbert, MecCormick,
Mills, Morrell, O’Brien, Sheltra,
Vincent.

Yes, 73; No, 63; Absent, 14.

The SPEAKER: Seventy-three
having voted in the affirmative
and sixty-three in the negative,
with fourteen being absent, the
the motion does prevail.

Sent up for concurrence,

The SPEAKER: The Sergeant-
at-Arms will escort the gentleman
from Bridgewater, Mr. Finemore,
to the rostrum to serve as Speak-
er pro tem,

Thereupon, Mr. Finemore as-
sumed the Chair as Speaker pro
tem and Speaker Kennedy retired
from the Hall.

Passed to Be Engrossed
Bill ““An Act to Prohibit the Im-
porting and Introduction to our
Coastal Waters of any Uncertified
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Marine Species’” (S. P, 513) (L.
D. 1370)

Bill “An Act to Increase Fees
for Junkyards and Auto Grave-
yards” (H. P. 616) (L. D. 827)

Bill ““‘An Act relating to Fees of
Municipal Police Officers as Wit-
nesses’’ (H. P. 709) (L. D. 955)

Bill “An Act relating to Weight
Tolerance for Vehicles Loaded
with Road Salt” (H. P. 726) (L. D.
971)

Bill ““An Act relating to Political
Designations on Nomination Peti-
tions’” (H. P. 806) (L. D. 1079)

Bill “An Act relating to Tran-
seript in Hearings in Cases Where
a Person is Acquitted of Murder
by Reason of Mental Disease” (H.
P. 884) (L. D. 1205)

Bill “An Act to Correct Incon-
sistencies in the Town Election
Law” (H. P. 1049) (L. D. 1439)

Bill ““An Act relating to the Re-
tail Sale of Wine in Department
Stores’” (H. P. 1171) (L. D. 1630)

Bill “An Act to Provide Funds
for the Construction and Equipping
of a Maine Information Center at
Kittery” (H. P. 1290) (L. D. 1689)

Were reported by the Commit-
tee on Bills in the Third Reading,
read the third time, passed to be
engrossed and sent to the Senate.

Third Reader
Tabled and Assigned

Bill ““An Act relating to Search
by Coastal Wardens’ (H., P. 1291)
(L. D. 1690)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading and
read the third time.

(On motion of Mr. Tyndale of
Kennebunkport, tabled pending
passage to be engrossed and to-
morrow assigned.)

Resolution Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution to Pro-
vide for the Selection and Duties
of a Lieutenant Governor (S. P.
545) (L. D. 1678)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading,
read the second time, passed to be
engrossed and sent to the Senate.

Passed to Be Enacted
An Act relating to Use of Weap-
ons in the Alagash Wilderness
Waterway (S. P. 307) (L. D. 901)
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Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed, passed to be
enacted, signed by the Speaker
and sent to the Senate.

Enactor
Tabled and Assigned

An Act Creating the Cumber-
land County Recreation Center (S.
P. 404) (L. D. 1221)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Standish, Mr. Simpson,

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: It was my
understanding at the Cumberland
County delegation meeting the
other day that there was going to
be an amendment put into this
changing the amount of the bond
issue for $5 million to $3.5 million
and it was going to be done in the
other body, and we don’t have that
amendment here. And I would re-
quest that somebody table it for
one day so that we can see why.

Whereupon, on motion by Mr.
Marstaller of Freeport, tabled
pending passage to be enacted and
tomorrow assigned.

An Act relating to Criminal
Trespass in Buildings and on
Premises (S. P. 532) (L. D. 1568)

An Act relating to Regulations
for Upland Game and Fur-bear-
ing Animals (H. P. 390) (L. D.
505)

An Act to Establish a Colt Stake
Program for Maine Standard Bred
Horses (H. P. 476) (L. D. 837)

An Act to Change the Method
of Filling Vacancies in Office of
Register of Deeds (H. P. 665) (L.
D. 894)

An Act relating to Fees for
Recording Marriage Intentions and
Issuing License (H. P. 812) (L. D.
1085)

An Act to Repeal the Prohibi-
tion of Publishing a Periodical by
the Department of Economic De-
velopment (H. P. 897) (L. D. 1217)

An Act Providing that House
Trailers on Land Owned by the
Owner of the Trailer Shall be
Taxed as Real Estate (H. P. 924)
(L. D. 1276)
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Were reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed, passed to be
enacted, signed by the Speaker
and sent to the Senate.

At this point, Speaker Kennedy
returned to the rostrum.

SPEAKER KENNEDY: The
Chair thanks the gentleman from
Bridgewater, Mr. Finemore, for
serving as Speaker pro tem.

Thereupon, the Sergeant-at-Arms
escorted Mr. Finemore to his seat
on the Floor, amid the applause
of the House and Speaker Ken-
nedy resumed the Chair.

An Act relating to the Require-
ment for a Board of Registration
(H. P. 1242) (L. D, 1551)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Old
Town, Mr. Binnette.

Mr. BINNETTE: Mr. Speaker,
I now move that House Paper
1242, L. D. 1551, be indefinitely
postponed.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from ©Old Town, Mr. Binnette,
now moves that L. D. 1551 be in-
definitely postponed.

The Chair recognizes the gen-
tlewoman from York, Mrs. Brown.

Mrs. BROWN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: This is the bill that
changes the method of appoint-
ment of your registration boards
at the town level. I will not go
into the details again. This mat-
ter has come before us because we
do have a problem where these
boards are not being filled to their
full complement. I think that the
bill is a fair approach to both of
the major parties.

I submit that independent voters
are important, but they have re-
fused to take their responsibilities
sufficiently enough to become in-
volved in party affairs. This is an
answer that independents should
be appointed as heads of these
boards.

This bill does offer a solution
to keep our registration boards
at full strength. I submit further
that the registration boards meed
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to do their jobs because they are
a very primary function to keep
the voting list correct.

The municipal officers in many
instances may be in a better posi-
tion to know who should best
serve. I therefore ask you to vote
against the indefinite postpone-
ment motion, and I ask for a roll
call.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Pitts-
field, Mr. Susi.

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: In
my opinion thig bill offers changes
which would make an improve-
ment in the political process and
I hope you would support it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle
Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: We have been through this
three times now, and I can as-
sure you that the vote isn’t going
to change. I can assure you of one
other thing, that this bill is going
to be back before us.

I offered at one point during the
debate on this issue originally
that perhaps some form of a com-
promise coiuld be arrived at.
However, it has been decided by
the Republican Party, or I should
say the Majority Party, that this
is not to be. And so, let me in-
form you, if you don’t want to
bother anyone any further with
this bill, that you might as well
take care of it now because it isn’t
going anywhere. And rather than
kid ourselves by it being on the
law books, we might as well solve
the problem today and it won’t
be before us again.

If you insist on persisting in
having this bill go any further,
then I can assure you the course
of action that will take place.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Old Town, Mr.
Binnette that this Bill be indefi-
nitely postponed. The yeas and
nays have been requested. For the
Chair to order a roll call it must
have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and
voting. All members desiring a
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roll call will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one f{ifth of the
members present having ex-
pressed a desire for a roll call,
a roll call was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Old Town, Mr.
Binnette, that L. D. 1551 be in-
definitely postponed. If you are
in favor of indefinite postpone-
ment you will vote yes; if you are
opposed you will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Albert, Bernier, Berube,
Binnette, Boudreau, Bourgoin, Call,
Carey, Carrier, Carter, Clemente,
Conley, Cooney, Cote, Cottrell, Cur-
ran, Cyr, Dam, Dow, Doyle, Drigo-
tas, Dudley, Emery, E. M.; Far-
rington, Faucher, Fecteau, Fraser,
Gauthier, Genest, Goodwin, Han-
cock, Jutras, Kelleher, Keyte, Kil-
roy, Lawry, Lebel, Lynch, Mahany,
Manchester, Marsh, Martin, Mec-
Kinnon, McTeague, Mills, Murray,
O’Brien, Pontbriand, Rocheleau,
Slane, Smith, D, M.; Smith, E. H,;
Starbird, Tanguay, Theriault, Vin-
cent, Webber, Wheeler, Whitson,

NAY — Ault, Bailey, Barnes,
Bartlett, Berry, G. W.; Birt, Bither,
Bragdon, Brawn, Brown, Bunker,
Churchill, Clark, Collins, Crosby,
Cummings, Curtis, A. P.; Curtis,
T. 8., Jr.; Donaghy, Dyar, Evans,
Finemore, Gagnon, Gill, Good,
Hall, Haskell, Hawkens, Hayes,
Henley, Herrick, Hewes, Hodgdon,
Immonen, Kelley, K. F.; Kelley,
R. P.; Lee, Lewin, Lewis, Lincoln,
Littlefield, MacLeod, Maddox, Mar-
staller, McCormick, McNally, Mil-
lett, Morrell, Mosher, Norris, Page,
Payson, Porter, Pratt, Rand, Rol-
lins, Ross, Scott, Shaw, Shute, Sil-
verman, Simpson, .. E.; Simpson,
T. R.; Stillings, Susi, Trask, Tyn-
dale, White, Wight, Williams, Wood,
M. W.; Wood, M. E.; Woodbury.

ABSENT—Baker, Bedard, Berry,
P. P.; Bustin, Emery, D. F.; Han-
son, Hardy, Jalbert, Kelley, P. S.;
Lessard, Lizotte, Lucas, Lund, Mc-
Closkey, Orestis, Parks, Santoro,
Sheltra.

Yes, 59; No, 73; Absent, 18.

The SPEAKER: Fifty-nine hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
seventy-three in the negative, with
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eighteen being absent, the motion
does not prevail,

Thereupon, the Bill was passed to
be enacted, signed by the Speaker
and sent to the Senate.

An Act Prohibiting the Turning
Back of Speedometers or Odo-
meters on Motor Vehicles (H. P.
1244) (L. D. 1553)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed, passed to be en-
acted, signed by the Speaker and
sent to the Senate.

An Act to Amend the Act to Pre-
vent the Pollution of the Waters of
Sebago Lake (H. P. 1258) (L. D.
1617)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Hodg-
don, Mr, Williams.

Mr. WILLIAMS: Mr, Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Some people have wondered
why I, being from Aroostook where
the sky is still blue and the grass
green when it is not snow covered,
where the water for the most part
is pure, should be interested in Se-
‘bago Lake. I will tell you why. The
people of Aroostoock and every
member of the House has an inter-
est in this bill. It decides whether
a small pressure group can change
the age old policy of the state.

In the olden days in England,
the Lord of the Manor owned the
deer in the forest, the birds in the
air, the fish in the water and the
water in the lake. You all remem-
ber the tales of Robin Hood and
his merry men who had to fight
for their very lives just to live in
Greenwood Forest.

When the English settled New
England, they changed all this and
made the commeon people the own-
ers of the deer, the birds, the fish
and the waters in the lakes. So far
they still do.

This bill is about a sort of cove in
the extreme south end of Sebago
Lake. AN the talk you heard the
other day was about cottages, sew-
ers, septic tanks, and so forth. Now
as a matter of fact, the Portland
Water Districet owns 15 miles of the
shore along here. There are no
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cottages, there are no sewers, there
is one geptic tank owned by the
Portland Water District. Bathing
and other activities are prohibited
for two miles above the intake. Mr.
Monie now has the authority to
buoy off a radius of a hundred feet
around his intake.

In the committee we asked him
why he was so afraid that a boat
passing over an intake 110 feet
under the water would pollute the
water, and if he was so afraid of
that circumstance, why he did not
buoy his intake? He said he did
not dare to pinpoint the intake for
fear of sabotage. His relations with
the people of the area being what
they are, he could be so right,

Mr. Monie of the Portland Water
Distriet appeared before the Pub-
lic Utilities Committee a few weeks
ago and told us in all seriousness
that the effluent from his proposed
Frye Island disposal plant would
not seriously hurt North Gorham
Pond. Then he came back a week
later and told us that he was wor-
ried about a few boats putting out
from Chadbourne’s Landing lower-
ing the quality of the water in Se-
bago. Mr. ‘Monie no doubt has
water pollution problems, but they
come from the raw sewerage be-
ing put into the northern watershed,
plus the Frye Island development,
for which there is no sure answer.

A few years back the Portland
Water District could have bought
Frye Island for eight or ten thous-
and dollars. Could it be that this
bill is a sort of red herring to cover
up the mistakes on Frye Island?

Now 1 don’t stand here to ad-
vocate bad water, far from it. The
water in the south end of Sebago
is pure and will continue to be
pure whether you pass this bill
or not. If you pass this bill, you
will change the long range policy
of the state and begin a policy
of turning over the waters of this
state to small pressure groups,
for which, heaven forbid. The
policy of multiple use of woods
and waters has worked well over
many years. Let us continue this
policy.

I would now move that this bill
and all of its accompanying papers
be indefinitely postponed and when
the vote comes I would ask for
a division.
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The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Hodgdon, Mr. Wil-
liams, that this Bill be indefinitely
postponed,

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Falmouth, Mrs. Pay-
son.

Mrs. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: The other day we voted in
favor of passage of this bill to
aid the protection of the water
supply of the Greater Portland
area. I think multiple use is fine
for every part of Sebago Lake,
except around the intakes that
allow the water from Sebago Lake
to proceed down through the pipes
to our faucets where we drink it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Stan-
dish, Mr. Simpson.

Mr, SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Maine’s second largest
lake, Sebago Lake, is a class ‘““A”’
body of water and one of the
purest lakes in the world. It is
12 miles long, 8 miles wide and
312 feet deep in the deepest part.
As we all know, it is a source of
drinking water for the Town of
Standish and all of Greater Port-
land. It is a lake with a very rich
heritage.

Sebago Lake ‘'Village is at the
southern end of the lake and in
the area of the problem we are
discussing today. Years ago this
vilage was prosperous and dy-
namic. It flourished with activity

around the hotels, restaurants,
shops, the Portland Sebago Ice
Plant and the railroad station

which was larger than Union Sta-
tion in Portland. This was the hub
of the entire region as the steam-
boats operating on the lake left
and returned to the famous Seba-
go Lake Whart.

In 1907 the Portland Water Dist-
rict arrived on the scene, and
slow but surely they have grown
until they have closed off 14
miles of shore frontage in the
area and have been a major cause
for the deterioration of the area as
such that the village today is near-
ly a ghost town, while all the other
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areas in the region are flourish-
ing.

1 could go on and on how the
Portland Water District has in-
creasingly bought land and closed
off more and more of the lake, I
could cite instance after instance
of intimidation and coercion by
the District against the Town of
Standish or the pecple on the lake.
It still prevails today and why I
don’t know, especially when the
district should be trying to get
Standish to assist them in keeping
the quality of the water as it is.

There are six towns bordering
Sebago. Standish has the greatest
amount of shore frontage of any
of them, However, we don’t have
a single place to swim in the entire
lake along our shore frontage since
Portland Water District has taken
over their pick of land. This came
about in 1913, when the so-called
two mile limit came into existence.

Now the two mile limit is an
area within a two mile radius of
the intakes which was created by
statute. Nothing is allowed within
the area except boating and fish-
ing. There are no buildings or sep-
tic tanks within the area, and the
entire amount of shore frontage
within this area comes to 14 miles,
and all controlled and owned by
the Portland Water District. And
I would like to emphasize that
point.

In the debate last week the pro- \

ponents of this measure sought
your vote by crying pollution, and
we don't want to drink sewage
and so forth. Now I am for the
control of pollution, but I am get-
ting sick and tired of the word
pollution being used as it is here
today to gain sympathetic votes.
The quality of Sebago’s water
is excellent and has never been
better. This is due to the ability
of the shorefront owners to co-
operate with the Portland Water
District, and the Portland Water
District also has complete inspec-
tion rights of all sewerage systems
within 1,000 feet of the water's
edge completely around the lake.
They have a complete inspection
team which travels around the
lake daily to supervise and in-
spect these installations and re-
pairs. They also test the quality of
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the water daily from fifty dif-
ferent areas surrounding the lake.

So why are they seeking this
legislation? I have sat through
three public hearings on this same
bill, and 1 have heard the Gen-
eral Manager of the Portland
Water District, Mr., Monie, state
unequivocally that the pollution
was not .a factor here nor was
the threat of pollution. He stated
that the coli count in this area is
lower than any time in history and
has been very very low for a good
number of years. He said that all
he wanted was to protect the in-
takes from sabotage by today’s
radicals. This is fantasy, as I point-
ed out to you in the first debate.
And just to refresh your memory,
nobody even needs to go near the
intakes if they wish to sabotage
them. These comments were made
at a joint meeting of the Standish
Planning Board and the selectmen,
our town meeting and at the hear-
ing before the Public Utilities
Committee,

It has been said on this floor that
the Town of Standish has no right
to interfere with the water supply
of Greater Portland and that if we
didn’t want our supply protected,
then leave Portland’s alone. 1
would remind these people that all
the taxable property of the Port-
land Water District is in the Town
of Standish and this includes all
their land holdings, buildings,
dumping stations, intakes, and the
14 miles of shore frontage which
they own. So is all of Frye’s Island
completely within our territory.
Therefore, I feel we have a direct
interest in their operation and
Greater Portland had better realize
it and stop pushing us and telling
us what we can and cannot do in
our own town. We had better start
pulling together. Don’t forget, we
also drink the water as supplied by
the Portland Water District.

The Town of Standish did not
vote to have their intakes unpro-
tected. After hearing Mr. Monie
and after asking him questions
at our town meeting, we voted that
there was no need to close any
more of the lake, as they felt that
this is just another attempt to get
the foot in the door. They felt then,
and they still feel that if there is
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poliution or even a threat of it,
then the Portland Water District
is obligated to protect our intakes
as well as Portland’s.

We have constantly had to fight
for our rights in this body and in
the courts to assure us of freedom
of oppression from the district.
Just four years ago we went to
court to prevent the closing of a
landing known as Chadbourne’s
Landing, We won on a decision by
Supreme Judicial Court Justice
Donald Webber. He ruled that the
Portland Water District had no le-
gal right to close the landing sim-
ply because it felt that pollution
might occur. And I have that opin-
ion right here in my hand.

Ladies and gentleman, Mr. Monie
has told the Cumberland County
delegation that this L. D. will close
the landing since nobody will be
allowed to fish or trespass over
the waters if the bill passes. 1 ask
you, are you willing to vote to put
my small town back into court
again to overrule your action here
if you pass this? This bill is just
a sneaky way to hopefully circum-
vent the court decision, and 1 say
it is a pig in a poke.

Mr. Monie’s testimony has con-
sistently been that he didn’t want
to buoy off his intakes which he
has the right to do now under the
current statutes. And he has said
that the dilution factor of the lake
was sufficient, that he didn’t need
to do this and that he didn’t want
to pinpoint the intakes.

Look at his original plan that he
presented to this legislature and
then look at what we are asking to
accept here today as an alternative.
Remember, this is not just an 1,800
foot radius struck from the center
of a circle from the intakes, it is a
radius struck from a point on the
shore, equal distance between the
two intake stations, which is 400
feet behind the 1,200 foot intake.
This’ would put the outer perimiter
of the arc just a matter of 200 feet
beyond the intakes, and he could
do this now by the present statutes
if he wanted to. Now tell me if
this small, particular piece of water
that he wants to now close off
isn’t pinpointing his intakes for
sabotage efforts that he says he
needs to protect.
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My friends, stop and consider
these buoys for just a minute. What
are they going to stop from enter-
ing the intakes? They are not
screens; they are not filters, they
just sit on top of the water. If
there was anything to enter the
area, these buoys would be mean-
ingless as the subsurface currents
carry them in. You might hear of
the debris at the intakes. I have
talked with the engineers and divers
who elean and inspeect them. They
have told me that all they ever get
is a little moss.

There are no ice fishermen in
the area. Smelts and whitefish are
caught in much deeper water. Any
ice houses in the area in the history
of the lake have always been found
outside the area and better than
a mile away.

Before the Public Utilities Com-
mittee Mr. Monie said he was
against fishermen. The Depart-
ment of Inland Fisheries and Game,
as well as the Associated Sports-
men’s Clubs have opposed this leg-
islation.

I would like to just quote from
this book called “Inland Fisheries
Management,”” published by the
Resources Agency of California.
And throughout the book the multi-
use of public water supplies is en-
couraged and thousands of exam-
ples of this type of use are cited,
and I would quote here, ‘‘the rec-
ord shows clearly that multiple-use
management of domestic water
supply resources, being not only
ideally suited in many cases to
meet this need, can be implemented
without dangerous deterioration of
water quality required for suitable
levels of potability and health. The
desirability and feasibility of using
domestic water supplies for fish-
ing and other recreational purposes
has been demonstrated repeatedly
throughout the country, actually
dating back long before the advent
of World War I! More and more
of these are opened to fishing each
year, especially near urban centers.
The fact that recreational activities
at drinking water supplies, especial-
ly fishing, do not endanger the
public is being increasingly rec-
ognized by responsible public health
officials.

Through the years there has been
no correlation between the bacterial
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count of water samples and rec-
reational use. On numerous oc-
casions the highest counts have
been at times when no recreation
activities were in operation.

No direct relation between the
number of fishermen using the
watershed and the number of coli-
forms (bugs which sometimes
transmit disease) has yet been
demonstrated. Fishing in or res-
ervoirs causes no santitary or wa-
ter-contamination problems’ (Gra-
hame, 1957).

Throughout the couniry, most
progressive operators of public
water supply facilities now recog-
nize important public benefits in
the recreational uses of their
facilities and that they have a dual
responsibility to permit such use,
wherever it appears feasible, in
the interest of maximum environ-
mental public health.

Most states permit recreational
fishing use of the public water
supplies, usually charging fees to
defray .added management costs.
Many public water supply sys-
tems are open to multiple recrea-
tional use in varying degrees, from
fishing only under a permit system
to virtual unrestricted use includ-
ing swimming; a history of at
least 60 years reveals no out-
breaks of disease that can be at-
tributed to those uses of the water
supply.

The four men of the Third House
who have really been browbeating
you to pass this bill have presented
some unsound reasons, in my opin-
ion. And by the way, I feel it a
compliment that it takes four of
them hired by the Portland Water
District to defeat me and my town.

They have raised the subject of
the courts wanting it. This is hog-
wash, and have you ever heard
of such a thing? They have men-
tioned taxes — in this they better
be quiet.

A couple years ago the shore
frontage on the lake was in-
creased from $3 to $8 a foot. The

-Portland Water District was put

to $7 a foot. They immediately
called my town hall 'and told our
assessors that they were paying a
certain amount and no more —
take it or leave it was their de-
mand. We said no. That evening
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the headlines in the Portland Eve-
ning Express read, ‘“Portland
Water District to take Standish
to court over taxes.” It was set-
tled outside the court at the point
that they are now paying — four
to five dollars a front foot, and
everybody else at eight.

We have been asked why can’t
we compromise? We have com-
promised over the year and we
did just that when it came to the
taxes and did offer to give them
a reduction in their cost.

Thig is bad legislation and does
not deserve your support. I urge
you to vote with me by voting yes
to indefinitely postpone. Mr. Speak-
er, I request that the vote be
taken by the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from South
Portland, Mr. Gill.

Mr. GILL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I shall try
to be brief and not cloud up our
waters of Sebago Lake with such
talk about taxes they pay to the
Town of Standish. I don’t believe
this legislative document refers
to taxes. 1 would also point out
that I don’t want to become in-
volved in a fight between the
gentleman from Standish and the
Poytland Water District.

I just happen to represent 25,000
people from the South Portland
area, and we are the ones that
drink this water. We feel that
this amended bill that came out of
committee is a reasonable bill.

I would point out there was a
statement made the intake pipes
were 110 feet below the surface;
actually they are 22 feet, so this
is why there is some concern.

Evidently the gentleman from
Standish is concerned with the fact
that this would prohibit the use of
snowmobiling and ice fishing in
this area. And he seems to dwell
on this quite a bit. And I don’t
know what concern this actually
would be to him. I know that I
am interested in this as a mea-
sure to protect the water supply
of Greater Portland.

I do not feel that anyone that
is in the recreation type of busi-
ness should feel that Sebago Lake
i§ their own private area, the en-
tire lake, in which their sports-
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men can participate. I feel that
this is less than one tenth of one
per cent of the entire lake area
and is a reasonable matter. I do
not feel it is up to us to safeguard
the recreation business just so
they can go ‘close to the intakes
of our Portland water supply.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. Whitson.

Mr. WHITSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I, and the other members
of the Portland delegation, cer-
tainly did not condone the actions
of the Portland Water District. As
evidence of this, I will point out
to you the recent bill before this
House which received full endorse-
ment from the Portland Water
District and which would have
been an easy thing to vote for if
we were interested only in our
self interest. It would have elimi-
nated the potential poilution prob-
lem of Frye Island by shipping
the effluent to Gorham Pond. How-
ever, rather than rob from Peter
to pay Paul, we voted against
this, against our own interest, be-
cause we felt it was fair.

I think it was mentioned earlier,
in an earlier debate, one of the
many on this issue, that Lake Au-
burn has a water intake restricted
area of 2,600 feet and it serves
not nearly the same number of
people as the Portland Water Dis-
triet serves, and yet the Portland
Water District has only a 100 foot
restricted radius. I asked that
this be extended for us, the puri-
fication and the security of the
Portland water supply.

I would also like to point out
that the gentleman from Standish,
Mr. Simpson, mentioned in the
same breath that there is no
ice fishing within the Portland
Water District’s potential zone, and
yet at the same time he objected
to prohibiting ice fishing.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from West-
brook, Mr. Bernier.

Mr. BERNIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: This
debate, as before, sort of con-
founds me, because I thought we
were living in a civilized age.
When I was young we thought
nothing when I lived on the farm
to have the manure pile in prox-
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imity to the well. We had many
diseases in those days.

Today in the same body of
water we have drainage, not only
from septic tanks, which do not
pass the percolation tests, which
makes them not a bit better than
a cesspool. And if you don’t know
what a cesspool is, it is just a
rack of logs through which the
sewage seeps, supposedly to be
purified.

I know the principle here is that
the body of water is so big, so
large, so immense that there will
be dilution to the point where it
will cause no harm. I certainly
hope so. But like Dr. Santoro said
this morning about the bottles, I
don’t particularly care to be in-
volved where this wurine is con-
cerned. Let it stay where it be-
longs, not in my drinking water, if
you please.

Maybe today the water is pure.
Why is it pure? Because there are
so many chemicals in it. You can
open the faucet the first thing in
the morning and you can taste that
chemical. There is a reason, Of
course I understand the situation
of the Portland Water District, and
if .any one for one minute thinks
that I am hired by the Portland
Water District they can forget it,
because I certainly would not speak
in this manner.

I say that water is not pure. It
is about time that the complacency
of the people as a whole be done
and over with. Why should a hand-
ful of little sportsmen control 240 ,-
000 people in greater Portland? To-
day we are involved. Tomorrow it
will be all of you, whether you
come from Hodgdon or where else.
These are old time ideas; be mod-
ern people, be of today.

I tell you, think seriously, think-
ing this is just a beginning, this is
a very small piece of legislation.
Why should Standish fight it? Why
should the sportsmen fight it?
There is still a great big lake that
they can involve, which T object to
by the way. I don’t believe that the
two should be combined. But think
of us today, or of you tomorrow,
and the yet unborn generation.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Hodgdon, Mr. Wil-
liams, that this Bill be indefinitely
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postponed. The yeas and nays have
been requested. For the Chair to
order a roll call it must have the
expressed desire of one fifth of the
members present and voting. All
members desiring a roll call vote
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having expressed
a desire for a roll call, a roll call
was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Hodgdon, Mr. Wil-
liams, that An Act to Amend the
Act to Prevent the Pollution of the
Waters of Sebago Lake, House Pa-
per 1258, L. D. 1617 be indefinitely
postponed. If you are in favor of
indefinite postponement you will
vote yes; if you are opposed you
will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA—Ault, Bailey, Barnes, Bart-
lett, Berry, G. W.; Birt, Bither,
Bourgoin, Bragdon, Brawn, Car-
rier, Carter, Clark, Collins, Curtis,
A. P.; Curtis, T. 8., Jr.; Dow,
Doyle, Dudley, Dyar, Emery, D.
F.; Evans, Farrington, Fecteau,
Finemore, Gagnon, Hall, Hancock,
Haskell, Herrick, Immonen, Lawry,
Lee, Lessard, Lewin, Lewis, Little-
field, Lund, Lynch, MacLeod, Man-
chester, Marstaller, McCormick,
MecNally, Millett, Mills, Morrell,
Mosher, Norris, Porter, Pratt,
Rocheleau, Rollins, Scott, Shaw,
Simpson, L. E.; Simpson, T. R.;
Smith, E. H.; Starbird, Trask, Web-
ber, Wight, Williams, Wood, M. W.;
Wood, M. E.; Woodbury.

NAY-—Bernier, Berube, Binnette,
Boudreau, Brown, Bunker, Bustin,
Call, Carey, Clemente, Conley,
Cooney, <Cote, Cottrell, Crosby,
Cummings, Curran, Cyr, Dam,
Donaghy, Drigotas, Emery, E. M.;
Faucher, Fraser, Genest, Gill,
Good, Goodwin, Hawkens, Hayes,
Henley, Hewes, Jutras, Kelleher,
Kelley, K. F.; Kelley, P. S.; Kel-
ley, R. P.; Kilroy, Lebel, Lizotte,
Lucas, Maddox, Mahany, Manrsh,
Martin, McCloskey, McKinnon, Mc-
Teague, Murray, O’Brien, Orestis,
Page, Parks, Payson, Pontbriand,
Rand, Ross, Santoro, Shute, Silver-
man, Slane, Smith, D. M.; Stillings,
Susi, Tanguay, Theriault, Tyndale,
Vincent, Wheeler, White, Whitson.
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ABSENT—Albert, Baker, Bed-
ard, Berry, P. P.; Churchill, Gau-
thier, Hanson, Hardy, Hodgdon,
Jalbert, Keyte, Lincoln, Sheltra.

Yes, 66; No, 71; Absent, 13.

The SPEAKER: Sixty-six having
voted in the affirmative, seventy-
one in the negative, with thirteen
being absent, the motion does not
prevail,

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be enacted, signed by the Speak-
er and sent to the Senate.

An Act relating to Clarifying the
Sales Tax Law as It Relates to
Gratuities and Service Charges in
Eating Establishments (H. P. 1277)
(L. D. 1677)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed, passed to be en-
acted, signed by the Speaker and
sent to the Senate.

Orders of the Day

The Chair laid before the House
the first tabled and today assigned
matter:

Bill “An Act relating to Duty of
State Board of Education Concern-
ing Interscholastic Activities”” (H.
P. 985) (L. D. 1347)—In House, re-
committed to the Committee on
Education. In Senate, Bill passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Committee Amendment ‘A’ (H-94)
and Senate Amendment ‘A’ (S-84)
in non-concurrence.

Tabled—April 22, by Mr. Millett
of Dixmont,

Pending—Further consideration.

On motion of Mr. Millett of Dix-
mont, the House voted to insist and
ask for a Committee of Conference.

The Chair laid before the House
the second tabled and today as-
signed matter:

SENATE JOINT ORDER — Re
Secretary of Senate to hire a tem-
porary typist or stenographer (8.
P. 551)

Tabled—April 23, by Mr. Trask
of Milo.

Pending — Passage in concur-
rence.

On motion of Mr, Trask of Milo,
retabled pending passage in con-
currence and tomorrow assigned.

The Chair laid before the House
the third tabled and today as-
signed matter:
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Bill ‘“An Act Revising the Laws
Relating to Licensed Small Loan
Agencies” (H. P. 552) (L. D. 728)
—In House, passed to be engrossed
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment ‘““A” (H-86). In Senate, in-
definitely postponed in non-concur-
rence.

Tabled — April 23, by Mr. Porter
of Lincoln.

Pending —
tion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. O’Brien.

Mr. O’'BRIEN: Mr. Speaker, 1
move the House insist on its form-
er action.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from. Portland, Mr. O’Brien, moves
that the House insist on its former
action.

Mr. Smith of Dover-Foxcroft re-
quested a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizeg the gentleman from Pitts-
field, Mr. Susi.

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, I move
that we recede and concur,

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Pittsfield, Mr. Susi, moves
that the House recede from its
former action and concur with the
Senate,

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Portland, Mr. O’Brien.

Mr. O’BRIEN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: We have
passed this bill twice and I prom-
ise I won’t debate it again this
morning, I hope you will vote
against the motion to recede and
concur so that we may insist.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
gusta, Mr. Lund.

Mr. LUND: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I hope
that the members of the House
will vote to recede and concur,
because I think that if we were at
this session to enact this piece of
legislation we would be taking a
step backwards.

1 think that this legislature in
its previous sessions, when it got
rid of the abuses that existed in
our small loan practices did a
good thing, and I hope we will
stick by our guns, and not erode
the accomplishments that have
been carried out.

Further considera-
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The SPEAKER: Does the gen-
tleman from Dover-Foxeroft, Mr.
Smith, still request the yeas and
nays on the receding and concur-
ring motion?

Mr. SMITH: Yes, Mr. Speaker,
I do.

The SPEAKER: The yeas and
nays have been requested. For the
Chair to order a roll call it must
have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and
voting. All members desiring a
roll call vote will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having expressed
a desire for a roll call, a roll call
was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Nor-
way, Mr. Henley.

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Just a
word or two. I voted for this ac-
tion, and I feel that it has been
passed twice, we should follow
our previous action on it.

Mr. Lund states that we shouldn’t
step backward. Sometimes we
make errors and we have to step
backward and I think that was an
error when that was passed on
that 36-month phase of that law.
So I hope that you will defeat the
move to recede and concur, and
then we can insist.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Pitts-
field, Mr. Susi.

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
It seems to be predestined that
this is going to be a lackluster ses-
sion. We aren’t going to set any
record certainly. But I would hope
that we wouldn’t shame ourselves
by the regressive action that we
would be taking part in allowing
this change in this law which was
attained by great effort on those
before us.

So I hope you will move to re-
cede and concur.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is to recede and concur.
If you are in favor of receding
and concurring you will vote yes;
if you are opposed you will vote
no.
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ROLL CALL
YEA — Albert, Ault, Barnes,
Bartlett, Bernier, Berry, G. W.;

Berube, Binnette, Bourgoin, Brag-
don, Brawn, Buunker, Bustin, Call,
Carrier, Carter, Collins, Cooney,
Cottrell, Crosby, Cummings, Cur-
ran, Curtis, A. P.; Curtis, T. S.,
Jr.; Cyr, Dow, Doyle, Dudley,
Emery, D. F.; Evans, Faucher,
Finemore, Gagnon, Gauthier, Ge-

nest, Good, Goodwin, Hall, Has-
kell, Hawkens, Hayes, Herrick,
Hewes, Hodgdon, Immonen, Ju-

tras, Kelley, P. S.; Kelley, R. P.;
Kilroy, Lawry, Lebel, Lee, Lewin,
Lewis, Lucas, Lund, Lynch, Mac-
Leod, Manchester, Marstaller,
Martin, McCloskey, McNally, Mc-
Teague, Millett, Morrell, Mosher,
Murray, Orestis, Parks, Porter,
Rand, Rollins, Scott, Shute, Silver-
man Simpson, L. E.; Simpson,
T. R.; Smith, D. M.; Stillings, Susi,
Tyndale, Vincent, Webber, White,

Whitson, Wight, Wood, M. W
Wood, M, E.; Woodbury

NAY — Bailey, Birt, Bither,
Boudreau, Brown, Carey, Clark,
Clemente, Conley, Cote, ‘Dam,
Donaghy, Dyar, Emery, E. M.;

Farrington, Fecteau, Fraser, Gill,
Hancock, Henley, Kelleher, Kelley,
K. F.; Lincoln, Littlefield, Lizotte,
Maddox, Marsh, McCormick, Mec-

Kinnon, Mills, Norris, O’'Brien,
Page, Payson, Pratt, Rocheleau,
Ross, Santoro, Shaw, Sheltra,
Slane, Smith, E. H.; Starhbird,

Tanguay, Theriault, Trask Wheel-

er

ABSENT — Baker, Bedard,
Berry, P. P.; Churchill, Drigotas,
Hanson, Hardy, Jalbert, Keyte,
Lessard, Mahany, Pontbriand, Wil-
liams

Yes, 90; No, 47; Absent, 13.

The SPEAKER: Ninety having
voted in the affirmative, forty-
seven in the negative, with thir-
teen being absent, the motion does
prevail, (Later Reconsidered)

The Chair laid before the House
the fourth tabled and today assign-
ed matter:

Bill “An Act Transferring Ser-
vices to Alcoholics and Drug Ad-
dicts to the Bureau of Mental
Health” (H. P. 674) (L. D, 911) —
In House, passed to be engrossed.
In Senate, indefinitely postponed
in non-concurrence,
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Tabled — April 23, Mr. Martin
of Eagle Lake.

Pending — Further considera-
tion,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from West-
brook, Mr. Carrier.

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we insist and ask for a
Committee of Conference.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Westbrook, Mr. Carrier,
moves that the House insist and
ask for a Committee of Conference.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Westfield, Mr. Good.

Mr. GOOD: Mr. Speaker, I move
we recede and concur.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Westfield, Mr. Good, moves
that we recede and concur.

The Chair recognizeg the gentle-
man from Westbrook, Mr. Carrier.

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This is a
bill which last week was debated
and this House voted 91 to 26 in
favor of the bill. Now this bill
comes to us from the other branch,
and I submit to you that at least
the courtesy should be extended
that we have a Committee of
Conference.

This bill, very briefly, ag was
explained last week, will help the
unfortunate to solve their prob-
lems through educational pro-
grams through the Mental Health.
The opposition to this bill, as
was recognized before in the past
year and this year too, comes
mostly from chronic aleoholics,
or alcoholies that have been treat-
ed before and overcome their
problem.

Now these people have received
the help of all the organizations
that are available for their — to
help them with their problem.
And I don’t see what their ob-
jection is to extend this help to
the new ones who need such help.
Is it not only fair to allow treat-
ment to others when you yourself
have received treatment? This is
what it comes down to.

Alcoholics and drug addicts are
recognized at times to be mentally
sick, and it comes under Mental
Health, and as such that is why
we would like to have the aleohol-
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ic services transferred under the
the Mental Health Department,
which would give us additional
funds, and which is suggested by
all agencies of the federal gov-
ernment that that is where it
should be.

Now I know that I feel, and I
know that in your good judgrnent
you will see the need of such a
transfer, and that you will vote
against the motion to recede and
concur,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizeg the gentleman from Houl-
ton, Mr. Haskell,

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I had an opportunity yes-
terday to hear a very interesting
speaker at our local Rotary meet-
ing. The speech was by the di-
rector of the new mental health
clinic in Houlton. And he touched
on the problem of treating alco-
holics from the point of view of
a mental health -clinic.

His conclusion was that their
greatest success has been by work-
ing as a supportive agency to Al-
coholics Anonymous, and that they
found that this was by far the
most effective treatment. Now in
effect this is the approach that
we are using currently in the State
of Maine. The staffing of the pres-
ent group is made up, and they
are using the approach of Alco-
holics Anonymous, And I thought
it interesting .that a person active
in the field indicates that the
greatest success in this field is
through acting as a supportive
group for Alcoholics Anonymous.
In other words, the current sit-
uation in the state is exactly his
recommendation, and I would sup-
port Mr. Good’s motion to recede
and concur.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from West-
field, Mr. Good.

Mr. GOOD: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I didn’t
expect to speak on this measure
again. I know that time is prec-
ious, and I don’t want to bore
you. But if we are to resolve this
measure correctly there are a few
things that have to be spoken
about if we want to be fair to all
concerned.
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Some four or five years ago
the Division of Alcoholic Rehabili-
tation refused to -approve jand
help fund a sort of ‘‘Half Way
Home”’ for alcoholics in the south-
ern part of the state. The Division
of Alcoholic Rehabilitation failed
to approve this center because,
in their estimation, there was
something to be desired in the
proposed management, the build-
ing they occupied did not pass
the safety and fire code and they
did not have the money to fund
it in the first place, Since that
day there seems to have been a
veritable vendetta by some few but
very vocal individuals against the
Division of Alecoholic Rehabilita-
tion.

I wondered why the Division of
Mental Health was so interested
in this small unit of state govern-
ment, especially since the 104th
Legislature recently placed the
Division wof Alecoholic Rehabilita-
tion in the Bureau of Vocational
Rehabilitation under Health and
Welfare pursuant to the recom-
mendation of the Governor’s Task
Force Study of 1968.

I find now that Dr. Schumacher,
Director 'of Mental Health, wants
his division to be designated as
the official agency to administer
Alcoholic Rehabilitation Services.
This would enable his division to
be eligible for Federal grants for
alcoholism studies under the so-
called Hughes Bill.

Dr. Schumacher has tried to
leave the impression by insinuation
and inference that his Division,
namely the Division of Mental
Health, has to be the division to
administer the funds for the state
to be eligible. This is definitely
not so.

The Hughes Bill clearly states
that for the State of Maine to be
eligible, the Governmor has to
designate one agency to be re-
sponsible for the administration
and supervision of any grant or
funds available under the so-
called Hughes Bill.

I have a letter in my hand dated
July 2, 1970, where Governor
Curtis has already designated the
Health and Welfare Department
as the agency mentioned.

The Division of Mental Health
has no proposed plan.for alecholic
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rehabilitation, no trained personnel
to carry out such a plan if they
had one and they have no plan to
expand the present program of
the Division of Alccholic Re-
habilitation. The men w©of this
Division of Alcoholic Rehabilita-
tion have had many years of study
and experience on this particular
problem. I see this as a bit of
selfish departmental maneuvering
to gain more power for one
division at the expense «of {the
other — nothing more. A move
of thig kind would set back the
state program for alcoholism for
several years. The irony of the
whole thing ig that the Hughes
Bill hasn’t even been funded yet
and the prospects as of now don’t
look good.

I hope my motion carries.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
order a vote. All in favor of re-
ceding and concurring will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House wayg taken.

87 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 41 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

The Chair laid before the House
the fifth tabled and today assigned
matter:

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT —
Majority (9) ““‘Ought not to pass”
~ Minority (4) ‘“Ought to pass”
— Committee on Natural Re-
sources on Bill “An Act Excluding
Residential Housing from Site
Location Law in Planning Board
Communities” (H. P. 785) (L. D.
1061) — In House, recommitted to
Committee on Natural Resources.

In Senate, Majority Report ac-
cepted.
Tabled — April 23, by Mr.

Martin of Eagle Lake.

Pending -— Motion of Mrs.
Brown of York to recede and
concur.

The pending motion to recede
and concur did prewvail.

Mr. Page of Fryeburg moved
that the House reconsider its
action of earlier in the day where-
by it accepted the Majority ‘‘Ought
not to pass” Report on Bill “An
Act relating to Probable Cause
Arrests in Misdemeanor Viola-
tions,”’ (8. P. 333) (L. D. 979)
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Whereupon, on motion of Mr.
Hewes of Cape Elizabeth, tabled
pending the motion of Mr. Page
of Fryeburg to reconsider and
tomorrow assigned.

The Chair laid before the House
the sixth tabled and today as-
signed matter:

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT —
Majority (7) ““Ought to pass’” —
Minority (5) “Ought not to pass’
— Committee on Election Laws
on Bill ““An Act Repealing Certain

Procedure for Registration of
Voters” (H. P. 187) (L. D. 244)
Tabled — April 23, by Mrs.

Boudreau of Portland.
Pending — Motion of Mr. Ross
of Bath to accept Majority Re-

port.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Bath, Mr. Ross.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: To my friend and col-
league from Eagle Lake, Mr.
Martin, I would like to just

mention that we have never de-
bated this item before this year.
It is also one of my favorites, and
it may eventually come back to us.
But I will fight it to the end, I
guarantee.

We often find it necessary to
make a few minor changes in the
election laws, but seldom do we
make real major ones, to wit:
the elimination of the big box. But
by 1960 we had such a conglomer-
ate maze of piecemeal amendments
that in 1961, after a four-year
study costing $10,000, we came up
with a complete revision updating
our entire election law procedure.

In 1962 the Secretary of the
State was presented an award in
behalf of the State of Maine from
the American Heritage Founda-
tion stating that our new revised
laws were one of the outstanding
in the entire United States. And
this law included the stipulation
that a person had to go before
a registrar or a board of registra-
tion, or a city and town eclerk, in
order to become a registered
voter of this state.

Lo and behold then came the
famous 102nd Legislature, and with
it a dandy, brand new, very dras-
tic change, permitting justices of
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the peace and notaries public to do
the whole job of registering and en-
rolling voters. The purpose stated
simply, with no malice afore-
thought, that it would be easier for
the new voter and be more demo-
cratic in the true sense of the
word.

I was opposed to it at the time,
and I still am, I could foresee then
problems in control and accuracy.
It has been proven since that I
was right. Sure, a lot of new
names have been added, but in
a great many cases the informa-
tion has been wrong. They are
not complete, there are many
errors, they are not turned in
properly; in some instances not
only are they registered in the
wrong ward, but in the wrong
town.

The overall effect has not really
been to convenience the voter,
but it has just been an annoyance
and utter frustration when he
finds himself turned away at the
polls because he was improperly
registered by a bunch of eager,
well motivated, but still novice
people.

In the Secretary of State’s of-
fice is a very comprehensive file
of comments from registrars,
boards of registration and clerks
throughout the state. Ninety per-
cent of them disapprove of this
new lax method. It is a real cross
section of our cities and towns.
Some people would indicate that
only Republicans are against this.
But this ecriticism comes {rom
towns like Hope, South Paris, Nor-
way, Wilton and so forth; but also
from Westbrook, Portland, Water-
ville, Fort Kent and so forth. In
short, the former method was
much more orderly, businesslike,
accurate and sensible. And aside
from this, it gave the voters a
sense of responsibility and true
accomplishment whether they en-
rolled Republic or Democrat. And
it was not just an easy way out
to please a friend.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle
Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am sure the gentleman
from Bath, Mr. Ross, was fully
aware that we would be debating
this this morning, and we may
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eventually debate it again. I think
he is right, it is going to come
back to us. And I am one of those
who believe that if I know what
.is going to happen in the long run
I would just as soon take care of
it now, and I don’t see any pur-
pose in playing with it.

The gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross, referred to the 102nd as the
“famous 102nd’’, and I am ex-
tremely pleased to hear the com-
pliment. I believe that is the first
one he has made to us.

1 am sure you all know that the
Demoecrats at that point controlled
the legislature, and I am sure you
all know that we will do it again.
(Laughter)

Let me point out to you that
control is not really a problem.
The gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross, referred to clerks who were
opposed to this thing from 90%
of those people who had written
to the Secretary of State’s office.
Of course, we don’t know how
many clerks wrote at this point
because he hasn’t told us that;
and he implied that not only did
Republican towns oppose this, but
as well, Democratic towns, in-
cluding, for example. Fort Kent.
He did not tell you, however,
how many of those clerks in the
Democratic towns might be Re-
publicans. And so this is another
possibility that we ought to check
into as well.

Let’s just look at the problem.
It is a very simple one. The
gentleman from Bath, Mr. Ross,
repeals a little section of the law
that would do away with the cards
that we are now using today. Now
I just happen to have a voter
registration card, and I happen
to have a Democratic enrollment
card. Now for some reason I
don’t have that white Republican
card. But let me point out to you
that there is no reason why this
cannot work.

If they are incomplete then
they need not be accepted by the
boards or the clerks, and there
is absolutely no reason for it to
be accepted if it is in error. If
it is in proper form then it ought
to be accepted, and if we are in-
terested in allowing people to
participate in a Democratic form
of government more easily then
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we ought to be interested in keep-
ing this law on the books.

Unfortunately, the gentleman
from Bath seems to imply that
Democrats are more willing to
work, and for that reason I sup-
pose we seem to have done a lit-
tle better than he has. And if he
doesn’t watch it, probably in Bath
things will change there too. But
I really hope today that we don’t
let this go any further, that we
take care of it now, that we don’t
have to bother with the veto like
we did two years ago, and I ask
you to in effect vote against it.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would move
that the vote be taken by the
yeas and nays, and I would move
that this Bill and all of its ae-
companying papers be indefinite-
ly postponed.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question now is on the motion of
the gentleman from Eagle Lake,
Mr. Martin, that both Reports and
Bill be indefinitely postponed.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Fort Kent, Mr. Bour-

goin,
Mr. BOURGOIN: Mr., Speaker
and Members of the House: I

would like to advise Mr. Ross of
Bath that our town clerk is defi-
nitely Republican and our town
assessors are definitely Republi-
cans, and up home we get along
with both parties.

The SPEAKER: The Chair reec-
ognizes the gentleman from Old
Town, Mr, Binnette.

Mr. BINNETTE: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I think that Mr. Ross has
agreed that this has been a help
to the Democratic Party, it also
has been a help to the Republican
Party. They have the same oppor-
tunity to go out with this card
system and register a lot of people
who are not registered. I think that
you will all agree with ‘me that
many people do not register to vote
because they do not have the prop-
er opportunity. There are 42 cities
and towns in the State of Maine
that have boards of registration
and there are certain times they
cannot register, and these people
do not avail themselves of the
time.

Therefore this card system is
much simpler and we can get them
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up there to vote. Furthermore,
there is a general apathy amongst
the general public not fo go to
vote because they are not regist-
ered, and we all want people to
go to the polls. It has been the
cry for years and years, of this
apathy that has existed amongst
our citizens. I think this is the
easiest and the best way to get
people to register to vote. Perhaps
my friend Mr. Ross is worried
because we are going to have the
18-year olds and we might be able
to corral a few more of those
boys in the Democrat column,

I can assure him also that if
we wait for the 106th Legislature
we might be able to hold some of
these laws in place.

The SPEAKER: The yeas and
nays have been requested. For
the Chair to order a roll call it
must have the expressed desire of
one fifth of the members present
and voting, All members desiring
a roll call vote will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no,

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having express-
ed a desire for a roll call, a roll
call was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Eagle Lake, Mr.
Martin that both Reports and Biil
“An Act Repealing Certain Pro-
cedure for Registration of Vot-
ers,”” House Paper 187, L. D. 244,
be indefinitely postponed. If you
are in favor of that motion you
will vote yes; if you are opposed
you will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Albert, Bernier, Berry,
G. W.; Berube, Binnette, Boud-
reau, Bourgoin, Bustin, Call, Car-
rier, Carter, Clemente, Collins,
Conley, Cooney, Cote, Cottrell,
Curran, Cyr, Dam, Dow, Doyle,
Drigotas, Dudley, Dyar, Emery,
E. M.; Farrington, Faucher, Fec-
teau, Fraser, Gauthier, Genest,
Goodwin, Hancock, Jutras, Kel-
leher, Kelley, P. S.; Keyte, Kilroy,
Lawry, Lebel, Lessard, Lizotte,
Lucas, Lynch, Mahany, Manchest-
er, Marsh, Martin, McCloskey, Mc-
Cormick, McTeague, Mills, Mur-
ray, Orestis, Parks, Pontbriand,
Rocheleau, Santoro, Sheltra, Slane,
Smith, D, M.; Smith, E. H.; Star-
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bird, Theriault, Vincent, Webber,
Wheeler, Whitson.

NAY — Bailey, Baker, Barnes,
Bartlett, Birt, Bither Bragdon,
Brawn, Brown, Bunker, Churchill, -
Clark, Crosby, Cummings, Curtis,
A. P.; Curtis, T. S. Jr.; Emery,
D. F.; Evans, Finemore, Gagnon,
Gill, Good, Hall, Haskell, Hawkens,
Hayes, Henley Herrick, Hewes,
Hodgdon, Immonen, Kelley, K. F.;
Kelley, R.P.; Lee, Lewin, Lewis,
Lincoln, Littlefield, Lund, Mac-
Leod, Maddox, Marstaller, McNal-
ly, Millett, Morrell, Mosher, Nor-
ris, Page, Payson, Porter, Pratt,
Rand, Rollins, Ross, Scott, Shaw,
Shute, Silverman, Simpson, L, E.;
Simpson, T. R.; Stillings, Susi,
Trask, Tyndale, White, Wight,
Williams, Wood, M. W.; Wood, M.
E.; Woodbury.

ABSENT — Ault, Bedard, Berry,
P. P.; Carey, Donaghy, Hanson,
Hardy, Jalbert, McKinnon, O’Brien,
Tanguay.

Yes, 63; No, 70; Absent, 11.

The SPEAKER: Sixty-nine hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
seventy in the negative, with elev-
en being absent, the meotion does
not prevail.

Thereupon, the Majority ‘‘Ought
to pass’’ Report was accepted, the
Bill read twice and tomorrow as-
signed.

The Chair laid before the House
the seventh tabled and today as-
signed matter:

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT —
Majority (10) ‘“‘Ought not to pass”
—Minority (2) “Ought to pass’—
Committee on Election Laws on
Bill “An Act Clarifying the Eligi-
bility of Maine Students Attending
Institutions of Higher Learning in
Maine to Vote” (H. P. 842) (L. D.
1154)

Tabled — April 23, by Mr, Bin-
nette of Old Town.

Pending — Motion of Mr. Ross
of Bath to accept Majority Report.

The SPEAKER: All in favor of
accepting the Majority ‘‘Ought not
to pass” Report will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

103 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 23 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Sent up for concurrence.
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The Chair laid before the House
the eighth tabled and today assign-
ed matter:

Bill ““An Act to Clarify the Regu-
lation-making Power of the Envi-
ronmental Improvement Commis-
sion” (S. P. 311) (L. D. 904) — In
Senate, passed to be engrossed.

Tabled — April 23, by Mr. Ault

of Wayne.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

Mrs. Brown of York offered

House Amendment “A” and mov-
ed its adoption.

House Amendment “A’’ (H-176)
was read by the Clerk and adopt-
ed and the Bill passed to be en-
grossed as amended in non-con-
currence and sent up for concur-
rence.

The Chair laid before the House
the ninth tabled and today assign-
ed matter:

Bill “An Act to Permit Camp
Counselors to Supervise Canoeing”’
(H. P. 1286) (L. D, 1685)

Tabled — April 23, by Mr. Martin
of Eagle Lake.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

Mr. Martin of Eagle Lake of-
fered House Amendment “A’’ and
moved its adoption.

House Amendment A’ (H-175)
was read by the Clerk and adopted
and the Bill passed to be engross-
ed as amended and sent to the
Senate.

The Chair laid before the House
the tenth tabled and today assign-
ed matter:

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT —
Majority (8) ‘‘Ought to pass in
new draft’’ — Minority (5) ‘“‘Ought
not to pass” — Committee on Ju-
diciary on Bill ‘““An Act Prohibiting
Personal Liability of School Board
Members” (H. P, 6) (L. D. 6) —
New Draft (H. P. 1252) (L. D.
1578) under new title “An Act to
Indemnify Public Officials and
Employees of the State of Maine”
— In House, Reports and Bil}] in-
definitely postponed.

Tabled — April 23, by Mr. Brawn
of Oakland.

Pending — Motion of Mr. Hardy
of Hope to reconsider.
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On motion of Mr, Susi of Pitts-
field, retabled pending the motion
of Mr, Hardy of Hope that the
House reconsider indefinite post-
ponement and tomorrow assigned.

Mrs. Boudreau of Portland mov-
ed that the House reconsider its
action of earlier in the day where-
by it accepted the Minority ‘“‘Ought
not to pass’” Report on Bill ‘‘An
Act relating to Licensure of Physi-
cal Therapy Assistants and Temp-
orary Permits under Physical
Therapy Law’’ (H. P, 416) (L. D.
543)

Whereupon, on motion of Bun-
ker of Gouldsboro, tabled pending
the motion of Mrs. Boudreau of
Portland to reconsider and special-
ly assigned for Thursday, April
29.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
gusta, Mr. Lund.

Mr. LUND: Mr. Speaker, may
I ask if the House is in possesion
of item three of the tabled items,
L. D. 728?

The SPEAKER: Bill “An Act Re-
vising the Lawg Relating to Licen-
sed Small Loan Agencies,”” House
Paper 552, L. D. 728, whereby the
House receded and concurred.

Mr. LUND: Mr. Speaker, I would
move that the House reconsider its
action whereby it receded and con-
curred and I hope you will vote
against my motion.

Mr. O'Brien of Portland then
requested that the motion to re-
consider be tabled and specially
assigned for Thursday, April 29.

Whereupon, Mr, Lund of Augusta
requested a division on the tabl-
ing motion.

The SPEAKER: A division has
been requested on the tabling
motion. All in favor that the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Au-
gusta, Mr. Lund, to reconsider
the action of the House whereby it
receded and concurred be tabled
and specially assigned for Thurs-
day, April 29, will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

36 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 83 having wvoted in the
negative, the motion to table did
not prevail.
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The SPEAKER: The pending mo-
tion is reconsideration.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Portland, Mr. O’Brien.

Mr. O’'BRIEN: Mr. Speaker, is
this motion debatable now?

The SPEAKER: The motion is
debatable. The gentleman may pro-
ceed.

Mr. O’'BRIEN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This bill
originally came out of the commit-
tee with a unanimous ‘‘ought to
pass.” The House passed it twice
already this session. It came as
a complete surprise to me to see
it go down in defeat this morning.
I hope that you will vote in favor
or reconsideration.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is reconsideration. The
Chair will order a vote. All in fa-
vor of reconsideration will vote
yves; those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

37 having voted in the affirmative
and 89 having voted in the negative,
the motion to reconsider did not
prevail.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Fal-
mouth, Mrs. Payson,

Mrs. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker, 1
request that we reconsider our ac-
tion on item 23 on page five of to-
day’s calendar, in view of the fact
that this is Mr. Jalbert’s bill, the
gentleman from Lewiston, and he
is absent.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Falmouth, Mr. Pay-
son, moves that we reconsider our
action on Bill ‘“An Act relating to
Licensure of Physical Therapy As-
sistants,” House Paper 530, L. D.
692, whereby the House accepted
the Minority “Ought not to pass”
Report.

Whereupon, on motion of Mr.
Scott of Wilton, tabled pending the
motion of Mrs. Payson of Falmouth
to reconsider and specially as-
signed for Thursday, April 29,

On motion of Mr. Cooney of Web-
ster,

Adjourned until nine o’clock to-
morrow morning.



