MAINE STATE LEGISLATURE

The following document is provided by the
LAW AND LEGISLATIVE DIGITAL LIBRARY

at the Maine State Law and Legislative Reference Library
http://legislature.maine.gov/lawlib

Reproduced from scanned originals with text recognition applied

(searchable text may contain some errors and/or omissions)




LEGISLATIVE RECORD

OF THE

One Hundred and Fifth

Legislature

OF THE

STATE OF MAINE

Volume III

June 16, 1971 to June 24, 1971
Index

1st Special Session
January 24, 1972 to March 10, 1972
Index

KENNEBEC JOURNAL
AUGUSTA, MAINE



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, MARCH 8, 1972

HOUSE

Wednesday, March 8, 1972
The House met according to
adjournment and was called to
order by the Speaker.
Prayer by the Rev. Mr. Bruce
Meyer of Augusta.
The journal of yesterday was
read and approved.

Order Out of Order

Mrs. Payson of Falmouth pre-
sented the following Order and
moved its passage:

ORDERED, that Kathleen Ran-
dall, Steven Randall and Zelia De
Olivera of Falmouth be appointed
to serve as Honorary Pages for
today.

The Order was received out of
order by unanimous consent, read
and passed.

Papers from the Senate

From the Senate: The following

Communication: (S. P. 786)
Report of the Maine Legislative
Committee to Study the Feasibility
of a Conference Center on Peaks
Island

The Committee to Study the
Feasibility of a Conference Center
on Peaks Island was named by the
Maine Legislature in 1971 and was
directed to report to the special
session of the Legislature in 1972.

The Committee has held several
meetings, has toured the proposed
site on Peaks Island, has reviewed
available material on the project
and has reviewed and approved a
study of the subject prepared by
New England Learning and Re-
search, Ine. The Committee is in
general agreement with the broad
conclusions of the study which indi-
cates that the proposed center
coild reasonably anticipate
meeting its operational costs but
that the lack of a completed
operational plan and budget at this
time do not make it possible to
conclude to what extent the pro-
posed center could pay construc-
tion costs.

A brief summary of the general
conclusions of the study is attached
to this report. Copies of the
complete study which is about
twenty pages in length are avail-
able on request either from the
Office of the Legislative Research
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Director, from the Maine State
Library or from Committee
Chairman Sen. Richard Berry.
Since the study is not in itself the
report of the committee and in
order to preserve the limited funds
of the Committee, it was decided
to limit distribution only to persons
who have a definite interest in the
material.

The Committee feels that the
project is an unusual one which
would yield many benefits not only
to the Portland area but also to
the entire state. It respectfully re-
quests that the life of the Commit-
tee be extended for further review
of the project and its total
economic feasibility and that the
Committee be directed to make a
final report to the next regular ses-
sion of the Legislature in January
1973.

(Signed)

RICHARD N. BERRY
Sen. Richard N. Berry
Committee Chairman

Came from the Senate read and
with accompanying papers ordered
placed on file.

In the House, the Communication
was read and with accompanying
papers ordered placed on file in
concurrence,

Non-Concurrent Matter
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on County Government on Bill
“An  Act relating to Revenue
Sharing and Financial Relief to

Counties for Expenses of the
Superior and Supreme Judicial
Courts” (S. P. 712) (L. D. 1986)

reporting that it be referred to the
106th Legislature and Minority Re-
port reporting ‘“‘Ought to pass’ as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A’’ which Reports and Bill
were indefinitely postponed in non-
concurrence in the House on March

Came from the Senate with that
body voting to insist on its former
action whereby the Minority
Report was accepted and the Bill
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Committee Amendment ““A”’ as
amended by Senate Amendment
““A” thereto.

In the House:

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Presque Isle, Mr. Wight.
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Mr. WIGHT: Mr. Speaker, I
move we adhere to our former
action,

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Presque Isle, Mr. Wight,
moves that the House adhere to
its former action.

The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Cape Elizabeth,
Mr. Hewes.

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

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes,
moves that the House insist on its
former action and wask for a
Committee of Conference.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Presque Isle, Mr. Wight.

Mr. WIGHT: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
cppose that and hope that the bill
may be adhered to. I do feel that
more than a Committee of Con-
ference will be necessary to
straighten this bill out.

I would ask that later this be
referred to the Research Commit-
tee and much more study put on
this. I think there are advantages
to the County Goverament that can
be taken from this bill. And many
of the points that the county
objects to can be taken out. But
this is not going to be done in
a Committee of Conference in a
matter of hours or days.

With the Research Committee, 1
think there should be a thorough
study and perhaps hearings on this,
so that this bill can be made
satisfactory to all. So, I would ask
you to oppose the Committee of
Conference and adhere to our
former action.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes.

Mr. HEWES: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: This
particular subject has been studied
and studied and studied. I don’t
believe a further study is going
to do anything constructive.

This bill would provide for
unification of the Court system and
instead of having sixteen different
operations, you would have one
unified court system. As you know,
now the Courts are operated by
the counties, and the counties raise
their money through real estate
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taxes secured from the individual
towns. This particular bill, if
passed, would give some break to
the real estate taxpayer.

I hope that you will vote to insist
and ask for a Committee of Con-
ference.

The SPEAKER: The Chair

recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I dislike

really to oppose the thinking of
the good gentleman from Cape
Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes, I must, how-
ever, do so and agree with the
gentleman from Presque Isle, Mr.
Wight.

I would like to see us look this
situation over. We have an area
that we are studying now, the
Subcommittee on County Govern-
ment of the Research Committee,
in its studies of the various fees
intends to have area visitations to
discuss this problem. And right at
the present time, aside from the
fact that this bill should it pass
in itg present form, has a $7
million built-in price tag, and I
think we can ill afford it right off
quick.

I would suggest that we insist
and not ask for a Committee of
Conference,

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Cape Elizabeth,
Mr. Hewes, that the House insist
and ask for a Committee of Con-
ference. If you are in favor of that
motion you will vote yes; if you
are opposed you will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

39 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 78 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

Thereupon, the House voted to
adhere.

Non-Concurrent Matier

Tabled Later in the Day
Report “A” of the Committee on
State Government on Bill “An Act
Implementing the Reorganization
of the Department of Human Ser-
vices’” (H. P. 1551) (L. D. 2012)
reporting that it be referred to the
106th Legislature and Report “B”’
on same Bill reporting same in
a new draft (H. P, 1609) (L. D.
2060) under same title and that
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it ““Ought to pass’’ and Report ‘““C”
on same Bill reporting same in
a new draft (H. P. 1610) (L. D.
2061) under same title and that
it ““Ought to pass’” which Reports
and Bill were indefinitely post-
poned in the House on March 7.

Came from the Senate with
Report ““C’’ accepted and the Bill
passed to be engrossed in non-
concurrence.

In the House: On request of Mr.
Susi of Pittsfield, by unanimous
consent, tabled and specially
assigned for one o’clock in the
afternoon, pending further
consideration.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
ask the Sergeant-at-Arms to escort
the gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross, to the rostrum to serve as
Speaker pro tem.

Thereupon, Mr. Ross of Bath
assumed the Chair as Speaker pro
tem and Speaker Kennedy returned
to his seat on the floor of the
House.

Orders
Tabled Later in the Day

Mrs. Goodwin of Bath presented
the following Joint Resolution and
moved its adoption:

WHEREAS, Steps for Maine’s
elderly recommended that Maine
adopt a philosophy of aging be-
cause we are now confused and
contradictory in our actions toward
older citizens; and

WHEREAS, the elderly are
caught in the maze of changes
touching their family, employment
and their place in society; and

WHEREAS, the Maine delegates
to the White House Conference on
Aging wunanimously adopted the
Credo of the Elderly and
recommended its adoption by the
One Hundred and Fifth Legislature
of the State of Maine; and

WHEREAS, many national
leaders of both political parties at
that Conference called for a new
national attitude toward aging; and

WHEREAS, the Credo of the
Elderly expresses a clear, coherent
philosophy of aging for Maine’s
118,000 older people; now, there-
fore, be it

RESOLVED, the Senate con-
curring, that we, the members of
the One Hundred and Fifth Legisla-
ture now assembled in special ses-
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sion, do hereby endorse the Credo
of the Elderly as a general policy
statement offering basic tenets to
guide the endeavors of individuals
and groups throughout the State
of Maine; and be it further

RESOLVED, that a duly attested
copy of this Resolution be trans-
mitted forthwith by the Secretary
of State to the older citizens of
Maine through the Maine Commit-
tee on Aging in token of the senti-
ments expressed herein.

The Joint Resolution was read.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from Bath, Mrs. Goodwin.

Mrs. GOODWIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: The Credo of the Elderly
which is on your desks today was
adopted by the Maine delegates to
the 1971 White House Conference
on Aging. It has also been endorsed
by the leaders of the Task Force
on Aging, the Maine Committee on
Aging and the State Council of
Older People.

It is a statement of philosophy
for the aging by the aging. If we
are going to accept the challenge
and moral responsibility of solving
the problems of Maine’s elderly,
then we must agree on the direc-
tion which we are to take.

The Credo makes it clear that
Maine’s senior citizens do not want
a dole, but rather help in a time
of crisis. It expresses the desire
of the elderly to live with a
minimum dependence on other
people ‘and on government, It asks
only that senior citizens be
provided with an opportunity to
obtain the basic essentials of life.
It asks that senior citizens be
allowed to plan and operate their
own programs and to participate
in the operation of programs
conducted for them by others. It
calls on the government of the
United States and of the various
states to establish programs to
help the elderly care for them-
selves but, at the same time it
recognizes that government cannot
be the sole keeper of America’s
elderly. It asks that programs for
senior citizens be distinet and
visibly separate from other govern-
ment services.

The Credo is a pledge by the
elderly to reestablish their role in
society and to resurrect their
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independence by redirecting the
country’s resources. Finally, it
recognizes that the. adoption of the
Credo and the translation of its
objectives into reality will be too
late for most of those who are
now senior citizens. It concludes
with the following: “We accept the
Credo’s challenge, not with the
intent of personal gain, but rather
remembering that what we achieve
today will benefit those who fcllow,
for we will soon be gone.”

Mr. Speaker and Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I ask you
this morning to endorse the Credo
of the Elderly by the adoption of
this Joint Resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Augusta, Mr. Lewin.

Mr, LEWIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen: I would
add a few words to what has
already been said. As you know,
the 1971 White House Conference
on the Aging brought together
about 3500 people from all walks
of life throughout the United
States. I had the honor and the
pleasure to attend as a delegate-at-
large. Many programs were dis-
cussed and recommendations were
submitted for further action to
assist our senior citizens.

We should not forget today that
the people who supported the
United States during World War
I, the Depression and World War
II are our senior citizens of today.
I believe we should do everything
we can, everything in our power,
to help them. May I suggest that
you write to your respective
Congressmen requesting their
support on the bills being presented
on behalf of these, our older citi-
zens.

And 1 hope today that you will
go along with the resolution being
presented by the lady from Bath,
Mrs. Goodwin.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Strong, Mr. Dyar.

Mr. DYAR: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: This
morning I would concur with the
gentlewoman from Bath on the
Credo for the ZElderly. I would
plead with Mrs. Goodwin to be sin-
cere and courageous in protecting
the rights of the elderly as they
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pertain to federal grants.

It would seem that {ederally
subsidized agencies are taking
advantage of our senior citizens by
writing grants for matching funds
and then possibly using these new
monies for other programs.

I would also suggest that
agencies such as OEQO are using
threats and duress against senior
citizens to make them take part
in programs that they find objec-
tionable in order to receive the
benefits of the federal grants that
are truly beneficial to our elderly.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes.

Mr. HEWES: Mr, Speaker,
Members of the House: I support
the Credo and I know I support
the intentions of the distinguished
citizens whose names are on the
list that was circulated today.

However, as I look at the
particular resolution itself, I ques-
tion if we want to adopt a resolu-
tion which says that we are now
confused and contradictory. I
wonder if it wouldn’t be better if
we left off the first paragraph, the
first Whereas, and then proceed
to adopt the last seven paragraphs
of this resolution.

And although I cannot move to
table, I think it would be advisable
if someone did move to table the
pending resolution so that an
amendment at least could be
offered and maybe further discus-
sion on whether or not we are con-
fused and contradictory in our ac-
tions toward our older people.

Thereupon, on motion of Mr.
Curtis of Orono, tabled pending
adoption and later today assigned.

House Reports of Committees
Ought to Pass
Printed Bill
Mr. Bragdon from the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and Finan-
cial Affairs, acting in accordance
with Joint Order (H. P. 1612),
reported a Bill (H. P, 1613) (L.
D. 2062) under title of “An Act
to Provide Funds to Assist County
Attorneys in the Administration of
the Court System’ and that it
““Ought to pass”
Report was read and accepted,
the Bill read twice and tomorrow
assigned.
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Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on State Government on Bill
‘““An  Act Creating the Maine
Industrial Port Authority’” (H. P.
1505) (L. D. 1947) reporting that
new draft (H. P. 1592) (L. D. 2050)
under same title, which had been
recommitted, ‘‘Ought to pass”
Report was signed by
following members:
Mr, WYMAN of Washington
- of the Senate,
Messrs. COONEY of Webster
CURTIS of Orono
MARSTALLER
of Freeport
SHAW of Chelsea
STILLINGS of Berwick
BUSTIN of Augusta
HODGDON of Kittery
DONAGHY of Lubec
FARRINGTON
of Old Orchard Beach

the

Mrs. GOODWIN of Bath
Mr. SILVERMAN of Calais
— of the House.
Minority Report of same

Committee reporting ‘‘Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill.

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Messrs. JOHNSON of Somerset
CLIFFORD
of Androscoggin
— of the Senate.

Reports were read.

On motion of Mr. Donaghy of
Lubec, the Majority ‘‘Ought to
pass’ Report was accepted.

The New Draft was read twice
and tomorrow assigned.

Third Reader
Tabled Later in the Day

Bill “An Act to Revise the Maine
Land Use Regulation Commission
Law” (S. P. 709) (L. D. 1890)

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

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from Newport, Mrs. Cummings.

Mrs. CUMMINGS: Mr, Speaker
and Members of the House: I am
having an amendment prepared
which is not ready yet, and I would
appreciate it if someone would
table this until later in today’s
session.

Whereupon, on motion of Mrs.
Lincoln of Bethel, tabled pending
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passage to be engrossed and later
today assigned.

Passed to Be Enacted
Emergency Measure
An Act relating to Per Diem
Allowances and Expenses for
Members of the State Board of
Barbers and State Board of Hair-
dressers (H, P. 1580) (L. D. 2037)
Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed. This being an
emergency measure and a two-
thirds vote of all the members
elected to the House being neces-
sary, a total was taken. 102 voted
in favor of same and 21 against,
and accordingly the Bill was
passed to be enacted, signed by
the Speaker and sent to the Senate.

At this point, Speaker Kennedy
returned to the rostrum.

SPEAKER KENNEDY: At this
time the Speaker would recognize
the efforts of my good colleague
and thank him from the bottom
of my heart for taking over for
me this morning. I wish that I
might have his good luck
tomorrow.

Thereupon, the Sergeant-at-Arms
escorted Mr. Ross to his seat on
the Floor, amid the applause of
the House, and Speaker Kennedy
resumed the Chaijr.

Passed to Be Enacted

An Act to Revise the Site Loca-
tion of Development Law (S, P.
767) (L. D. 2045)

An Act Reclassifying Part of the
Waters of Presumpscot River,
Cumberland County (S. P. 777) (L.
D. 2056)

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.

By unanimous consent, all
matters acted upon in concurrence
and all matters requiring Senate
concurrence were ordered sent
forthwith to the Senate.

On motion of Mr. Susi of Pitts-
field,

Recessed until one o’clock in the
afternoon.
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After Recess
1:00 P.M.
The House was called to order
by the Speaker.

Orders of the Day

The Chair laid before the House
the following Special Order of the
Day:

Keport “A” of the Committee on
State Government on Biil ““An Act
Implementing the Reorganization of
the Depariment of Human Ser-
vices’’ (H. P. 1551) (L. D. 2012) re-
porting that it be referred to the
106th Legislature and Report “B”’
reporting same in a new draft (H.
P. 1609) (L. D. 2060) under same
title and that it ‘“‘Ought to pass”
and Report “‘C” reporting same in
a new draft (H. P. 1610) (L. D.
2061) under same title and that it
“Ought to pass” — In House Re-
ports and Bill indefinitely post-
poned. In Senate, Report ‘““C” ac-
cepted and Bill passed to be en-
grossed in non-concurrence,

Pending — Further consideration.

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

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, I move

that we insist and ask for a Com-
mittee of Conference and would
speak to my motion.

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

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: We had rather an extensive
debate on this bill here in the
House one or two days ago and
there were some facts that came
out on this bill which concerned
me. I would like to share this con-
cern with you.

Apparently there has been a con-
siderable effort made in producing
this bill. We have, as I understand
it, had a very competent attorney
who worked on this over a consid-
erable period of time, and all of the
hearings and all of the work of the
committees; and in the course of
the debate it was pointed out by
one of our members that should
we adopt this that three quarters
of a million dollars in federal
money, in addition to what we are
receiving now, would be made
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available to the State of Maine. It
occurred to me thinking about this
afterwards that it might be a sit-
uation where perhaps a year or
two from now, by the adoption of
this bill or some of the features of
the bill, it might be possiblie to
pick up perhaps at that time two
or three or four million dollars.

I guess what I am trying to say is
that the possible impact from this
biil could be considerable. The
work has been done on it. The ac-
tion that we have taken up to this
point on this bill is to sluice the
whole works into the wastebasket,
forget about it, and in my opinion
this would be a mistake. I think
that we should at least keep a rec-
ord of our work, make it available
to ensuing legislatures. The field of
mental health and health and wel-
fare involves tens and hundreds of
millions of dollars and the impact
of our actions can be considerable.

I think it would be a mistake to
kill it definitely at this point. I
would hope that you would go with
the insist and ask for a Committee
of Conference so that we can per-
haps salvage something from all
the work that has gone into this
bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bath,
Mr. Ross.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Since I made the motion

vesterday to indefinitely postpone
this bill, which prevailed 77 to 59,
I now move that we just insist, and
will speak briefly to that motion.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Bath, Mr. Ross to
insist.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: No doubt
there should be some reorganization
in these areas. However, to join
our two largest departments into
a super branch of state govern-
ment, with one top echelon head
and his needed staff, to serve a
term which would be just cotermi-
nous with the Governor, would
neither solve the problem econom-
ically or expeditiously.

If reorganization is needed, and
I am sure some is, it could be well
within the present departments. I
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feel certain there are many effici-
encies that could be found here
without creating a brand new mon-
ster whose financial appetite would
be tremendous to say the least.

The SPEAKER: The Chair ree-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker and
Memberg of the House: I now rise
to concur with the gentleman from
Bath. In the first place the Com-
mittee on State Government, the se-
lect committee, worked many hours
on this and it is true that a very
competent attorney has worked
with them to a degree. This was
handled in a different way than
any of the other departments. There
wasg a special fund, as I understand
it. given to the Department of
Health and Welfare by the Feder-
al Government for their reorganiza-
tion and they are the ones that
truly worked with the attorney to
bring about — I won’t necessarily
call it a monster, but something
that we can’t seem to go along
with.

And T would like to remind this
House that in the words of our
Governor, back in January 6, 1970,
he said, “It is clear that major
changes in state governmental
structure need to be accomplished,”
but then with my emphasis, “‘step
by step rather than abruptly.” I
think we have taken these major
steps and anything we do beyond
this is going to be abrupt. We are
not ready at this time to go on with
this reorganization, not because the
people haven’t worked hard, but
it was just such a major thing that
we just are not in a position to go
any further with it at this time.

I certainly hope that this will
be continued, it will be an ongo-
ing thing, because there are still
needs for reorganization, but we
have made many of these steps
already — as a matter of fact
some of the steps that we have
taken were not even in the areas
that were thought of, dreamed of
by the planning office or the Gov-
ernor’s office. We think they are
good steps, and you in your good
judgment have gone along with
this and passed them to this point,
but at this time I would hope that
you would go along with the gen-
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tleman from Bath and insist on
our prior action,

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Every now and then, sitting in
this corner I get a little bit excited
about the steps we ought to take
and every now and then the gen-
tleman from Lubec and I tend to
disagree.

Unfortunately I guess I tend to
quote the Governor more than he
does. I find myself this morning
hearing him quote the Governor.
It is one of these deals where I
will quote him when he suits me
and I won’t quote him when he
won’t. So I don’t think that we
necessarily have to follow the
logic as given to us by the gen-
tleman from Lubec here this af-
ternoon.

I think that we have come a long
way in reorganization, but on the
other hand I don’t see why we
have to stop right now. I don’t
think it is a secret that we are
going to be around here for awhile,
this week at least. I think if I had
had my way I might have gone
home last week, but you know we
are here.

If we do insist and ask for a
Committee of Conference, then it
is possible that maybe something
could be worked out to everyone’s
satisfaction. I don’t think that if
we did thaty we would be hurting
anyone. I think that if anything
worked out, then it would be much
better in the long run for the citi-
zens of the State of Maine.

And so I would ask you to vote
against the metion now pending,
that was made by the gentleman
from Bath, Mr. Ross, and then
vote for the motion that has been
previously made by the gentleman
from Piftsfield, Mr, Susi. If I
thought for a moment that we
were going to adjourn tomorrow,
and there were no hopes at all of
arriving at a compromise, then
I might agree with the gentleman
from Bath. But we are going to
be here, let’s see if we can’t work
something out. If we cant, we
can’t. But why can’t we try that
avenue today.
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So I would ask that you vote
against the motion of the gentle-
man from Bath.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
would inform the gentleman and
the members of the House that
if the motion to insist does prevail
the gentleman from Pittsfield, Mr.
Susi may still request a Commit-
tee of Conference, and it will be
up to the members to decide
whether they want a Committee
of Conference or not.

The pending question is on the
motion of the gentleman from
Bath, Mr. Ross that the House
ingsist on its former action. The
Chair will order a vote. All in
favor of insisting will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

99 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 18 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

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

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, I move
that we request a Committee of
Conference and would speak to
my motion.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question now is on the motion of
the gentleman from Pittsfield, Mr.
Susi, that we ask for a Committee
of Conference,

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
We are concerned now just with
a procedural matter, that when
this leaves here it goes to the
other body and they can either ac-
cept or reject it. If they reject it,
we are out of business. If they
accept it, the only course, as I
understand it, is a Committee of
Conference, So we would be saving
one step which would at this time
be important to us, rather than
having it to come back here with
they asking for a Committee of
Conference.

I would suggest that you sup-
port the request for a Committee
of Conference and then the report
from the Committee of Conference
we can accept or reject. I am not
trying to sell any particular pro-
visions in the bill, but if it comes
back to us with the report from
the <Committee of Conference
recommending a course of action
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we will at that time have an
opportunity to accept or reject it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bath,
Mr. Ross.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I think
that this last vote of 99 to 18 is
indicative of the way this House
feels, and I hope that you will re-
ject this request for a Committee
of Conference.

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

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
take very sharp issue with the
gentleman from Bath, Mr. Ross.

I went along with his motion to
insist because I wanted to go along
with the motion of the gentleman
from Pittsfield, Mr. Susi. Now he
is absolutely correct in his explana-
tion and there need to be mo repe-
tition of it. I think it iz a
time-saving meotion and we can
later on either accept or reject. I
think that the motion of the gentle-
man from Pittsfield is very proper.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker, a
parliamentary inquiry, please.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may pose his inquiry.

Mr. DONAGHY: If I ask for
reconsideration and you folks go
against me, can it come back to
us?

The SPEAKER: The Chair does
not understand his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. DONAGHY: Well, if I move
for reconsideration on this, asking
people fo vote against me, and
they do vote against me, can it
come back to this body?

The SPEAKER: The answer is in
the affirmative.

All members desirous of a Com-
mittee of Conference will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

72 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 49 having voted in the
negative, a Committee of Confer-
ence was ordered.

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

An Act Authorizing Town of Dres-
den to Vote on Certain Liquor
Local Option Questions (H. P. 1494)
(L. D. 1937)—In House, passed to
be enacted. In Senate, failed pass-
age to be enacted.

Tabled — March 7, by Mr. Mills
of Eastport.

Pending — Further consideration.

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

Mr. LEWIS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This un-
doubtedly will be the swan song for
this this afternoon. I am going to
move that we insist on our pre-
vious aection and that it be sent
forthwith to the Senate.

Thereupon, the House voted to
insist.

By unanimous consent, ordered
sent forthwith,

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

Bill ““‘An Act Implementing the
Reorganization of the Department
of Manpower Affairs” (S. P. 779)
(L. D. 2058)—In Senate, passed to
be engrossed.

Tabled — March 7, by Mrs. Lin-
coln of Bethel.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed in concurrence.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
oghizes the gentlewoman from
Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln,

Mrs. LINCOLN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am op-
posed to L. D. 2058. The Employ-
ment Security Commission’s money
comes from the employers in this
state. One half of one percent of
the employer’s payroll goes to
Washington and is returned to the
State to pay for the administrative
functions of the Employment Se-
curity Commission. The employers
also put an average of 2% or more
of their payroll into the State Un-
employment Compensation fund.
The Employment Security Com-
mission has no general fund money.

Another branch in this reorg-
anization will be the existing De-
partment of Labor and Industry,
which is a distinet and separate
agency of the state government,
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and they operate on General Fund
money and some federal money.

I see no reason why these two de-
partments can’t stay as they now
are but if there has to he a change
then let’s have the horse before the
cart instead of the cart before the
horse as it is written in L. D. 2058.
Let’s have the Commission of Man-
power Affairs come from the De-
partment of Labor and Industry
and the Bureau Director from the
Employment Security Commission.

Attention should be given to the
relationships between the Depart-
ment of Labor and Industry with
the Federal Government, Canadian
Provinces, and the States, It is a
political fact of life that the U.S.
Secretary of Labor, the Ministers
of Labor of the Canadian Prov-
inces, or the Administrators of
State Labor Departments would
consult and confer with a lowly
Bureau Director. It has been an
advantage to the State to have
direct communications with the
Secretary of Labor and the other
agency heads and, because of this
relationship they have been able to
protect Maine’s interest in many
instances when Federal versus
State control have been the issue.

In the U.S. Department, the La-
bor Manpower Commission is under
the jurisdiction of an Under Sec-
retary and the lines of communica-
tion would be through that channel
rather than directly with the Sec-
retary. This is not to say that such
lines with the Secretary could not
be established by the Commissioner
of Manpower Affairs, but it would
take time to establish the relation-
ships that the Department of Labor
and Industry has had during the
past twenty-five years.

I see this bill as a real threat
to the excellent occupational safe-
ty program in which the Depart-
ment of Labor and Industry is
now involved, In the field of safe-
ty, Commissioner Martin has, I be-
lieve, a smooth working team.
This is not the time to change
the organization. I gsee a real
threat to Maine workers and em-
ployers both, if the safety and
other worthwhile programs are
to be slowed down and we lose
some of our top state employees.

I would like to quote to you
from a Greek philosopher, written
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in 210 B.C. “I was to learn later
in life that we tend to meet any
new situation by reorganizing, and
a wonderful method it can be for
creating the illusion of progress
while producing confusion, ineffi-
ciency, and demoralization.”

I now move the indefinite post-
ponement of L. D. 2058.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bruns-
wick, Mr. McTeague.

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: 1
think the members of the State
Government Committee and many
other members of the Legislature
are as conversant or more con-
versant than I am of the general
benefits to be derived from re-
organization, so I shall not bore
you with that this afternoon.

But on the particular bill before
you, you are combining two nhow
existing departments as the gentle
lady from Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln has
stated. The Employment Security
Commission, which has very
roughly, if my memory serves me
right, some 500 or 600 employees
and the Department of Labor and
Industry which has about 25 or 30
employees.

Now, if to suggest that in a con-
solidation between these two de-
partments, as I understand Mrs.
Lincoln to have, that the commis-
sioner of the department which
has 25 employees should be over
both departments, including the
one that has 500 or 600 employees,
I truly think that that is putting
the cart before the horse rather
than the other way around.

I know that we are not engaging
in personalifies in this debate, we
are not talking about the merits or
lack of them, the current people
serving in these offices, in my
opinion, they are both excellent
people both doing a good job. And
it had been my impression, al-
though I didn’t ask for a direct
statement from either of them, it
had been my impression that both
of these people were very happy
and willing to go along with the
reorganization.

I can recall conversations where
they talked about the benefits in
research — the consolidation of re-
search functions between these two
things. There is no problem at
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all with the special federal funds
that comes into the Employment
Security Commission under this
bill; that has been taken care of.
So, again it is a question of
whether you really want to do
something about reorganization in
a relatively important department
or whether you want to leave it
the way it is. But you are dealing
with two departments here and
I think they are logical depart-
ments to consolidate. Both are
concerned with working people at
their jobs.

I think if we try to coordinate
certain funetions regarding public
relations, and particularly in a
statistical area, we will be able
to do a better job for, hopefully, a
little less money.

Mr. Speaker, when the vote is
taken on the motion for indefinite
postponement, I ask that it be by
the yeas and nays.

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

Mr. BUSTIN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I was thinking today that if I, as
a member of the Special Select
Committee on Reorganization and
as a member of the State Govern-
ment Committee had $10 for every
time I heard a particular phrase,
I could leave this session and not
have to work again for awhile.

And that phrase was issued by
most bureaucrats who came be-
fore our committee, and said, ‘I
want you to know that we are in
favor of state government reor-
ganization, However, we don’t
think it should apply to us.”” Even
so, in hearing this particular bill,
this was the only time that some-
one came in and said, “I have
no opposition to it,”” and this is not
a direect quote, it is in effect, “As
long as I am the chairman of it
and not the person who has been
appointed in the interim.”

I suggest to you this aftermoon
that this is just exactly where we
are at in this bill. There is no
threat whatsoever to occupational
safety or the Maine workers. One
of the chief advantages is the con-
solidation of the research function
that Mr. McTeague has mentioned.

So, I would urge the members of
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this body to vote against the pend-
ing motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
cgnizes the gentleman from Chel-
sea, Mr. Shaw.

Mr. SHAW: Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House: I might get
involved in these bills. They iare
not all black and white, there
ere an awful lot of things that en-
ter into them that when we start
in, we don’t know were there. For
instance, originally, when this
Manpower bill was set up, the
Unemployment fund and the Em-
ployment Security were divided
and the Employment Security was
put in the Manpower and the Un-
employment fund was left out.

We got a letter from the Boston
office. The Labor Department
took rather violent exception to
this. They quoted a number of
laws, a number of rules and regu-
lations. Federal monies would be
spent when we got state monies
involved with these federal mon-
ies, why there was going to be
a very close accounting of this

When computer time was used,
we had to prove how much the
value of the computer time be-
ing used for other areas that would
he charged off. Now Employment
Security has a computer. They
were supposed to have a new one
put in because the one they have
isn’t quite big enough. Lately, they
have been hiring space on the
state computer and if they, under
this reorganization, should start
in taking Labor Department mat-
ters and moving them back onto
their computer while renting space
from the state computer, I think
things are going to be fairly mixed
up before we are done.

I have here a listing of the Un-
employment Security fund, Un-
employment fund. It looks to me
like it is in quite a lot of trouble.
In 1969, it was $45.5 million. In
1970, it was down to $38.9 million;
1971 it was $21.4 million; February
11, it was $18 million. Now this
thing is decreasing rapidly. Once
it goes below $15 million, it means
that every employer in the state
is going to get stuck with another
increase in their Unemployment
tax.

In fact, I have heard some esti-
mates that by the end of this year,
there won’t be any Unemployment
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fund, it will be completely wiped
out. That means that we will be
coming back here and raising the
rates on employers to pick up the
money to pay for the unemploy-
ment checks that go out.

I asked for a report from the de-
partment down there on the Em-
ployment Security Division. The
Employment Security’s purpose is
to find jobs for people who are
coilecting checks from the Un-
employment fund. I wanted them
to find me a check on that, they
sent us up three years. Every
year for the past three years they
have found fewer jobs for people
that they were looking for jobs
for. Right now, they are running
somewhere in the neighborhood of
28 programs to find jobs for peo-
ple; the more programs they put
on, the less jobs they seem to find.

Well, I think there is quite a lot
in this Division that should be
logked into.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bruns-
wick, Mr. McTeague.

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: We ap-
parently have gone a little bit
broad beyond the field of reorgan-
ization but in order, at least, that
those who might tend to agree with
me are not subject to any possible
confusion.

Sure the fund has gone down, the
fund has gone down because you
have got a national recession. And
certainly, Mr. Shaw, they are find-
ing fewer jobs because there are
fewer jobs to find. But all the more
reason that we should make gov-
ernment more efficient and more
re:ponsive to the needs of the peo-
ple and all the more reason that
the new regulations administered
by the Liabor and Industry Depart-
ment in the area of safety should
be administered both with an eye
to safety and with an eye not to
costing anyone their job. All the
more reason to cocordinate it.

The figures have gone down,
they have gone because of a na-
tional economic situation. It has
happened in every state in the
country. And the ability of the
Employment Security Commission
to find jobs measured by the num-
ber of jobs they have found, I
agree has also gone down for ex-
actly the same reason. And I
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would respectfully submit that
either one of those factors hasn’t
one whit to do with the bill before
vou. What you are talking about
is a rather mundane area of re-
organization.

You are talking about two de-
partments that both engage in a
lot of statistical studies. You are
talking about saving a little bit of
money and avoiding some duplica-
tion.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I
wonder if the Clerk could read us
the committee report on the bill.

Thereupon, the Clerk read the
Report of the Committee.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: It is obvious to me that

this was a unanimous report from
the committee. And it seems to
me that it had no problems,
obviously, previous to this time.
I am somewhat surprised to see
the gentleman from Chelsea, Mr.
Shaw, now opposing this since I am
sure he was both a member of the
Select Committee and also of the
State Government Committee.

I certainly hope that you vote
against the motion that was
presented by the gentlewoman

from Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln.

The SPEAKER: The
recognizes the gentleman
Strong, Mr. Dyar,

Mr. DYAR: Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House: It seems high-
ly irresponsible to me to take an
active department that is doing
its job with 25 employees, and
through a shotgun wedding force
it into a department with 500
employees.

1 would like to point out to the
gentleman from Brunswick, Mr.
McTeague, that it is very hard
for an employer in a small busi-
ness to hire a person who is un-
employed at the present time, at
$1.80 or $2.00 an hour when they
can get $61 a week to stay home.

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

Chair
from
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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
gentlewoman from Bethel, Mrs.
Lincoln that Bill “An Act Im-
plementing the Reorganization of
the Department of Manpower Af-
fairs,” Senate Paper 779, L. D.
2058, be indefinitely postponed. If
you are in favor of that motion
you will vote yes; if you are op-
posed you will vote no,

ROLL CALL
YEAS — Ault, Bailey, Baker,
Barnes, Bartlett, Bedard, Berry,
G. W.; Birt, Bragdon, Brawn,

Brown, Bunker, Carey, Churchill,

Clark, Cottrell, Curtis, A. P.;
Donaghy, Dyar, Emery, D. F.;
Evans, Finemore, Good, Hall,

Hardy, Haskell, Hawkens, Henley,
Hewes, Immonen, Kelley, K. F.;
Kelley, R. P.; Lee, Lewin, Lewis,
Lincoln, Littlefield, MacLeod, Mad-
dox, McCormick, Milletf, Mosher,
Murchison, Page, Parks, Payson,
Porter, Pratt, Rand, Rollins, Ross,

Scott, Shaw, Sheltra, Simpson,
L. E.; Stillings, White, Wight,
williams, Wood, M. W.; Wood,

M. E.; Woodbury.

NAYS — Albert, Bernier, Berry,
P. P.; Berube, Binnette, Bither,
Boudreau, Bourgoin, Bustin, Call,
Carter, Clemente, Collins, Conley,
Cooney, Cote, Cummings, Curran,
Curtis, T. S., Jr.; Cyr, Dam, Dow,
Doyle, Dudley, Farrington, Fauch-
er, Fecteau, Fraser, Gagnon, Gill,
Goodwin, Hancock, Herrick, Hodg-
don, Jalbert, Jutras, Kelleher,
Kelley, P. S.; Keyte, Lawry, Lebel,
Lizotte, Lucas, Lund, Lynch, Ma-
hany, Manchester, Marsh, Mar-
staller, Martin, McCloskey, Me-
Kinnon, McTeague, Mills, Morrell,
Murray, Norris, O’Brien, Orestis,

Pontbriand, Shute, Silverman,
Simpson, T. R.; Slane, Smith,
D. M.; Susi, Tanguay, Theriault,

Tyndale, Vincent, Wheeler, Whit-
son.

ABSENT - Carrier, Crosby,
Drigotas, Emery, E. M.; Gauthier,
Genest, Hayes, Kilroy, Lessard,
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McNally, Rocheleau, Santoro,
Smith, E. H.; Trask, Webber,
Whitzell.

Yes, 62; No, 72; Absent, 16.

The SPEAKER: Sixty-two hav-
ing voted in the affirmative,
seventy-two in the negative, with
sixteen being absent, the motion
does not prevail.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be engrossed in concurrence
and sent to the Senate.

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

An Act Implementing the Reor-
ganization of the Department of
Finance and Administration (H. P.
1546) (L. D, 2002)

Tabled — March 7, by Mr. Cote
of Lewiston.

Pending—Passage to be enacted.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I
move that the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from FEagle Lake, Mr. Martin
moves that the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.
Is there objection from any mem-
ber that the rules be suspended?

Mr. DONAGHY of Lubec: Objec-
tion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair hears
objection., The Chair will order a
vote, a two-thirds affirmative vote
is required for the suspension of
the rules. All members in favor
of the rules being suspended will
vote yes; those opposed will vote
no.

A vote of the House was taken.

70 voted in the affirmative and
61 voted in the negative.

Thereupon, Mr. Martin of Eagle
Lake requested a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The yeas and
nays have been requested on sus-
pension of the rules. For the Chair
to order a roll call it must have
the expressed desire of one fifth
of the members present and vot-
ing.

For what purpose does the gen-
tleman arise?

Mr. JALBERT of Lewiston: Is
the item debatable?

The SPEAKER: The Chair un-
derstands the gentleman, it is not
debatable.

All members desiring a roll call
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 Eagle Lake, Mr.
Martin, that the rules be suspended.
If you are in favor of that motion
you will vote yes; if you are op-
posed you will vote no.

ROLL CALL
YEA — Albert, Bedard, Bernier,
Berry, P. P.; Berube, Binnette,

Boudreau, Bourgoin, Bustin, Call,
Carey, Carter, Clemente, Collins,
Conley, Cooney, Cote, Cottrell, Cur-
ran, Cyr, Dam, Dow, Doyle, Dyar,
Farrington, Faucher, Fecteau,
Fraser, Gagnon, Good, Goodwin,
Hancock, Henley, Herrick, Jalbert,
Jutras, Kelleher, Kelley, P, S.:
Keyte, Lawry, Lebel, Lizotte, Lu-
cas, Lund, Lynch, Mahany, Man-
chester, Marsh, Martin, McCloskey,
McCormick, McKinnon, McTeague,

Millett, Mills, Morrell, Murray,
Norris, O’Brien, Orestis, Pont-
briand, Sheltra, Shute, Slane,
Smith, D. M.; Susi, Tanguay,
Theriault, Vincent, Wheeler, Whit-
son.

NAY —— Ault, Bailey, Baker,
Barnes, Bartlett, Berry, G. W.;
Birt. Bither, Bragdon, Brawn,
Brown, Bunker, Churchill, Clark,

Cummings, Curtis, A. P.; Curtis,
T. S., Jr.; Donaghy, Dudley, Em-
ery, D. F.; Evans, Finemore, Gill,
Hall, Hardy, Haskell, Hawkens,
Hewes, Hodgdon, Immonen, Kelley,
K. F.; Kelley, R. P.; Lee, Lewin,
Lewis, Lincoln, Littlefield, Mac-
Leod, Maddox, Marstaller, Mosher,
Murchison, Page, Parks, Payson,
Porter, Pratt, Rand, Rollins, Ross,
Scott, Shaw, Silverman, Simpson,
L. E.; Simpson, T. R.; Stillings,
Tyndale, White, Wight, Williams,
Wood, M. W.; Wood, M. E.; Wood-
bury.

ABSENT — Carrier, Crosby, Dri-

gotas, Emery, E. M.; Gauthier,
Genest, Hayes, Kilroy, Lessard,
McNally, Rocheleau, Santoro,
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Smith, E. H.; Trask, Webber,
Whitzell.

Yes, 71; No, 63; Absent, 16.

The SPEAKER: Seventy-one
having voted in the affirmative,
sixty-three in the negative, with
sixteen being absent, 71 not being
two thirds, the rules are not sus-
pended.

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

Mr. GILL: Mr. Speaker, having
voted on the prevailing side, I
would now move to reconsider our
action whereby the rules were not
suspended, and 1 would like to
speak to my motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the gentleman that his mo-
tion is out of order.

Mr. GILL: I thought it was a
pretty good try.

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 intend to support this bill
with or without the amendment,
but just let me tell you what I
had hoped would transpire.

There has bheen a great deal said
about keeping the three-member
commission within the Liquor Com-
mission as it presently exists. In-
terestingly much of that support
comes from a group that never
supports me. Interestingly enough
— I suspect — I should say inter-
estingly enough because 1 guess
1 always tend to vote relatively
wet.

But the feeling on the part of the
League and others was that the
three membersg of the commission
ought to remain on controlling
whether or not items are listed or
not listed, and that was done in the
reorganization bill. What this
amendment proposed to do was to
leave the salary of the three com-
missioners as it is.

Now I don’t have any qualms to
stand up here and wave a red flag
and say this is what’s got to be,
but I will point out only one thing
to you. That if they do have salary
and they do have the expenses as
they have now, they are more apt
to meet more often to make sure
that the business of the Liquor
Commission is properly handled.
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That was the reason for offering
or trying to offer House Amend-
ment “H’’ and that was my reason
for trying to get the rules suspend-
ed. If you agree with my assump-
tion, then I would ask that you
agree with me in suspending the
rules. If not, then the bill ought to
go and be enacted as it stands.
But I do want to tell you why I
g]as doing what I did earlier to-

ay.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker,
would a motion to susperd the
rules be proper?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the gentieman that it would
not be in order.

Mr. MARTIN: Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is passage to be cnacted.

The Chair recognizeg the gentle-
man from Augusta, Mr. Lund.

Mr. LUND: Mr. SpeaKker, if there
were an intervening motion would
a motion to suspend the rules then
be in order?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the gentleman and the
House that intervening debate has
not been extensive enough to enter-
tain the motion to suspend the
rules.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from South Pertiand, Mr. Gill.

Mr. GILL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: In refer-
ence to the remarks of the gentle-
man from Eagle Lake, that very
tine young statesman, I wou'd like
to say that we should all have
listened to what this gentleman
has said. He made an awful lot
of sense. In my own mind I am
trying to determine just how much
debate is enough to permit the
motion from some gentleman to
sugspend the rules. But 1 do con-
cur with him.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
caution the members re'ative to de-
bating the suspension of the rules,
because this would not be in order.

Mr. GILL: Is it all right to de-
bate the bill?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may debate whether the bill should
be passed to be enacted.



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, MARCH 8, 1972

Mr. GILL: Well, 1 certainly feel
that it should be passed to be
enacted. This document possesses
my name on it and if that is not
enough reason there has been an
extensive amount of work done
on this bill by an able attorney
named Jon Doyle. The State Gov-
ernment Committee, the reorgani-
zation committee, the planning of-
tice have all been very interested
in this and I understand that the
chairman of the Liquor Commis-
sion is interested in this. In fact
there was a young man from Port-
land that presented an amendment
the other day that brought the
Liguor Commissioner to the halls
of the House as quickly as I have
ever seen him come.

But actually thig overall consoli-
dation of these departments it is a
natural thing. This is one of the
least controversial bills except
when you try to suspend the rules
on it, and I always feel that some-
times we are too suspicious and
I am rever suspicious of anything
of this nature. I can support al-
ways suspension of the rules by
the gentleman from Pittsfield as
well as the gentleman from Eagle
IL.ake. As it was stated in Man-
chester yesterday, the gentleman,
actually a Senator, showed a cer-
tain amount of progress and ability,
and for this reason I would like
us all to join together and show
the same amount of consideration
in asking for the suspension of
this rule.

However, the time arrives when
you feel maybe I have said enough,
but you feel that perhaps a little
bit more debate as to why this
good document should be enacted
must be said and I would be more
than glad to stop this strong en-
dorsement of this fine bill if I could
get a little bit of indication that
there has been enough debate go
on so that we may suspend the
rules.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
interrupt tg inquire if the gentle-
man is intending to filibuster, be-
cause under the rules you must con-
fine yourself to the merits of the
bill.

Mr. GILL: Well I was just say-
ing how nice the bill was, but 1 will
sit down.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Eagie
Lake, Mr. Martin,

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, 1
move that the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Eagie Lake, Mr. Martin
moves that the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.

Thereupon, Mr. Donaghy of Lu-
bec requested a vote.

The SPEAKER: All in favor of
suspending the rules will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

90 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 39 having voted in the
negative, 90 being more than two
thirds, the motion did prevail.

On motion of Mr. Martin of
Eagle Lake, the House recon-
sidered its action of March 3
whereby the House voted to re-
cede and concur.

On further motion of the same
gentleman, the House voted to
recede.

The same gentleman then of-
fered House Amendment “H’’ and
moved its adoption.

House Amendment “H” (H-635)
was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may proceed.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: 1 guess I stated my rea-
sons why I was offering this
amendment earlier when I was
debating the merits of the bill.
I don’t really think there is any
reason at this point to go into any
further detail except to perhaps
thank the gentleman from South
Portland, Mr. Gill, who assisted
me in arriving to a point where
we could offer House Amendment

UH”.
The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from

Bath, Mr. Ross.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to pose a question through
the Chair to the gentleman from
Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin.

He mentioned something about
increasing from two to three, the
number of commissioners, again.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Bath, Mr. Ross, poses a
question through the Chair to the
gentleman from Eagle Lake, Mr.
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Martin, who may answer if he
chooses.

The Chair recognizes that gentle-
man.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House:; Under the reorganization

bill, the commissioners were left
at three, and I am not changing
that. The only thing this amend-
ment does is to make sure that
the commissioners will have the
salary so that they will meet.

Under the reorganization pro-
posal, there were many people
who feared that since they were
going to just meet once in awhile,
that they might not meet, there-
fore, in effect, leaving the Director
of Alcoholic Beverages or what-
ever he might be called, in final
control, if he chose not to get the
commission together, This would,
in effect, bring the commission to-
gether, much to the same amount
as we now have it.

It is really to continue what we
presently have.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Kittery, Mr. Hodgdon.

Mr. HODGDON: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am somewhat surprised
to see this amendment on our
desks this afternoon, especially
coming to us over the signature
of the gentleman from Eagle Lake.

When this bill was written in
committee, we put that they could
meet 50 times a year and be paid.
Now, it is my understanding that
the present Commission does not
meet daily, we have set up where-
by they can meet at least once
a week, and we put them on a
part-time basis.

It was my assumption from the
start that wherever we could save
money, that was one of the things
that reorganization was all about.
And if we are now going to put
this three-man commission back
on a full salary, I fail to see
where we are saving any money.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I
would move for the indefinite post-
ponement of House Amendment

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Berwick, Mr. Stillings.

Mr. STILLINGS: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am inclined to agree with
the gentleman from XKittery, Mr.
Hodgdon. I am not sure, after
sitting on the State Government
Committee for some time now
whether I know what reorganiza-
tion is all about or not.

We just heard some remarks
made that bureaucrats came be-
fore cur committee and said re-
organization is wonderful as long
as it doesn’t affect me. If what
we are talking about is saving
money, then here is the perfect
opportunity for you to do it. If
you leave the bili as it is, the
three liguor commissioners will
receive $2500 a year and may meet
once a week. If you put it back
under the old system, the Chair-
man of the Commission will be
receiving almost $18,000 and the
members will be receiving around
$6000.

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

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House: If we are think-
ing of saving money, I don’t think
it has been presented yet, but
under filing H-629, there is an
amendment to suggest -cutting
them from $59 to $30.

The SPEAKER: The
recognizes the gentleman
Lewiston, Mr. Cote.

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House:
Probably that amendment comes
out of my doing, because I felt
all along that a one-man com-
mission was not sufficient for this
State of Maine, especially in the
liquor industry.

Now, you are going to leave it
up practically to one man, to make
all the decisions which could af-
fect many, many people in this
state. This is not an area whereby
you can save that much money.
You probably can save it in ad-
ministration costs, which there will
be an administrator to run the
business of the Liguor Commis-
sion but not make the decisions
and also run it.

Now, it seems to me that some-
one must make the policy and
make strong policies as far as
the Liquor Commission is con-

Chair
from
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cerned. Now you all know this is
one field that most times they are
sitting on a cake of dynamite that
could blow up at any time be-
causge of the nature of the business
which the Liquor Commission ad-
ministers.

Now, it seems to me that a
policy-making group must be above
the administrator who is able to
work with. If we leave it loose as
it is under this bill, you can rest
assured that in the wvery near
future we might be in real trouble.

I kovne that you adopt this amend-
ment and I think it is for safety
of government in that field that
we must have a three-man com-
mission. Otherwise, I as an in-
dividual, will never be able to vote
for the bhill in its present form.
What I am trying to do here or
what we are trying to do, is build
in a safety valve in that depart-
ment, that is the only thing.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
isten, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I think
this is possibly an area of com-
promise, and I certainly fail to
see any politics in it and I am
happy that politics have not en-
tered into it.

Back a number of years ago,
and I was here when it happened
for purely political reasons, the
legislature passed an Adminis-
trator for the Liquor Commission.
Many of us knew who the Admin-
istrator would be before the bill
even became law. The last few or
possibly a year or more, this job
has been vacant and I think it
is in the area of $18,000.

In my humble opinion, there are
pros and cons to this. There are
those, as Mr. Cote explains, who
feel that the bill in its present
form, without the amendment,
would set up the Chairman of the
Liquor Commission in a most pow-
erful position. There are those who
would say, ‘“Well, he would run it
anyway.” I say if you have two
substantiating — two members
of the commission with him that
would be strongminded, that that
could not happen and I don’t think
it is the intention of the Chairman
to do it.
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Now, 1 think that what you
might do, because this is really in
the area of compromise, to pass a
bill that had originally the unani-
mous report on it, I think, pos-
sibly, the ideal thing to do, and I
am amazed that the Governmental
Operations Committee did do it,
the ideal thing to do would be to
pass this amendment and then
present another amendment that
would strike out ‘“The Adminis-
trator’”’ out of the bill. In figures
it would save some five or six
thousand dollars.

As many of you here know, I
was originally joining with the
former fine representative from
Kittery, Mr. Dennett, and this is
certainly no reflection on Mr,
Hodgdon, because I know how
friendly both of them are. But
since the thought of this move
has been made, there has been a
great deal of flak opposed to it,
and I have acquiesced to the think-
ing that the commission should stay
asg it is. I certainly don’t feel that
we should leave the adminis-
trator’s job in limbo for someone
to come along and just move into.

Now, I don’t know as that has
been taken care of in the bill, I
have mnot read the bill that
thoroughly, but I think I should
have. I think for peaceful reasons
and for purposes of passing a
measure that has a great deal of
merit, I think that the difference
in money is not that great, of
some $2500 versus $6000. But I
think, that for once possibly, a
great many of the so-called non-
drinkers or drys and the social
drinkers at least, would be at
ease with this amendment.

I would respectfully with due def-
erence to the gentleman from Kit-

tery, Mr. Hodgdon, whom I ad-
mire, and the State Government
Committee, who has worked so

hard on a bill — I hate to see a
measure go down the drain be-
cause of a failure to pass a very
minor amendment. For that rea-
son, Mr. Speaker, I hope that we
will not indefinitely postpone this
amendment so that we could re-
arrange the bill to strike out the
other position also.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lu-
bec, Mr. Donaghy,
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Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen: 1
think it now has become obvious
why 1 asked that this bill not be
reconsidered. We have smelled
more red herring dragged around
here in the last five minutes than
on any other bill we have had this
session.

The only thing, the fact, that
has been stated is that we still
have the three-man commission.
And I want to point out that those
three commissioners have as much
authority as they ever had, as
far as policy, as fall as shelf
space, brands, thig sort of thing.

I just hope that you will go along
with the indefinite postponement
of this and get on with other
business, because this is nothing
but confusing the issue in order to
give a little higher salaries to
some of the faithful.

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

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Briefly to second Mr. Hodgdon’s
motion and Mr. Donaghy’s, it
seems to me that we are arriving
nowhere if we reorganize purely
for the sake of reorganizing, If we
are going to take and group a
group of commissions together,
then appoint an expensive com-
mission over the tops of them, as
an umbrella that we discussed
back along, and there are no re-
ductions in status or pay or any-
thing else, where is it getting us?

I don’t know how others feel,
but I felt back along that, con-
trary to Mr. Cote’s belief, I still
think that a high paid adminis-
trator working for the commission,
freely without being too ham-
strung by daily interference, can
do a commendable job in running
the Liquor Commission. I feel that
the three-man commission, wheth-
er it be called a commission or a
board, can do their work of ad-
vising on a part-time basis, and
I don’t feel we need to spend
30 or 40 or $50,000 for that com-
mission in their advisory capacity.

It looks to me in this reorganiza-
tional bill that this is about the
only saving that we could reflect
to begin with. I don’t mean an ad-
ministrator for $5000, I mean 20,
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25 possibly, that is what we dis-
cussed a few years ago, someone
that can produce. As far as the
commission is concerned, it seems
to me that they can oversee policy
with a maximum of one meeting
a week.

1 also voted for reconsideration
on this bill to open it up. I too
have a couple of amendments
which I imagine will receive
mixed feelings, if I ever get a
chance to present them. One of
them would make the adminis-
trator, the director working under
personnel, a career man. Possibly
some of you might like that, some
of you would not. The other one,
as someone stated back along,
would reduce the per diem of the
commission to $30.

Now, before anyone gets too
uptight on this, I would lLke to
remind all of the House members
here, that we come here and in-
stead of handling the business, per-
haps of $30 million a year, we
handle in two years the purse
strings of now, pretty near a half
a billion dollars. And we don’t
get any $50 a day if we come in
here on a special session. I fail
to isee where the glorification of
a title of commissioner entitles
them to the huge pay that they
seem to feel they ‘are entitled to,
especially if they are advisory.

Now if our chairman of the
Commission was the sole adminijs-
trator, was making all of the de-
cisions, doing the managing work
in the office full time, why $18,000
perhaps is all right, but not as
an advisory commissioner. That is
why I feel it isn’t so terribly out
of line to object to putting this
Commission right back where it
was, with the cost involved, and
we would be right back where
we were before. The reorganiza-
tional bill would mean nothing,
and I certainly cannot support it
under those circumstances.

I urge you to defeat this amend-
ment and then, if you will, you
can at least discuss the two that
I have got.

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

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am
positive that no other member of
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this House has gone to the State
Government Committee and
praised the State Government
Committee for the work that they
have done on these reorganiza-
tional bills, And believe me, it is
quite difficult for me to remain
mild mannered while I am mak-
ing my remarks, and I want to
remain mild mannered.

1 would like to possibly — and
I have been given advice through
my life and I have taken it. I
would like, Mr. Speaker, to pos-
sibly attempt to give the gentle-
man from Lubec, Mr. Donaghy,
just a little piece of advice, Every
time somebody takes issue with
him on something, up he gets and
somebody is either questioning his
integrity, or else this afternoon he
has got a new wrinkle, a red her-
ring.

I just want good government in
my opinion, Now I may be wrong,
and I could be wrong by just the
lights on that board, and if I am
right, so be it; if T am wrong I
am not going to holler that some-
body stepped on my toes and
abused my integrity, or else I am
trying to wave a red herring, be-
cause I have always believed in
this philosophy here — beware of
the guy that calls himself honest.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Let me just make a few com-
ments. First of all, whether we
pass this amendment or don’t pass
it, we are going to stay with three
commissioners. Secondly, the rea-
son for my introduction of the
amendment was to try to see if
maybe there was a possible com-
promise that could be arrived
at in the bill.

If you kill the amendment I am
still going to support the bill. Sit-
ting in this corner, I guess every
now and then I have to get mild
mannered because I haven’t got
the votes. But I think overall, the
gentleman from Lubec, Mr. Don-
aghy, will agree with me that I
have been pretty good in agreeing
to amendments that have come
from the State Government Com-
mittee, and I can assure him and
other members of the House that
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whether this amendment passes
or fails, that I will stay with him.
So, you know, let’s vote it up or
vote it down and let’s proceed with
final enactment of the bill.

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

Mr. TANGUAY: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the

House: I feel that most of you
people, of us, are not aware of
what ig transpiring here. Under

the present law we already have
a business administrator. The busi-
ness administrator to the Liquor
Commission is better known as
the buyer. I would question most
of you to name me who the buyer
is today.

Fairly recently we had a buyer
by the name of Sam Sansoucy. He
is no longer a buyer. In other
words, we do not — presently
we are operating the Commission
without a buyer. This business ad-
ministrator in this new bill will
be called a director. So if we
don’t hire a director, we will be
right back where we originally
started. Somewhere along the line
we are going to end up with a
one-man commission. We are sup-
posed to be a monopoly state here
and we are going to operate with
a monopoly commission. It just
doesn’t make sense somewhere
along the line here.

I feel that if you lower the sal-
aries of the present commission-
ers you are asking for a weak
commission. How are we going
to control the flow of liquor, the
flow of beer, how can the drys
be satisfied with a weak commis-
sion? In order for the commission
to be strong, rather than lower-
ing the wages we should be talk-
ing about raising the wages. All
this amendment is going to do is
it is going to keep the wages at
its present level, so that we can
continue on with a strong commis-
sion.

I hope that by a little explana-
tion it will open your eyes at what
is transpiring. We definitely don’t
want a czar operating the Liquor
Commission. So what is a man
that is getting $2,500 a year go-
ing to care about a licensee or
about a dry that comes up with
a complaint? It is just going to
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add on a little more red tape,
send you from one office to an-
other, and you would end up with
nothing and no control over the
flow of liquor.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am not saying that my
integrity has been despoiled. I do
still say that there has been an
awful lot of more red herring
dragged around here,

The Governor and Keith Ingra-
ham are running the Liquor Com-
mission. If we don’t have a man
down there, it is no one’s fault
but the Governor’s because there
has been no name posted for it.
No one was hired for the job.

I do say that this three-man com-
migsion is ample. In our opinions
they would be well paid for the
job that they have to do of policy
making, listing of brands and this
sort of thing. It is not an exten-
sive job. It is something they
should be on top of at all times.
We have provided enough money
for them to do it once a week, and
this is all that is necessary.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ber-
wick, Mr. Stillings.

Mr. STILLINGS: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I think that it might be

appropriate to clarify wone point
that has been brought up here, and
this is with regard to the position
of the business administrator.

The bill which is before you elimi-
nates the position of the business
administrator, and his job is taken
over by the Director of the Bu-
reau of Alcoholic Beverages, who
is, incidentally, appointed by the
Commissioner of the Department,
with the approval of the Liquor
Commission, the three-man com-
mission which will still remain,
and its statutory duties will not
change one single bit.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-

ognizes the gentlewoman from
York, Mrs. Brown.
Mrs. BROWN: Mr. Speaker, I

would like to ask a question. Hav-
ing not been an authority about
the Liguor Commission, I am to-
tally confused wat this point. I
would like to know what they all
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three are being paid now and what
the present reorganization bill be-
fore us without the amendment
would pay them.

The SPEAKER: The gentlewom-
an from York, Mrs. Brown, poses
a question through the Chair to
any member who may answer if
they so choose.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Eagle Lake Mr. Mar-

tin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
At the present time the two extra
commissioners that are not run-
ning the department, the Liguor
Commission, I should say, pres-
ently receive somewhere around
$6,500. As I understand it, under
the redraft of this bill, the figure
that they would receive would be
$2,500 apiece.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from  Kittery, Mr.
Hodgdon, that House Amendment
“H’’ be indefinitely postponed. If
you are in favor of that motion
you will vote yes; if you are op-
posed you will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

68 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 51 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Mr. Henley of Norway offered
House Amendment “F’’ and moved
its adoption.

(1-628)

House Amendment “F”’
was read by the Clerk.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Unless I
am wrong, what this does is it
changes it from $35 to $30 per day.
If you want some good people to
be — Mr. Speaker, could I ask
what amendment this is?

The SPEAKER: H-628.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I
wonder if 1 could pose a question
to the gentleman from Norway if
he would explain the amendment.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin,
poses a question through the Chair
to the gentleman from Norway,
who may answer if he chooses.

The Chair recognizes that gen-
tleman.

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: To ex-
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plain it I have got to say that back
when we were first considering
reorganization I felt that a lot of
these bureaus and departments
that we were going to be left with
after reorganization, instead of be-
ing headed and managed by one
might say a political appointee, 1
wanted them to be career jobs un-
der the Personnel Department, re-
gardless of what we might have
to pay them, and that is the way
1 feel about this one. It should be
a highly skilled, well educated
fimancial administrator, that had
managed a business or something
like that, with a fairly high pay
scale that would be arrived at
through request of the Personnel
Department, various names sub-
mitted to the commissioners to
choose, and they would recommend
and choose, through the depart-
ment, three names from which he
would appoint a direetor. That wa -
my idea on it.

I checked with several people
on it and it is perfectly feasible.
There is no reason why it should
not work.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: Once
again I am confused. I think we
are talking about two amendments
here at the same time. One of
them that I have in front of me
here —

The SPEAKER: The pending
a‘me’a’ndmen‘c is House Amendment

Mr. DONAGHY: I am sorry, I
thought the number read was
H-269, and we started talking
about $30 a day which is H-269.
One is about the appointment un-
der the personnel law and the oth-
er is the amount of money that the
people get, the commissioners get.

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

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: If any ex-
planation is due, I only proposed
the one amendment at this time,
H-628, which had to do with the
personnel law. The other amend-
ment is separate.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle
Lake, Mr. Martin,
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Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I have misgivings about this and
I would like to express them to
you and see what you think.

If I am a politician and I just
happen to be, let’s say, associated
with someone in the Personnel De-
partment or know anything about
the Personnel law, as you know,
they could choose from the top
three. So that in a sense, you do
not remove the politicalness of an
appointment.

What worries me, however, is
the continuation of that appoint-
ment, For some reason, I feel that
it is easier and better to be in a
position to be able to say, all right,
director, you have done a lousy
job, heave ho, you are gone, than
having to sit there and fight the
Personnel laws because you really
cannot prove anything that he has
really done wrong.

I think I like what the gentleman
from Norway is trying to do, but I
do fear the long-range results. That
you get a man into the position,
who might not be competent after
a month or so, or whether a year,
and then you are stuck with him
under the personnel law. I think
what I am saying, is that the
amendment ought not to be adopt-
ed. If there is anyone that agrees
with me, I would ask them to sup-
port my position.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bridge-
water, Mr. Finemore.

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Over a period of years I
have studied these personnel ap-
pointments quite a few times,
looked them all over, and I mever
cared for some of them. I don't
like this method of bringing three
up and having them pick whoever
they want to. I agree with the
gentleman from Eagle Lake, Mr.
Martin, that we should not pass
this amendment because it means
that if we have one there for six
or seven years, which we have got
enough now in those positions, we
cannot get rid of them.

So I hope that you will vote
against the adoption of this amend-
ment.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: It pleases
me to no end to agree with the
gentleman from Eagle Lake.

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

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I commend
Mr. Martin of Eagle Lake on his
mild opposition and I can under-
stand it. I would just like to call
the House’s attention to the fact
that we do have high paid directors
under the Personnel law in State
government, and they are pro-
cured. They are bound to do cer-
tain types of duty, they are in a
position to be discharged if it can
be proved that they are not doing
their duty.

So I see nothing exceptional in
this request. I don’t quite see the
reason why, if we can have a di-
rector of various other bureaus,
and some of them, I still insist,
are high paid, why the director of
this bureau cannot also be a mem-
ber, recommended and procured
through the Personnel Department.
That department, I believe itself is
directed by a director. And we
have several departments and I
think those directors are fairly
high paid, if I remember my fig-
ures. So that is all I have got to
say about it. Of course, I have pro-
posed the amendment, I believe in
it, and I shall vote for it regard-
less.

If the body decides that it is un-
wise, why, I am perfectly agree-
able to democratic rule, I hope that
you will not oppose the amend-
ment,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bridge-
water, Mr. Finemore.

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker, I
move the indefinite postponement
of the amendment.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Bridgewater, Mr. Finemore,
moves that House Amendment “‘F”’
be indefinitely postponed. The
Chair will order a vote. All in favor
of that motion will vote yes; those
opposed will vote mo.

A vote of the House was taken.
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110 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 15 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Mr. Henley of Norway offered
House Amendment “G” and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “G”
was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Old
Orchard Beach, Mr. Farrington,

Mr. FARRINGTON: Mr. Speak-
er, I move that this amendment be
indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Old Orchard Beach, Mr. Far-
rington, moves that House Amend-
ment “G’” be indefinitely post-
poned. All in favor of indefinite
postponement of House Amend-
ment ‘G’ will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

93 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 30 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Thereupon, the House voted to
recede from the adoption of House
Amendment “C” and indefinitely
postponed it in concurrence.

Mr. Vincent of Portland offered
House Amendment “D’’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “D” (H-600)
was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Augus-
ta, Mr. Bustin.

Mr, BUSTIN: Mr. Speaker, 1
pose a question through the Chair
to the gentleman from Portland,
Mr. Vincent, if he would explain
the amendment, please.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Augusta, Mr. Bustin, poses a
question through the Chair to the
gentleman from Portland, Mr. Vin-
cent, who may answer if he
chooses.

The Chair recognizes that gentle-
man.

Mr. VINCENT: Mr. Speaker, the
amendment ig self-explanatory in
the Statement of Fact. If the gentle-
man could locate it, I am sure he
would know exactly what the
amendment was doing.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ban-
gor. Mr. Kelleher.

_ Mr. KELLEHER: Mr. Speaker,

(H-629)

" Members of the House: I wish Mr.

Vincent would explain it to me be-
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cause I cannot seem to find it.
You can tell us what the State-
ment of Fact does.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
{rom Bangor, Mr. Kelleher, poses a
question through the Chair to the
gentleman from Portland, Mr. Vin-
cent, who may answer if he
chooses.

The Chair recognizes that gentle-
man,

Mr. VINCENT: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: What the
amendment does is eliminate the
number of meetings in which they
can meet at the $50 per diem to an
unlimited number of meetings.

The reason for this amendment
is that I feel that with a $2,500
compensation for being a member
of this commission would warrant
incompetency in the part of people
that would probably take this type
of a jcb for $2,500. The 50 meetings
at $50 would come out to $2,500.
This would allow the Liquor Com-
mission to meet on a necessary
basis of conducting the business be-
fore that particular group.

$2,500, I don’t think, would bring
enough competent people in. What
you would be attracting with $2,500
would be either a retired person
who could afford to take the job,
or a special interest person who
could afford to take the job for
obvious reasons.

1 alsc think the low pay would
possibly tempt people to approach
commission members on rules and
regulations. 1 feel that $2,500 is too
inadequate for this type of a posi-
tion.

As it is presently set up, the
Commission, commission members,
with the $5,000 plus the larger
salary for the Commission, af-
fords the opportunity for Commis-
tion members to be present on the
premises when people have ques-
tions or drop in to visit to find out
various points of interest. Under
this present setup, the members
would only meet the day of busi-
ness, which would probably be
one day a week for 50 weeks, I
don’'t feel that enough information
would be flowing out of the office
or enough help or personnel would
be on hand to take care of the
grievances of people that want
additional information.

937

For this reason I do offer the
amendment and move its adoption.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentiem an from
Presque Isle, Mr. Parks,

Mr. PARKS: Mr. Speaker, I
move the indefinite postponement
of this amendment.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Presque Isle, Mr. Parks,
moves the indefinite postponement
of House Amendment “D’. All in
favor of this motion will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

108 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 4 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Committee Amendment ‘“A” as
amended by House Amendment
“A” thereto in concurrence.

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

Mr, COTE: Mr. Speaker, I move
that this bill and all accompanying
papers be indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Lewiston, Mr. Cote, now
moves the indefinite postponement
of L, D. 2002.

The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from South Portland, Mr.
Gill,

Mr. GILL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
rise to oppose the indefinite post-
ponement of this bill. This bill
has a lot in it that is very, very
good.

I realize the gentleman from
Lewiston lost his favorite amend-
ment, but I don’t see this is any
reason to kill the entire reorgani-
zation bill, and when the vote is
taken, I request it be taken by the
yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ban-
gor, Mr. Kelleher.

Mr. KELLEHER: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I rise to support the motion
of Mr. Cote this afternoon. I feel
that we have got enough prob-
lems down in this particular de-
partment as it is. It is a large
industry; it tags a lot of money.

We have had umpteen million
amendments this afternoon that
were presented. People aren’t sat-
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isfied with it, I don’t think I can
buy it in its present form. My good
friend, Mr. Gill, is an excellent
sponsor of any instrument, but
I hope he doesn’'t get this one
passed because this is not a good
document,

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentilemen of the
House: I would certainly ask you
to vote against indefinite postpone-
ment. Even though my amendment
was not accepted, I don’t think
that is any reason for killing the
bill. I dor’t believe that I can
take my marbles and go home.

I certainly hope that you would
vote against indefinite postpone-
ment today.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from Kit-
tery, Mr. Hodgdon.

Mr. HODGDON: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen: I rise and
ask you to vote against the motion
of indefinite postponement. I can
assure you ladies and gentlemen
that at the many hearings that the
reorganization had on this bill, that
every thought was given to the
possibility of anything underhanded
taking place within this Liquor
Commission.

It is the one main reason that
we retained that three-man com-
mission. I am sure that you are
‘all aware of proposals that were
made to the committee in our hear-
ing that we should go to a one-
man commission. No one on the
committee would buy it. I think
that the bill, as presently
presented, gives good protection. I
think it is a reorganization bill that
we all need. I would ask you to
vote against the motion now pend-

ing.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
South Portland, Mr. Gill.

Mr. GILL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
like to take this opportunity to re-
mind that very conservative mem-
ber of the legislature from that
great metropolitan area of Bangor,
that if we were all to take this
position, that we were going to kill
a perfectly good document, such
as our appropriations document is,
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just because there is one part in
it that is no good, I am afraid
I would have to vote to kill the
appropriations bill.

But I feel for the most part it
is very, very good, in spite of the
fact of $190,000 for the Bangor Air-
port. So I would appreciate it if
the gentleman would reconsider his
action that he has just stated on
the floor of this House and join
us in passing this bill.

There is no such thing as a single
item in veto, but we must realize
that this Bangor Airport facility
is not constructed yet and it won’t
be until it gets some money.

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 roil
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 Lewiston, Mr,
Cote, that An Act Implementing
the Reorganization of the Depart-
ment of Finance and Administra-
tion, House Paper 1546, L. D. 2002,
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 — Bailey, Baker, Berube,
Bragdon, Call, Carey, Clark, Cote,
Evans, Hardy, Immonen, Kelle-
her, Lee, Lewin, Lincoln, Maddox,
Mosher, Page, Parks, Payson,
Porter, Rollins, Tanguay, Trask,
White, Wight, Williams Wood,
M.E.; Woodbury.

NAY — Albert, Ault, Barnes,
Bartlett, Bedard, Bernier, Berry,
G. W.; Berry, P. P.; Binnette,
Birt, Bither, Boudreau, Bourgoin,
Brawn, Brown, Bustin, Carter,
Churchill, Clemente, Collins, Con-
ley, Cooney, Cottrell, Cummings,
Curran, Curtis, A. P.; Curtis, T.
S., Jr.; Cyr, Dam, Donaghy, Dow,
Doyle, Dudley, Dyar, Emery, D.
F.; Farrington, Faucher, Fecteau,
Finemore, Fraser, Gagnon,
Gauthier, Gill, Good, Goodwin,



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, MARCH 8, 1972

Hall, Hancock, Haskell, Hawkens,
Hayes, Henley, Herrick, Hewes,
Hodgdon, Jalbert, Jutras, Kelley,
K. F.; Kelley, P.S.; Kelley, R. P.;
Keyte, Lawry, Lebel, Littlefield,
Lizotte, Lucas, Lund, Lynch,
MacLeod, Mahany, Manchester,
Marsh, Marstaller, Martin,
McCloskey, McCormick, McKinnon,
McTeague, Morrell, Murchison,
Murray, Norris, O’Brien, Orestis,
Pontbriand, Pratt, Rand, Ross,
Scott, Shaw, Sheltra, Shute, Silver-
man, Simpson, L. E.; Simpson, T.
R.; Slane, Smith, D. M.; Stillings,
Susi, Theriault, Tyndale, Vincent,
Wheeler, Whitson, Wood, M. W.
ABSENT — Bunker, Carrier,
Crosby, Drigotas, Emery, E. M.;
Genest, Kilroy, Lessard, Lewis,
McNally, Millett, Mills, Rocheleau,

Santora, Smith, E. H.; Webber,
Whitzell.

Yes, 29; No, 104, Absent, 17.

The SPEAKER: Twenty-nine

having voted in the affirmative and
one hundred four in the negative,
with seventeen being absent, the
motion does not prevail.
Thereupon, the bill was passed
to be enacted, signed by the
Speaker and sent to the Senate.

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

SENATE JOINT ORDER — re
Leadership be provided with
legislative assistance prior to con-
vening of 106th Legislature (S. P.
783) — In Senate, read and passed

Tabled — March 7, by Mr. Port-
er of Lincoln.

Pending —
currence.

On motion of Mr. Porter of Lin-
coln, retabled pending passage in
concurrence and tomorrow as-
signed.

Passage in con-

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

An Act to Appropriate Moneys
for the Expenditures of State
Government and Other Purposes
for the Fiscal Years Ending June
30, 1972 and June 30, 1973 (S. P.
768) (L. D. 2047)

Tabled — March 7, by Mr. Susi
of Pittsfield.

Pending — Passage to be enact-
ed.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair

recognizes the gentleman from
Pittsfield, Mr. Susi.
Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, Ladies

and Gentlemen of the House: I
would like to give just a little his-
tory of this bill. This is the one
that we had before us a few days
ago when we had 25 or 30 amend-
ments that were affecting it. You
remember we had the marathon
session when we handled all these
amendments and disposed of them
and finally reached ‘agreement in
what form the appropriations bill
was finally going to be in. Since
then it has been laying on the table
waiting for us to reach some sort
of a resolution of the issues that we
have been hung up on for the last
few days.

It is my hope that now we have
reached the accommodations that
are necessary and that we can all
move together in supporting this
bill and take a giant step towards
recessing and returning home from
this session.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I agree with the remarks made
by the gentleman from Pittsfield,
Mr. Susi, that this has been around
for a couple of days, has been on
the table in hopes that we would
solve ourselves some problems if
we get into a tangle. I would like
very briefly to take a few minutes
to express, I guess, some of the
Governor’s reservations and then
to make a suggestion.

There has been a great deal of
fear about the possibility of using
all of the surplus so that when
we come back we might find our-
selves in the next session in a real
bind. I think that has been ex-
pressed by the Governor over and
over again, There have been four
items that he has been particularly
concerned with, and fearing that
if we did all these things that we
might find ourselves in a real box
later on.

First of all the question of the
loan guaranteed payment for
Maine Sugar Industries, reaching,
as you recall, the figure was any-
where from four million to eight.
And as you know, in the amend-
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ment that we adopted the other
day in the appropriations act, we
said there would be $4 million that
would be taken out of surplus to
go to pay the MIBA loan guaranty.

Secondly is the question of full-
time prosecuting attorney. As you
recall, we passed this by rather
a partisan vote the other day, but
it is presently on the Governor’s
desk and he has not told me what
he is going to do with it yet. But
I can tell you this, that the cost
in the next biennium is well over
$800,000 for this particular item.

The third which he had expressed
some very grave misgivings was
the question of the revenue sharing
and financial relief to counties for
expenses of the Superior and Su-
preme Judicial Courts, and the fig-
ures ranged anywhere from a mill-
ion dollars to three million five
for the cost to the State of Maine.
As you recall, earlier today we did
kill this and opposed the action of
the other body.

And finally the fourth item that
the Governor expressed some con-
cern, if we were to pass all these
together, was the question of
providing for a change in the stand-
ard deduction of the income tax
law, which I happen to have voted
for in this body, the measure, of
course, being sponsored by the
gentleman from Brunswick, Mr.
Morrell. But the loss of revenue
in this particular item would be
somewhere around $2.5 million dur-
ing ’72-’73. And then of -course
another $1.8 million in 73-'74.

All of these items put together,
1 think, the Governor feared that
we were in effect raiding the sur-
plus and we might find ourselves
in a real problem when we come
back.

Another point that ought to be
made at this time is that I have
just received a note from the
Governor indicating that he has
just received the revenues for the
month of February that indicate
that revenues are $650,000 below
estimates. This in itself is a rather
startling result, or compulsion, or
finding, or whatever you want to
call it; it is to me, and I hope
that it doesn’t continue in this
light. T am quite sure that it won't,
but it is just interesting that if
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it does we could find ourselves with
a problem,

Finally, I do think, though, that
at this time today we ought to
pass the bill, let it go to the other
body, and so I would ask you to
vote for final passage of the
appropriations act at this time.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is passage to be enacted.
This being an emergency measure,
it requires a two-thirds affirmative
vote of the entire elected member-
ship of the House. If you are in
favor of this Bill being passed to
be enacted you will vote yes; if
you are opposed you will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

124 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 5 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

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

By unanimous consent, ordered
sent forthwith to the Senate.

The following papers from the
Senate were taken up out of order
by unanimous consent.

From the Senate: The following
Joint Resolution:

WHEREAS, the living resources
found in the waters adjacent to
the State of Maine and associated
with the continental shelf and slope
of the United States are essential
to the seafood needs of the State
of Maine and the nation; and

WHEREAS, these living marine
resources are gravely endangered
from unrestrained harvesting and
fishing; and

WHEREAS, the United States,
because it lacks adequate juris-
diction over all domestic and for-
eigh fishing in the area in which
these resources are found, is un-
able to provide proper protection
and management for the conserva-
tion of these living marine re-
sources; and

WHEREAS, the State of Maine
has traditionally depended upon its
commercial fishing industry for a
major portion of its coastal
income; and

WHEREAS, the State of Maine
believes that, because of a further
decline in the fish stocks in this
area as a result of continued heavy
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fishing pressures by foreign distant
waters fleets, the living marine re-
sources are in danger of critical
depletion; and

WHEREAS, the State of Maine
is convinced that the harvesting of
these living marine resources on
a sustained basis can be continued
only if a greater measure of
jurisdiction is given to coastal
authorities; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That We, the Mem-
bers of the 105th Legislature of
the State of Maine now assembled
in special session, on record as
petitioning the Homorable William
P. Rogers, Secretary of State for
the United States, and members
of the Maine Congressional Dele-
gation to use every effort at their
command to establish a legal basis
so0 that the United States shall
become the custodian of all living
marine resources on the contin-
ental shelf and its slope, including
all such living resources in the
water column above the continental
shelf and its slope, so that these
resources may be harvested in a
manner which would provide prop-
er conservation and wise utiliza-
tion; and that in addition to such
management, the United States
would have the rights to the
preferential control and use of such
living marine resources on the bot-
tom and in the water column above
the continental shelf and its slope
as is now provided for the non-
living resources of this area; and
that such fishery jurisdiction be
qualified to permit controlled
harvesting inside said United
States fishery zone of species not
fully utilized by United States ves-
sels; and be it further

RESOLVED: That a copy of this
Resolution, duly authenticated by
the Secretary of State of the State
of Maine, be transmitted forthwith
by him to said Secretary of State
of the United States and to each
member of the Maine Congres-
sional Delegation with our thanks
for their prompt attention to this
vitally important matter. (S. P.
788)

Came from the Senate read and
adopted.

In the House the Joint Resolution
was read and adopted in concur-
rence.

Tabled and Assigned

From the Senate: The following
Order:

WHEREAS, the Regular Session
of the 105th Legislature by Joint
Order (S. P. 541) provided for a
feasibility study of a Conference
Center on Peaks Island by a
Legislative Committee and

WHEREAS, this Committee has
reported to the Special Session of
the Legislature under (S. P. 786),
now, therefore be it

ORDERED, the House con-
curring that the Committee be ex-
tended for further review of the
Project and its total economic
feasibility 'and that the Committee
be directed to make a final report
to the next regular session of the
Legislature in January 1973 and be
it further

ORDERED, that there ig appro-
priated the sum of $4,500 from the
Legislative Account for the purpose
of the study. (S. P. 789)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

In the House,
read.

(On motion of Mr. Porter of Lin-

the Order was

coln, tabled pending passage in
concurrence and tomorrow as-
signed.)

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

JOINT RESOLUTION of the
Maine Legislature Endorsing the
Credo of the Elderly. (H. P. 1614)

Pending — Adoption.

Mrs. Goodwin of Bath offered
House Amendment “A’’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “A’” (H-636)
was read by the Clerk.
The SPEAKER: The Chair

recognizes the same gentlewoman.

Mrs. GOODWIN: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Very briefly, what this

amendment does is take out the
language which Mr. Hewes ob-
jected to, that we are now confused
and contradictory. The rest of the
resolution is the same.

I might also note that this
amendment was filed by Mr. Good-
win of Bath. I believe very strongly
in women’s liberation, but this is
going just a little bit too far, and
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I know that Mrs. Silverman of Cal-
ais that was on the calendar this
morning will agree with me.

Thereupon, House Amendment
“A” was adopted.

The Joint Resolution was adopted
as amended and sent up for con-
currence.

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

Bill ““An Act to Revise the Maine
Land Use Regulation Commission
Law” (S. P, 709) (L. D. 1890) —
In Senate, passed to be engrossed
as amended by Senate Amend-
ment ‘“‘C” (S-388)—in House, Sen-
ate Amendment “C” adopted.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Wayne, Mr. Ault.

Mr. AULT: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: The
Maine Land Use Regulation Com-
mission was created by the 104th
Legislature and given authority
over certain portions of the wild-
lands. After their creation they did
nothing but come back to the 105th
requesting authority over all of the
wildlands, which they did receive.
Since gaining that authority, the
only thing that they have done is
to authorize a gatehouse on a road
to a certain portion of these lands.
They have not even provided us
with their rules and regulations.
And until they can justify their be-
ing by showing us something, I do
not believe that it is necessary for
us to give them anything more,
especially as an emergency in a
special session.

I therefore move for the indef-
inite postponement of this bill and
all of its accompanying papers.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Wayne, Mr Ault, now moves
the indefinite postponement of L.
D. 1890.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Newport, Mrs. Cum-
mings.

Mrs. CUMMINGS: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: It is true that the Land
Use Regulations Commission has
not performed as many deeds as
they would like to, but the way
this new bill is presented to you
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is to make the very things that
have kept them from performing
their duties more easy for them
to do.

For instance, the commissioners,
who are members of the advisory
board of the commission now can
send delegates. Also they are going
to be able to have meetings with
not the full board. They will be
able to have someone there who
will take recordings and take them
back to the commission, The com-
mission isn’t necessarily com-
mitted to doing what their delegate
says. So it isn’t putting the author-
ity under one person’s terms. But
what it does do is enable the com-
mittee to be much more flexible,
and therefore they will be able to
do the very duty they were created
to perform.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman
from Lubec, Mr, Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I am
sorry to disagree with the lady
from Newport, but I must concur
with the gentleman from Wayne,
Mr. Ault, that all this bill does
is give us more people to do noth-
ing. I hope you all will concur with
Mr. Ault.

The SPEAKER: The
recognizes the gentleman
Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I think
there is some confusion here. The
amendment that was adopted that
was put on in the other body wiped
out the bill, for all practical pur-
poses. So we are not talking about
broadening anything. There are no
members being added or anything
else here.

House Amendment “C’’ — now
the gentlewoman from Newport
has not presented her amendment.
Secondly, if this amendment that
was adopted in the other body
doesn’t go through, under the exist-
ing law that we passed last time
we are going to have to mail to
every person that owns one inch
of wildland a registered, certified
letter every time that there is
a hearing. The cost for every
hearing in mail privileges alone,
as I understand it, would be some-
where around $8,000, that is all that

Chair
from
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the amendment basically intends
to do.

I think the confusion was that
there was an organized drive to
kill the amendment that was going
to be offered by the gentlewoman
from Newport. This is not going
to be offered, as far as I know,
so we are not debating the issue
which I think you think you ware.
So I would ask really that the
gentleman from Wayne withdraw
his motion or that you vote against
it, because it has nothing to do with
what he says it does — and I won’t
use that phrase again or use my
hands again. But it is important
that you not kill it, not kill this bill
and with it House Amendment “C’’.

I hope I have explained it
sufficiently, But I think where the
confusion arose was that people
were opposed to the amendment
that was going to be offered by
the gentlewoman from Newport.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Freeport, Mr. Marstaller.

Mr. MARSTALLER: Mr.
Speaker, could this item be tabled
for one legislative day?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Freeport, Mr. Marstaller,
moves that this matter be tabled
for one legislative day, pending
the motion of Mr. Ault of Wayne
to indefinitely postpone. The Chair
will order a vote. All in favor of
tabling will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

36 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 60 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Albion, Mr. Lee.

Mr. LEE: Mr, Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: I
think that the gentleman down in
the corner explained this right. I
think probably I was against this
bill originally and I think probably
I am against the concept of the
thing. This was a housekeeping
thing that would make it possible
for them to have a meeting without
costing them all outdoors. It would
be impossible for them to — I ex-
pect we wrote the law wrong any-
way and I agree with that, but
this amendment, they didn’t upset
it, by what he said Mr. Violette
did clarify it and I think it is all
right.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Wayne, Mr. Ault,
that Bill “An Act to Revise the
Maine Land Use Regulation Com-
mission Law,”’” Senate Paper 709,
L. D. 1890, be indefinitely post-
poned. If you are in favor of that
motion you will vote yes; if you
are opposed you will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

5 having voted in the affirmative
and 109 having voted in the nega-
tive, the motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment ‘‘C’’ in con-
currence and sent to the Senate.

By unanimous consent, all mat-
ters acted upon in concurrence and
all matters requiring Senate con-
currence were ordered sent forth-
with to the Senate.

(Off Record Remarks)

On motion of Mr. Porter of Lin-
coln,

Adjourned until
tomorrow morning.

nine o’clock



