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HOUSE

Friday, April 20, 1973

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

Prayer by Representative Roland
A. Gauthier of Sanford.

The journal of yesterday was
read and approved.

Order Out of Order

Mr. Jacques of Lewiston
presented the following Order and
moved its passage:

ORDERED, that James Jacques
of Lewiston be appointed Honorary
Page for today.

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

Papers from the Senate
Divided Report
Report A of the Committee on
Judiciary on Bill ‘“‘An Act Creating
the Free Flow of Information Act”
(S. P. 43) (L. D. 99) reporting
‘““Ought to pass’” in New Draft (S.
P. 583) (L. D. 1795) under same
title.
Report was signed by the
following Members:
Messrs. TANOUS of Penobscot
SPEERS of Kennebec
— of the Senate.

Mrs. BAKER of Orrington
Mrs. WHITE of Guilford
Mrs. KILROY of Portland

Messrs. HENLEY of Norway

Mrs. PERKINS
of South Portland
Mrs. WHEELER of Portland

Report B of same Committee
reporting “‘Ought not to pass” on
Bill ““An Act Creating the Free
Flow of Information Act” (S. P.
43) (L. D. 99

Report was signed by the follow-
ing Members:

Messrs. CARRIER of Westbrook
DUNLEAVY
of Presque Isle
— of the House.

Report C of the sme Committee
on the same Bill reporting ‘““Ought
to pass’

Report was signed by the follow-
ing Member:

Mr. McKERNAN of Bangor
— of the House.
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Report D of the same Committee
on same Bill reporting ‘‘QOught to
pass” in New Draft under new title
of ““An Act Relating to Testimony
before Grand Jury by News
Media” (S. P. 584) (L. D. 1796)

Report was signed by the
following Member:

Mr. BRENNAN of Cumberland
— of the Senate.

Report E of the same Committee
on same Bill reporting ‘“Ought to
pass as amended by Committee
Amendment “A’ (S-74).

Report was signed by
following Member:

Mr. GAUTHIER of Sanford
— of the House.

Came from the Senate with
Report “A” accepted and the Bill
passed to be engrossed.

In the House: Reports were read.

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

Mr, PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, I
move acceptance of the Majority
““Ought to pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from South Portland, Mr. Perkins,
moves the acceptance of Report
A

the

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

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker, I
ask that this be tabled for two
days.

Mr. Birt of East Millinocket
requested vote on the motion.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Westbrook, Mr.
Carrier, that this matter be tabled
for two legislative days, pending
acceptance of Report “A’. All in
favor of that motion will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

39 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 54 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not
prevail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Westbrook, Mr. Carrier.

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: The reason I asked for this
to be tabled today is because I
believe this is probably one of the
most important bills that we have
in this session. It think it is
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extremely important and I also feel
that it deserves a lot of considera-
tion. I wish that we would have
had the time — and some of the
people on the committee are not
even here to give their views as
to what we have heard. Actually,
I think that where there are five
reports on this particular bill, it
does require a lot of consideration.
So at this time, I will let it go
to wherever we are going and I
will be back at the proper time.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Bangor, Mr. McKernan.

Mr. McKERNAN: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I do not think I am ready
to let it go quite that easily today.
I was on the committee that heard
the testimony on this bill and also
was present when we debated what
we were going to do with it in
committee.

First 1T want to say that I am
sure the intentions of the sponsor
of this majority report are
admirable and, in fact, display the
quality that I admire and that is
trying to find a middle ground be-
tween two positions, and those two
positions were very visible in our
committee hearing. On the one
hand, the newspaper people and
others who thought that there
should be an absolute privilege for
newspaper people, and then in
opposition people who felt there
were too many privileges already
in our society and that when some-
body viewed something criminal
going on they should be required
to report on it.

As I said, I am sure that the
intentions of the sponsor were
admirable. But unfortunately, I
think there are times when
compromising defeats the purpose
of both parties involved. I think
that this is one of the cases. I
think that what this bill does as
it now reads is to put into statutory
form what is already being done
by judges. In fact, the criteria for
requiring a newsman to reveal his
source under this bill are probably
no different from what is now
taking place. In fact, all of the
newspaper people who have had
to reveal their sources or have
been required to and have not
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probably would still have to reveal
their sources under this bill.

I realize that judges are not the
best people to talk about in this
body, but I think that none the
less, we have to realize that judges
are trained, they have been to law
school and they do understand the
Constitution. In fact, they probably
understand the First Amendment
better than anyone else in this
House at least. So they are not
going to tread lightly on the First
Amendment. I think in fact, that
they are going to be very careful
before they ever require a
newsman to reveal his source due
to the freedom of the press.

So I think that all we are doing
by passing a bill of this sort is
cluttering up our own statutes and
also muddying the waters of the
First Amendment. I do not think
it would serve any purpose and
I do not think it would change what
is presently taking place around
this country and in this state.

On a wider note, I want to end
by saying that I think that any time
that a bill comes out of the Judi-
iciary Committee and Representa-
tive Carrier from Westbrook and I
are on the same side of a report,
it warrants considerably more con-
sideration on your part, because
that bill is probably either a very
very good bill or a very very bad
bill, and I suggest it is the latter
in this case.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Sanford, Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As a member of the Judi-
ciary Committee, I signed a report
by myself. After hearing Senator
Brooke, from Massachusetts, on
TV, he expressed himself — and
I think he is one on the committee
in the Senate who you can respect
~— himself and his opinion. His
opinion on the Massachusetts TV
was that the view in the House
here or the people in the state
should know what is going on as
far as communication is concerned.
As far as the source is concerned,
he was willing that the source itself
not be disclosed but that the people
of this state, Massachusetts, and
in the country should know what
is going on. And this is the reason
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that I put in a single amendment
of my own. I feel that it shouldn’t
be up to the judges to decide.

As you know, in many cases be-
fore our committee, a lot of people
come in and put in bills from in
this House and in the Senate saying
that the judges are too lenient. If
you have to go to the judges to
find out, to get the permission to
give the communications I do not
agree with this. I feel that if they
want to hide the source, and they
are going to get more information,
1 agree with them. If they hide
the source, they might get more
information, they will not shut it
off. But when it comes to
communication and the people
knowing what is going on in this
state and this country, they shall
dispose of it before you ask permis-
sion of a judge or so forth, because
if you do, our records have been
on judiciary committee, that when
these people or their lawyers ask
the judges for permission to do
a certain thing or so forth, you
do not get this permission or it
is very seldom or it is slow in
coming or you might not get it
at all.

I feel that the people themselves,
if the reporters are going to hide
their source of information, that
they should know what source is
all about. How can the public
themselves conform and know
what is going on unless the people
know and disclose to them what
the information is?

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

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As you can see by the

divided report and the speakers
here this morning, we on the
committee had a great deal of
difficulty in dealing with the
subject. However, we have
recognized two principles. One —
for good government it was neces-
sary that the news media have
some form of protection insofar as
their source is concerned. I think
it is vital for the promotion of good
government that they be given
some form of protection in terms
of their news sources.

However, there is another matter
that has to be considered, the
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second subject, and that one is a
question of public welfare, a
protection for the general public at
large. When a mnewsman has
information that could well be vital
to the public welfare and chooses
not to disclose that information be-
cause of it being confidential to
him, then I think we have an over-
riding principle. And this is where
the majority came up with their
so-called compromise my good
friend Mr. McKernan mentioned.
It was felt that there was times
when it might be vitally necessary
for your welfare, for my welfare,
for everyone, that a newsman be
required to disclose information.

If you have had an opportunity
to look at this new draft, you will
see that it says in there that only
where the complaining party can
not obtain the information from
any other source and the court
determines that it is essential for
the protection of the general
welfare of the public at large that
the news media will be ordered
to disclose that information. Now,
I think that is a reasonable
compromise that should be
accorded to anyone. And I agree
that if I have some information
that I think the general public at
large must have, I am afraid that
I will have to tell whoever gives
me that information that I cannot
necessarily protect it.

So I would sincerely hope that
you would go along with this so-
called compromise, if you will, but
a reasonable form of shield for the
news media and at the same time
a shield for you and me, ladies
and gentlemen.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Southport, Mr. Kelley.

Mr. KELLEY: Mr. Speaker, I
move the indefinite postponement
of this Bill and all accompanying
papers.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Southport, Mr.
Kelley, that this Bill and all ac-
companying papers be indefinitely
postponed in non-concurrence. All
in favor of that motion will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.
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89 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 24 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Westbrook, Mr. Carrier.

Mr. CARRIER: Mr., Speaker, I
move for reconsideration of this
measure and I hope that you vote

no.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Westbrook, Mr.
Carrier, that the House reconsider
its action whereby this Bill was
indefinitely postponed in non-
concurrence. All in favor will say
yes; those opposed will say no.

A viva voce vote being taken,
the motion did not prevail.

Sent to the Senate.

Order Out of Order

Mr. Bustin of Augusta presented
the following Order and moved its
passage:

ORDERED, that Andrew and
David Moreshead of Augusta be
appointed Honorary Pages for
today.

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

Non-Concurrent Matter

Resolve to Reimburse Berkshire
Mutual Insurance Company for
Damage to Property of Leonard
Smith by Highway Construction (H.
P. 353) (L. D. 468) with the
Majority Report ‘Ought not fto
pass’’ read and accepted in the
House on April 17.

Came from the Senate with the
Minority Report read and accepted
and the Bill passed to be engrossed
in non-concurrence.

In the House: On motion of Mr.
Martin of Eagle Lake, the House
voted to adhere.

Non-Concurrent Matter

An Act ‘“Excluding Log Rafts
from Personal Flotation Devices”
(H, P. 1422) (L. D. 1746) which
was passed to be engrossed in the
House on April 18.

Came from the Senate with the
Bill and all accompanying papers
indefinitely postponed in non-
concurrence,
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In the House: The House voted
to recede and concur. (Later
reconsidered)

Messages and Documents
The following Communication:
THE SENATE OF MAINE
AUGUSTA
April 19, 1973
Mrs. E. Louise Lincoln
Clerk of the House
106th Legislature
Dear Madam Clerk:

The Senate voted to Adhere to
its action whereby it Indefinitely
Postponed, in non-concurrence,
Bill, ““An Act Establishing an Open
Season on Moose” (H. P. 32) (L.
D. 39).

The Senate also voted to Adhere
to its action whereby it accepted
the Majority Ought Not to Pass
report on Bill, “An Act Relating
to Personal Recognizances in
Violation of Baxter State Park
Laws and Regulations” (H. P. 624)
(L. D. 882).

The President appointed the
following conferees to the Commit-
tee of Conference on the
disagreeing action of the two
branches of the Legislature on Bill,
“An Act Relating to Penalty for
Death Caused by Violation of Law
by Operator of Motor Vehicle (H.
P. 201) (L. D. 274).

Senators:

TANOUS of Penobscot

SPEERS of Kennebee

BRENNAN of Cumberland
Respectfully,

Signed:

HARRY N. STARBRANCH
Secretary of the Senate

The Communication was read

and ordered placed on file.

Orders

The SPEAKER: Will the
Sergeant-at-Arms kindly escort the
gentleman from Enfield, Mr.
Dudley to the rostrum.

Thereupon, Mr. Dudley assumed
the Chair as Speaker pro tem and
Speaker Hewes retired from the
Hall.

House Reports of Committees
Ought Not to Pass
Mr. Ault from the Committee on
Human Resources reporting
“Ought not to pass” on Bill “An
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Act Relating to Definition of North
American Indians under Scholar-
ship Law” (H. P. 932) (L. D. 1229)

Mr. Alpert from the Committee
on Human Resources reporting
“Ought not to pass” on Bill “An
Act to Provide Indian Warden Ser-
vice on Penobscot Tribal Lands’’
(H. P. 1027) (L. D. 1349)

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

Leave to Withdraw

Mr. Norris from the Committee
on Appropriations and Financial
Affairs reporting Leave to With-
draw on Bill “An Act Providing
Funds for Renal Dialysis Center
at Eastern Maine Medical Center”
(H. P. 1056) (L. D. 1371)

Report was read and accepted
and sent up for concurrence.

Referred to the Committee on

County Government

Mr. Emery from the Committee
on Legal Affairs reporting it be
Referred to the Committee on
County Government on Bill ‘“An
Act to Annex Town of Brunswick
to Sagadahoe County’ (H. P. 1326)
(L. D. 1738)

The Report was read and
accepted, the Bill referred to the
Committee on County Government
and sent up for concurrence.

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Public Utilities reporting
“Ought to pass’ on Bill “An Act
Relating to Utility Promotion and
Advertising Expenses (H. P. 754)
(L. D. 973) reporting same in a
New Draft (H. P. 1450) (L. D.
1870) under same title and that
it *“‘Ought to pass”

Report was signed by
following members:

the

Mrs. CUMMINGS of Penobscot
Mr. ANDERSON of Hancock
Mr. CYR of Aroostook

— of the Senate.
Messrs. MULKERN of Portland
SOULAS of Bangor
GENEST of Waterville
MURRAY of Bangor
— of the House.
Minority Report of the same
Committee reporting ‘“Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill.
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Report was signed by the
following Members:

Messrs. LITTLEFIELD of Hermon
MADDOX of Vinalhaven
CONLEY

of South Portland
CHICK of Sanford
TRASK of Milo
KELLEHER of Bangor
— of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Bangor, Mr., Soulas.

Mr. SOULAS: Mr. Speaker, I
move the acceptance of the
Majority ‘‘Ought to pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Bangor, Mr. Kelleher.

Mr. KELLEHER: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I rise against the motion
to accept the majority ‘“‘ought to
pass’ report. My reasons are this,
and I will be very quick and to
the point.

The intent of this bill, from my
understanding of the Representa-
tive who presented it, was to put
a limitation on what utility com-
panies could pay in sales and pro-
motions. Now under this new draft
that Representative Soulas and the
majority of the committee report-
ed out, it allows that public utility
companies in the state spend up
to 2 percent of their gross sales.
Just to give you an example, Ban-
gor Hydro last year spent in the
area of $39,000 in sales and pro-
motions.

Under this document that came
out of the Public Utilities Commit-
tee, it would authorize them that
they could spend two percent of
their gross sales, which would be
in the area of something around
$400,000. They are telling them that
they can spend up to $400,000. In
the same area with Central Maine
Power, their gross sales last year
were in the area of $95 million
and they are telling them that they
can spend in the area of two per-
cent of $95 million in sales and
promotions.

Now the Public Utilities Commis-
sion, as far as I could gather, keep
these public utility companies in
a position of not over spending or
over charging the rate payers in
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what they can put out in sales and
promotions.

I seriously object to the new
draft. I think you would be doing
yourselves and the constituents
that you represent a disfavor by
supporting it. I would hope the
House would vote against accepting
the new draft of the Public Utilities
Committee.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kennebunk, Mr. McMahon.

Mr. McMAHON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I think
I agree with Mr. Kelleher. I
definitely don’t understand this.

I would like to pose a question
through the Chair to any of the
majority signers. The way this is
written, does this mean that this
2 percent figure is going to be
excluded from figuring when you
figure the cost of the utility? That
is to say, are we telling the utilities
they can pass on this 2 percent
to the consumer? I would like an
explanation of this. I really don’t
understand it.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
gentleman from Kennebunk, Mr.
McMahon, poses a question
through the Chair to anyone who
cares to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Gardiner, Mr. Whitzell.

Mr. WHITZELL: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would like to answer Mr.
McMahon’s question. Actually this
legislation was intended to be much
stronger than it is in its current
form. But some amount of legisla-
tion regulating the amount of
advertising done by private utilities
is better than no regulation at all,
which we currently have.

The 2 percent figure, and don’t
let Mr. Kelleher pull the wool over
your eyes with that 2 percent, 2
percent was the figure that
probably they worked hard to get
accepted in committee. The truth
about the two percent figure is that
that is the type of legislation that
has been acceptable in other
states.

My original bill called for a
cessation of advertising and
promotion expense which is not
necessary but to private utilities
which have a monopolistic
advantage.
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It certainly would behoove me
to be able to justify why Central
Maine Power Company in 1971
spent $1.8 million, when it last year
spent $1.6 million.

The type of advertising I am
talking about is this type of thing
that shows up in newspapers on
Sundays. Now if this has anything
to do with making the consumer
more aware of the efficient use
of the utility, then it behooves me.
It says, “The truth about your
electric rates.” This appeared in
the Sunday Telegram, 3-18-73. If
you have been watching TV, we
have had an interruption almost
every evening on two of the major
channels between six and six-
thirty. And it starts off with —
it is a one minute show of a film
that starts by showing you a huge
generator being takem apart,
saying that it has to be taken apart
and inspected and cleaned to be
sure that there is no dirt in any
of the parts and reassembled to
bring you greater efficiency for a
cleaner environment. And then it
says, ‘““This ad is sponsored by
Central Maine Power Company.”
Now if that does anything to make
me a better consumer or a wiser
consumer, I just fail to see the
point they were attempting to
make.

I did do a little research on this
bill before I put it in and I found
out that under the Public Utilities
-— I went to some of the textbooks.
I think if you are going to — you
have to learn to think like the
utilities, so I went to the utility
experts’ handbook, which is printed
by an author by the name of
Welch. The first part of the hand-
book tells you how to prepare for
a rate increase. The first step in
preparing for a rate increase is
advertising expense. Start a long-
term, one-year program in
advertising to make the public
aware of your financial needs and
build good will.

We don’t need good will
advertising in power. We don’t
need the type of advertising that
the utility has been doing whereby
they say, ‘“Call Central Maine
Power Company for replacement
of range-top wunits.” This has
nothing to do with it and it should
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not be charged off to the rate
payer.

My bill at 2 percent will take
- there are two different levels
of financing. And if you want to
think about it this way, it is like
a man who is a traveling salesman.
There are allowable expenses and
those expenses which are not
allowed. If you are a traveling
salesman, drive your car or spend
an evening out and have dinner,
usually your employer will let you
write off the dinner because it is
a necessary expense to your doing
business, But if you want to go out
and drink and carouse later, that
is not a necessary expense in doing
business and that should be written
off below the line.

Now what I intend to do with
this legislation is to make the
unnecessary advertising expenses,
those things that are not necessary
to the business of the utility, make
them a responsibility of the stock-
holders and let the people who are
making the profits from utilities
pay for this unnecessary
advertising. I think it is a good
bill. I don’t think it went far
enough, but I think it is the best
that we can do in this session. I
promise that we will come back
next session.

I am not afraid of Mr. Kelleher’s
argument that because — as a
matter of fact, if Mr. Kelleher’s
argument does anything, it should
convince you that the two percent
limit is possibly moving in the
right direction.

Bangor Hydro Electric has spent
$39,000 and Central Maine has
spent $1.6 million. As a percentage
— well, let’s take it right down
to what it costs you. If you con-
sume power in the northern
Aroostook area under Maine Public
Service, it costs you $6.40 a year
for advertising expense. Bangor
Hydro Electric spends about 81
cents a customer and Central
Maine Power about $5.60. Now that
$5.60, in my opinion, would just
as well go to reducing my light
bill every month — that is 50 cents
a month — and I would be a much
happier person. I think most of
us would.

Give us a favorable consideration
on this bill. We will be back to
toughen it up.
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The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Perham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: If I
am in order, I would like to pose
a question to any member of the
Public Utilities Committee. I
assume that this 2 percent
mentioned in this revision means
2 percent of the gross sales. My
question would be, did the Public
Utilities Committee make any
attempt to determine whether this
2 percent is generally in excess
of what is being spent now or what
relation does it bear to the amount
that is being spent?

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
gentleman from Perham, Mr.
Bragdon, poses a question through
the Chair to any member who
cares to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Bangor, Mr. Soulas.

Mr. SOULAS: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of th e
House: We actually did make a
real good study of this and we
found that they are actually spend-
ing at the present rate, 3 percent.
It was proposed that we put on
a 3 percent limitation. If you put
on a 3 percent limitation, then we
wouldn’'t actually have accom-
plished anything. So then it
was proposed around 2% percent.
Suddenly we did come up with the
magic figure of 2 percent. Two
percent will positively limit the
amount of advertising which was
spent in the last previous years.
It will be a definite decrease in
some of the bigger companies, not
so much Bangor Hydro in Bangor,
but the other two companies
definitely will have to spend less
money at the 2 percent level.

We are talking about the
allowable expenses, and there is
a difference. It is as simple as
this. Without any restrictions, the
stockholder will not pay the bill.
With restrictions, at least the
consumer will have a chance, This
is the reason I favor this bill. This
is the big cry. Everybody wants
less rates, wants to pay less
money. This is a very good chance
to do it today. This is why I think
you positively should support the
majority ‘“‘ought to pass’ report.
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The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Bangor, Mr. Kelleher.

Mr. KELLEHER: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I disagree with my House
chairman this morning. I submit
that this does not definitely say
who pays it, whether it is a stock-
holder or end of the line. Let me
say this, the Public Utility
Commission now, if these utility
companies are going to spend
money on sales and promotions,
they have to send their requests
or what they intend to spend to
the Utilities Commission. And if
they are in excess of what the
Utilities Commission feels t hey
should be, the companies are not
allowed to spend. They are spend-
ing a considerable amount less
than the 3 percent or the 2 per-
cent.

In committee, some of the
committee wanted to go to 3
percent. Well that would have
given Cenfral Maine Power
authorization, we will say, to spend
$2.8 million. They spent, I think
it was in the area of 1.6 last year.
I think that this legislation doesn’t
cover the intent of what
Representative Whitzell wanted.
When he put the original legislation
in, it covered gas companies, water
companies or any other public
utilities. Well the committee
amended that out because they
were plainly aiming at the utility
company. I do not think it is fair;
I think the Public Utilities
Commission is reasonable when it
comes to the sales and promotion
for these various utilities
companies.

I ask you not to support the
majority report.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from East Millinocket, Mr, Birt.

Mr. BIRT: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlmen of the
House: I think at the present time
I have a good deal of confidence
personally in the Public Utilities
Commission., I think they have
done a good job. I think they do
a good job of scrutinizing expendi-
tures of all of the public utilities
in the state. OQur whole philosophy
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in the American enterprise system,
free enterprise system, is the use
of advertising and by the use of
advertising in expanding the
consumption is why we have
resulted in being able to have a
lower cost factor.

If you want to go into public
powr rates, it might be interesting
to find out just what is happening
in the cost per kilowatt. In 1962,
we were paying 2.19 cents per
kilowatt for power from Central
Maine Power. At the present time,
we are paying 2.12 cents per
kilowatt. In ten years we have
actually found that we have a drop
of seven hundredths of one percent
in the cost per kilowatt. The only
reason that this has been
accomplished is because the
amount of consumption of power
has increased by about 50 percent.

Advertising is one of the major
factors that caused the increase
in power consumption. I think that
the power companies know the
direction they want to go. I do
not think this is good legislation
;1tnd I hope that you do not support
it.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Perham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am afraid I disagree with
our floor leader in regard to this
being poor legislation. It seems to
me that there is an area we could
arrive at where this could be
desirable legislation. In my own
mind, I somehow feel that the right
figure could even be below the 2
percent. It is early in the session,
we have lots of time. It seems
to me that this is a bill which
could well be tabled pending the
acceptance of either report and
give the House a little time to think
it over. I would hope that some-
body would agree with me and
table it pending the acceptance of
either report.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Waterville, Mr. Genest.

Mr. GENEST: Mr. Speaker, I
move this item lie on the table
two legislative days.

Thereupon, Mr. Ault of Wayne
requested a vote on the motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tem: The
pending question is on the motion
of the gentleman from Water-
ville, Mr. Genest, that this matter
be tabled for two legislative days.
All in favor will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

39 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 66 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not
prevail.

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

Mr. AULT: Mr. Speaker, I now
move the indefinite postponement
of this bill and all accompanying
papers.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
gentleman from Wayne, Mr. Ault,
moves the indefinite postponement
of this Bill and all accompanying
papers.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Gardiner, Mr. Whitzell.

Mr. WHITZELL: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I think the House members
are well aware of this publication
that is given to us at the beginning
of the year, called Maine Trucking
News. If they will open that
publication up to page 49, there
is a very interesting advertising
that is being done there. It says,
in fact, *Who owns Central Maine
Power Company?’”’ And then it
shows a little boy skating in front
of a truck holding a sign that says,

‘“‘Mike’s Power Company.” Let’s
not be deceived.
Please accept the ‘‘ought to

pass’’ report. Give us at least an
opportunity to begin regulating the
expenses that are excessive. No
private industry would attempt to
do business in this sector in the
same manner as some of the
private utilities do today. We are
not talking about public power
versus private power. We are
talking about regulation of your
money and my money and its use
by companies that stand in a
noncompetitive position. Now it
would only make sense to any
businessman that you don’t spend
money where you don’t have to.

If we do not spend money on
matters that we do not have to,
the public is going to be very
happy. If the private industry does
not spend the money where it
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greater economy to the rate

payers. The cry is out. I think that
it is very difficult today to speak
to anybody on the streets that are
happy with their power rates. Give
us a break at making the first
attempt to reduce these rates.

I would like you to defeat the
motion to indefinitely postpone and
accept the majority ‘‘ought to
pass’ report.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
pending question is on the motion
of the gentleman from Wayne, Mr.
Ault, that this Bill and all accom-
panying papers be indefinitely post-
poned. All in favor of that motion
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no.

A vote of the House ws taken.

50 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 58 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not
prevail.

On motion of Mr. Whitzell of
Gardiner, the Majority ‘‘Ought to
pass’” Report was accepted, the
Bill read once and assigned for
second reading the next legislative
day.

Consent Calendar
First Day

(H. P. 347) (L. D. 462) Bill ““An
Act Providing for Voluntary
Continuance of Residence at
Juvenile Institutions and the Mili-
tary and Naval Children’s Home
for Program Completion Beyond
the Age of 18 Years” — Committee
on Health and Institutional Ser-
vices reporting ‘‘Ought to pass’ as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” (H-243)

(H. P. 392) (L. D. 521) Bill “An
Act Relating to Committees on
Status of Women, Children and
Youth, and the Aged”’ — Commit-
tee on Appropriations and Finan-
cial Affairs reporting ‘‘QOught to
pass”’

(H. P. 625) (L. D. 823) Bill “An
Act to Increase Fees for Motor
Vehicle Inspection” — Committee
on Transportation reporting ‘‘Ought
to pass’’ as amended by Committee
Amendment “A’ (H-244)

(H. P. 783) (L. D. 1020) Bill “An
Act to Amend the Charter of the
Freeport Sewer Distriet” (Emer-
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gency) — Committee on Public
Utilities reporting *‘Ought to pass”
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment ‘““A”’ (H-246)

(S P. 373) (L. D. 1099) Bill ““An
Act Relating to Maternity Benefits
for Unmarried Health Insurance
Policyholders and Minor Depend-
ents of Health Insurance Policy-
holders” — Committee on Busi-
ness Legislation reporting ‘‘Ought
to pass.”

(H. P. 1025) (L. D. 1347) Bill
“An Act to Exempt House Parents
at Boys Training Center from Law
Dealing with Housing and Food
Supplies Furnished by State
Departments” — Committee on
Health and Institutional Services
reporting ‘“‘Ought to pass” as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” (H-262)

(H. P. 1116) (L. D. 1452) Bill
““An Act Increasing Indebtedness
of Eagle Lake Water and Sewer
Distriet” — Committee on Public
Utilities reporting ‘‘Qught to pass”
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” (H-247)

(S. P. 518) (L. D. 1649) Bill “An
Act Appropriating Funds for
Expansion and Improvement of the
Biddeford Municipal Airport’’
(Emergency) — Committee on
Appropriations and Financial
Affairs reporting ‘‘Ought to pass”
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” (S-82)

No objection having been noted,
were assigned to the Consent
Calendar’s Second Day list.

Consent Calendar
Second Day

(H. P. 710) (L. D. 916) Bill “An
Act Amending Fee Schedule for
Registered Nurses’’

No objection having been noted,
was passed to be engrossed and
sent to the Senate.

(H. P. 890) (L. D. 1177) Bill “An
Act Relating to Vacation and Sick
Leave Pay for County Employees”’
(C “A” H-234)

On the request of Mr. Mulkern
of Portland, was removed from the
Consent Calendar.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the same gentle-
man,
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Mr. MULKERN: Mr. Speaker, I
would like to move for the
indefinite postponement of
Committee Amendment “A’, filing
number H-234 for the purpose of
introducing House Amendment “A”
H-185 and move its adoption.

Thereupon, the Report was
accepted and the Bill read once.

Committee Amendment “A”’ (H-
234) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from China, Mr. Farrington.

Mr. FARRINGTON: Mr.
Speaker, Ladies and Gentlemen of
the House: As I understand it, the
Committee on County Government
has no objection to the gentleman’s
motion to do away with committee
amendment and offer his amend-
ment which will have only to do
with his county. We feel as though
this procedure is all right with the
committee.

Thereupon, Committee Amend-
ment ‘“A” was indefinitely
postponed.

The Bill was assigned for second
reading the next legislative day.

(H. P. 914) (L. D. 1214) Bill ‘“An
Act Relating to Permanent Motor
Vehicle Operators License
Numbers’”’ (C “A’ H-235)

(H. P, 1121) (L. D. 1459) Bill
“An  Act to Repeal the Law
Providing for Town Workhouses
and Houses of Correction”

No objection having been noted,
were passed to be engrossed and
sent to the Senate.

At this point, Speaker Hewes
returned to the rostrum.

SPEAKER HEWES: The Chair
thanks the gentleman and com-
mends him for a fine job.

Thereupon, Mr. Dudley returned
to his seat on the floor, amid the
applause of the House, and Speaker
Hewes resumed the Chair.

Passed to Be Engrossed

Bill ““An Act Relating to Use of
Studded Tires on Motor Vehicles’
(S. P. 79) (L. D. 196) (Emergency)
(S. “B” 8-T1) (8. “C” §-19)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Second Reading,
read the second time, passed to
be engrossed as amended and sent
to the Senate.
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Second Reader
Tabled and Assigned

Bill “An Act Changing the Form
of Notice of the Department of
Health and Welfare to
Municipalities of Recipients of
Public Assistance’” (H. P. 1447) (L.
D. 1867)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Second Reading,
and read the second time.

(On motion of Mr. Immonen of
West Paris, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially
assigned for Monday, April 23.)

Second Reader
Tabled and Assigned

Resolution Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution Providing
for Regulation of Municipal
Borrowing by the Legislature (S.
P. 586) (L. D. 1804)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Second Reading and
read the second time.

(On motion of Mr. Simpson of
Standish, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially
assigned for Tuesday, April 24.)

Bill “An Act Establishing the
Maine Training Fund” (S. P. 587)
(L. D. 1805}

Bill “An Act to Establish a State
Veterans Home’ (S. P. 436) (L.
D. 1340) (C. “A” S-78)

Bill “An Act Relating to
Competitive Bids and Fair
Minimum Wages for Construction
of Public Improvements” (S. P.
388) (L. D. 1134) (S-83)

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

Passed to Be Enacted
Emergency Measure
An Act to Create a Commission
to Prepare a Revision of the
Insurance Laws Relating to Insol-
vent or Delinquent Insurers (H. P.
659) (L. D. 1066) (C. “A” H-200)
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. 106 voted
in favor of same and none against,
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and accordingly the Bill was
passed to be enacted, signed by
the Speaker and sent to the Senate.

Emergency Measure

An Act Increasing Indebtedness
of Calais School District (H. P.
1238) (L. D. 1579)

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. 104 voted
in favor of same and none against,
and accordingly the Bill was
passed to be enacted, signed by
the Speaker and sent to the Senate.

Passed to Be Enacted
An Act Providing Funds for Pur-
chase of Tourmaline, Maine’s Offi-
cial Mineral (H. P. 34) (L. D. 41)

(C. “A” H-204)
An Act Relating to Overin-
surance Provision in Health

Insurance Contracts (H. P. 537) (L.
D. 719)

An Act Relating to Private Con-
sumer Remedies (H. P. 725) (L.
D. 931) (C. “A” H-199)

An Act to Require Certificates
of Death to be Typewritten or
Printed (H. P. 746) (L. D. 959
(C. “A” H-203)

An Act Relating to Licenses for
General Lines Insurance Agents
(H. P. 804) (L. D. 1053)

An Act Reimbursing Teachers
for Professional Credits (H. P. 838)
(L. D. 1112) (Conf. Comm. Amend-
ment “A’)

An Act Relating to Membership
on the Advisory Board of the

Department of Commerce and
Industry (S. P. 383) L. D. 1135)
(C. “A” 8-70)

An Act Declaring Violations of
Home Solicitations Sales Act to be
Violations of Unfair Trade
Practices Act (H. P. 925) (L. D.
1223)

An Act Revising the Itinerant
Vendor Law (H. P, 1139) (L. D.
1474)

An Act Relating to Investment
of Trust Assets (S. P. 576) (L.
D. 1767)

Were reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed, passed to be
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enacted, signed by the Speaker and
sent to the Senate.

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

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker, I
move we reconsider our action
whereby on page 2 of the House
Advance Journal and Callendar,
Bill “An Act Excluding Log Rafts
from Personal Flotation Devices,”
House Paper 1422, L. D. 1746, we
voted to recede and concur.

Thereupon, Mr. Kelley of South-
port requested a vote on the
motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Enfield, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: If we reconsider and

change the vote which we made
earlier this morning, we would vote
in the opposite direction of what
we did the other day. In other
words, we will be saying that chil-
dren that are on a raft or anybody
else will have to have life
preservers on the raft. And we
quite well covered this subject the
other day and I hope we do not
vote to reconsider, then we won’t
have to waste a lot more time.

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

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I think the
gentleman from Enfield 1is
completely wrong. It we
reconsider, and I think we should
reconsider and insist on our action
whereby we wanted to make sure
that these kids did not have to
have life preservers on their raft.
I would like to see this
reconsidered so that we could
insist.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Bridgewater, Mr. Finemore.

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I think we
are opening up a bad deal here
and I hope we do not reconsider.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Standish, Mr.
Simpson, that the House reconsider
its action whereby it voted to
recede and concur with the Senate.

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, APRIL 20, 1973

All in favor of reconsideration will
vote yes; those opposed will vote
no.
A vote of the House was taken.
81 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 27 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.
The SPEAKER: The pending
question is to recede and concur.

The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Standish, Mr.
Simpson.

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
ask for a division and I would ask
that you not recede and concur so
that we can have the motion to
insist.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion to recede
and concur. All in favor of that
motion will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no.

13 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 90 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not
prevail.

Thereupon, the House voted to
insist.

The Chair laid before the House
the first item of Unfinished
Business:

Resolve Designating a Certain
Bridge Across the Androscoggin
River as ‘‘The Veterans Memorial
Bridge’’ (S. P. 329) (L. D. 1033)

Tabled — April 19, by Mr.
Simpson of Standish.
Pending — Motion of Mr.

Tanguay of Lewiston to accept
Minority Report ‘‘Ought to pass™

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

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House:
Certainly we respect and honor all
of our veterans who have made
great personal sacrifices to defend
the United States in time of war
and strife. In their memory, we
have already named bridges,
parks, cemeteries, and so forth.
I have read that this particular
bridge should be named to honor
the specific veterans of Viet Nam.
However, I see no mention of this
particular war in the suggested
name; such as, in memory of the
Viet Nam war veterans. We will
not forget them.
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Just the other day, we enacted
a bill, although it will cover all
veterans, it was originated by our
concern for those who served
gallantly in our most unpopular
conflict, the Viet Nam war. This
was a brand new idea and sets
up for veterans a special but much
smaller MIBA. It was L. D. 419
and entitled the Maine Veterans
Small Business Loan Authority.
The first appropriation is $200,000,
and it will cover rotating loans up
to $2 million. It pledges the credit
of our state up to 80 per cent of
the loan. It covers about every-
thing from real estate to business
and even recreation. A veteran
needs little or no collateral to
participate.

Yesterday, a letter was read that
it was not appropriate to name a
memorial for a living person. I
say, bunk. We have done this many
times. Specifically, just two weeks
ago we named another bridge for
a man who is very much alive.
A memorial is something to
commemorate and honor a person
for exceptional work done.

No one has argued or disagreed
more with the gentleman f{rom
Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert, in this
House than I have. However, credit
must be given where credit is due.
Without his persistence, this bridge
would never have been built. I
agree with one gentleman who
spoke yesterday, Mr. Henley from
Norway. This is just a spite situa-
tion. Whether you like or dislike

Mr. Jalbert, a personal vendetta
is mnot an Thonorable way to
legislate.

I move the indefinite
postponement of this bill and

request that the vote be taken by
the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Bath, Mr. Ross, moves the
indefinite postponement of this Bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Lewiston, Mr. Tanguay.

Mr. TANGUAY: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Again today I beg you as
chairman of the Androscoggin
County Delegation. Yesterday it
was said that we had not taken
this up in delegation caucus. It
was informally taken in the dele-
gation caucus. The Petition was
circulated, not by me, I was not
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involved in the bill, I never got
involved. But as chairman of the
delegation I feel that I should
express the wishes of the majority
of the House delegation and the
100 percent plurality of the Senate
delegation.

I should do like the colleague
that we want to memorialize, tell
you what the future holds for this
bill if we pass it through —
assuming that we do away with
the Veterans Memorial Bridge —
what is going to happen in the
other body when it reaches that
body?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
inform the gentleman that he may
not make reference what the other
body is going to do in the course
of this debate.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. TANGUAY: It was also
mentioned yesterday and also this
morning that a personal vendetta
exists in our county delegation. I
fail to see where any, on my part
— I do not know if it is directed
at my integrity, in any way that
myself I have taken any personal
vendetta against anyone in this
House in the past. It is probably
directed in another direction, but
I wish someone would come up
and substantiate their allegations.

I have brought with me this
morning from the Lewiston-Auburn
area, the second largest post in
Maine, which is Post 22, located
on Bates Street in Lewiston, a
letter to substantiate the feeling
of over 1,600 members of that
veterans group that the post
commander signed and said that
they support memorializing the
bridge in question. They voted to
— the letter said that they support
the Veterans Memorial Bridge.

Now, I want to get back to this
personal vendetta. It seems to me
that one of the members of our
female delegation at ten minutes
past one last night was called and
told that today she had better vote
right on that bill. There were a
certain amount of words that I
would be set down by the Chair
if T were to mention them. I fully
realize that the man in question
probably didn’t put these people
up to it. But it still relates that
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the personal vendetta does mnot
come from this side of the aisle.

Now I would like to speak, not
as chairman of the delegation but
as a human being, a man elected
for my people for four consecutive
terms. And at no time did I ever
get up in this House and attempt
to lie to any one of you. I definitely
mean that.

We have also, a representative
who will get up — I have been
here so many years, consecutively,
but we know different in our area.

Looking at the twenty-five names
for which we would like to name
this bridge, I see at the top of
the list the name of Roger Leo
Asselin, Well, to me, right there

folks. I remember Roger Leo
Asselin when in uniform, along
with the Pine Tree Warriors

attending a field day at the L and
A Montagnard Social Club for the
raising of funds for the Democratic
Party. He in uniform, long with
the green and yellow colors of the
Pine Tree Warriors, this kid was
proud. He is not here to speak
for himself today.

People that I knew, Roland
Philip Guerette along with his
uncle used to come up to No Name
Pond at the LaMontagnard Chalet
and enjoyed a day of activities at
our summer place. Richard Willard
Rossignol, the young gentleman, I
used to stop at a gas station at
515 Lisbon Street, worked for his
dad. We used to stop at the gas

station say, ‘“What is the matter,
you not working today, huh’?
“Your dad not around?” similar

things like that. It brings back old
memories of these young men with
white souls, unblemished souls.

And Iast but not least, I have
the name of James Joseph
McMorrow, known to me as
Jimmy. Now, in the press releases
in the Lewiston-Auburn area, it
was mentioned that this bridge that
we are now talking about may end
up with no name. The same name
that the only body of water in the
Lewiston-Auburn area has, No
Name Pond.

This little Jimmy means a lot
to me, and he did to all the Demo-
cratic constituents of the Lewiston-
Auburn area, because on many
Democratic field days Jimmy was
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there. The reason that Jimmy was
there, he was our mnext door
neighbor. He lived on the No Name
Pond Road, the same name that
the press release came up with.
He spent his whole life at No Name
Pond, directly across the street
from No Name Pond. After having
heard the debate over here, feeling
that I want to find out first hand
how the folks felt and they related
to me that it would be a very
nice gesture, especially at this
crucial time, where the war had
ended, to memorialize those who
cannot be called veterans, those
who died in action. I would like
to note also that in that particular
family, that Mrs. McMorrow, Mrs.
Joseph McMorrow felt that Amy,
Dennis and Jane, Matty, Pat, Joey,
Kris, Brennan, Sheila, Mary,
Peggy, and Eileen would support
such legislation; not barring also
one of our veterans who served
in the U.S. Marines, honorably
discharged, Gregory McMorrow.

With all the documentation that
the Androscoggin delegation has
come up with, the City Fathers
of Lewiston, the City Fathers of
Auburn, 100 percent of the
Androscoggin County delegation,
the majority of the House delega-
tion — I cannot speak for every
one of them because I feel there
are three gentlemen who feel it
should go the other way — and
also the support of the one man
out of our delegation on
Transportation who, like some of
the others, had a bent elbow at
the time, will support Veterans
Memorial Bridge.

I would like to see where does
this vendetta exist? Do you mean
to tell me that all these elected
officials have a personal vendetta;
if there had been a personal ven-
detta on my part or maybe it was
directed at Mr. Cooney, Represen-
tative Cooney. I would like to see
where the vendetta exists. It has
been brought out that somebody
is trying to get to Louis — I
know him as Louie. Let’s sub-
stantiate these attacks on the in-
tegrity of elected officials and I
feel that my integrity has been
attacked. Very seldom will you see
me get up on any bill. T vote with
my conscience and although I
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might be hazy at times to some
of you elected officials, I feel that
I am doing the best that I can.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Skowhegan, Mr. Dam,

Mr. DAM: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: First, I would like to

apologize to Mr. Tanguay for
getting up and addressing the
Chair because I thought he had
finished speaking. Otherwise, I
would not have risen to interrupt
him.

I would like to read to you from
the Lewiston Maine Daily Sun
dated Thursday, April 5, 1973.
Reading directly from the paper,
it says, ‘“Proponents for naming
the structure the Louis Jalbert
Bridge in honor of the Lewiston
Democrat filled the hearing room.”
Leaving out a lot of the other art-
icle, going to the part underneath
the heading ‘‘Veterans’, it said,
“In a surprise move James Mec
Mann, national committeeman of
the American Legion and former
state Legion commander spoke as
a proponent of ‘the Jalbert
bill. McMann said he was speak-
ing as an individual and said he
had no objection to naming the
bridge after Mr. Jalbert. ‘Jalbert,’
he said, ‘has been instrumental in
promoting legislation for veterans.’
and mentioned the recent bill to
return Veterans Day to the tradi-
tional November 11th date.”

The thing that has disturbed
many of us is this has been thrown
into a political ring. ¢ ‘It is too
bad,” McMann said. The American
I.e gion National committeeman
said he had spoken to a cross
section of veterans and key offi-
cials who had indicated that they
did not object to naming the bridge
in honor of Jalbert.”

On the other bill that was
presented to name the bridge the
Veterans Memorial Bridge and
leaving out any reference to the
other body or the sponsor of the
bill, it said, “‘In presenting his bill
to name the bridge the Veterans
Memorial Bridge, —— Republican
of Auburn said he had received
wholehearted support from the
American Legion post in Lewiston
and Auburn. He was the only
proponent for his bill at the
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hearing.” As has been said here
before, both the councils from
Lewiston and Auburn have passed
a resolution in his support.

I would feel that from the
hearing and from what has been
said here in the paper that the
veterans have no objections to
naming this the Louis Jalbert
Bridge and not have the name
Veterans Memorial Bridge, so that
we could go along with the motion
of the gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross on the indefinite
postponement of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Mexico, Mr. Fraser.

Mr. FRASER: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As has already been said
here this morning, all respect due
to the veterans is here and I do
not believe that anybody’s integrity
is involved. I haven’t heard any
reason to believe that.

I have here a letter from the
state commander which I received
last week. It says here, ‘““As one
of your -constituents, I want to
register my support for the bill
which you have introduced to name
the new Lewiston-Auburn bridge in
honor of Representative Louis
Jalbert. I believe this gentleman
is certainly deserving of this
lasting tribute and I hope your bill
prevails in the deliberations of the
106th Legislature.” That is so much
for the veterans.

Ladies and gentlemen of this
House, I have observed up to this
moment, most of the proponents
of this bill are from the Lewiston-
Auburn area. As the good gentle-
man from Livermore Falls said
yesterday, they certainly have a
right to speak and let us know
their wishes.

I maintain that this is a state
project and not a local one, as
evidenced by the fact that the good
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr. Jal-
bert, traveled this whole state prior
to the last referendum selling the
idea to the voters of this state
of the need for that bridge. Had
he not done so, I do not believe
the bridge would be there. Conse-
quently, as a state project, I hope
you will go along with the motion
of the gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Brooks, Mr. Wood.

Mr. WOOD: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I want to make it under-
stood, I have nothing against the
veterans from any war. We have
named numerous bridges,
buildings, highways, hospitals all
over this United States and some
in the State of Maine the Veterans
Memorial Bridge, which rightly we
should. But this is a different situa-
tion, this bridge in the City of
Lewiston. This bridge does not
belong to the City of Lewiston, it
does not belong to the veterans,
it does not belong to Louis Jalbert.
It belongs to the people of the State
of Maine who furnished the money
to build this bridge. And we here
are to decide on the merits of the
bills, how it should be named.

I have a copy here from the
Lewiston Daily Sun that I want
to mention written November 8,
1968, after the bond issue was
passed to build the bridge. And
it says, “Fourteen months ago,
Maine residents practically shouted
NO to floating a $4,500,000 bond
issue for a new bridge across the
Androscoggin River between
Auburn and Lewiston, as they
voted nearly two to one against
the proposal. This week, the same
bond issue was submitted to
referendum once again with the
result almost the exact reverse,
close to a two to one favorable
response. Why? The answer to the
question is easily found. Essen-
tially, it lies in the efforts of one
man who conducted a veritable
crusade for the bridge, carrying
the message all over the state of
Maine. That man was Representa-
tive Louis Jalbert of Lewiston,
sponsor of the legislative resolve
for the bond issue who steered it
through two sessions of the 103rd
Legislature.

Now, this is what happened when
one man saw the need of his city,
the need of a bridge that they had
needed for so many years and got
out and worked, criss-crossed the
State of Maine speaking for this
bridge, a bridge that should have
been doomed to the same defeat
as the one before it. But Louis
Jalbert brought to the attention of
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the people of the State of Maine
the need for that bridge and they
passed the bond issue and the
bridge has been built.

We hear about the people of
Lewiston, the Fathers of the City
of Lewiston and Auburn who run
the city. I have a list here, three
pages of people from the City of
Lewiston that signed the petition
and it says, ‘“We, the undersigned,
wish to petition the legislature
concerning the naming of the new
bridge in the City of Lewiston to
be entitled the Louis Jalbert
Bridge.” That is three pages of
citizens of the City of Lewiston.
So that goes to show that not all
the people in Lewiston are against
the naming of this bridge the Louis
Jalbert Bridge.

You have heard or been referred
to a letter here written to Lucien
Gilbert, commander of Post No.
22 of Lewiston. “Dear Lou: I was
quite disturbed by the feature
article which appeared in the
Lewiston Evening Journal this
evening on the subject of the
names being suggested for the new
Androscoggin River bridge
connecting Lewiston and Auburn.
As you know, for many years I
h ave enthusiastically dedicated
myself to the veteran, the Ameri-
can Legion and for what it stands
for. I have done some preliminary
checking and find that there is
already a Veterans Memorial
Bridge in that area, that which
is located over the Little Andros-
coggin River in Auburn. The
portrayal of the local American
Legion posts and the Maine
Department of American Legion is
particularly unfortunate in that it
reflects the Legion’s involvement
in political differences of opinion.
I would hope that we as veterans
would have remained silent over
any differences of opinion that may
have arisen over the naming of
this new bridge. T have already
heard the remark said ‘Just what
do the veterans want, they have
one bridge already in the area
named in their honor.” It would
be unfortunate for the veterans to
lose the friendship of Representa-
tive Louis Jalbert over the naming
of a bridge. For years Representa-
tive Louis Jalbert has dedicated
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himself to the veterans and has
been instrumental in passing major
legislation in our behalf. Just
recently, on December 5, 1972
under Joint Rule 6, Representative
Jalbert filed An Act Providing for
the Observance of Veterans Day
on November 11 and Memorial Day
on May 30. I look forward to your
continued interest in the American
Legion and would suggest that our
organization not be mentioned or
involved in any political opinions
that may be voiced in the future.
Signed, James A. McMahon.”

We have named many bridges
and roads in the State of Maine
after different individuals. We have
the Joshua Chamberlain Bridge in
Bangor. We have the bridge in Lin-
coln. We have the Clinton Clauson
road over here in the other part
of the county, but not one of these
people was individually involved in
getting those bridges and those
pieces of road and not one deserves
the honor any more and in my
opinion not as much as Lous
Jalbert deserves this honor today.

It is true that those people have
passed on from this life and people
talk about not naming bridges or
roads after people until after they
are dead but I say, ladies and
gentlemen, I have a little piece
here I want to read. It says,

“If with pleasure you are viewing
any work a man is doing

and you like him or you love
him, tell him now.

Don’t withhold your approbation
until the priest makes his oration

as he lies with snowy lilies o’er
his brow.

For no matter how you shout
it, he won’t really care about it.

He won’t know how many
teardrops you have shed.

If you think some praise is due
him, now’s the time to give it to
him

for he cannot read his tombstone
when he’s dead.”

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Perham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: 1
would feel somewhat remiss if I
did not say a few words in this
matter. Most of the things that
I could say have already been said
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by previous speakers; namely, that
this bridge is not necessarily an
Androscoggin County affair. It was
built by bonds voted by all the
people of the State of Maine and
I cannot help but look upon it as
a State of Maine project as much
as it is an Androscoggin County
project.

Another thing that I might
mention that came out of the
Committee on Transportation with
a 12 to 1 “ought to pass” report
to name it the Louis A. Jalbert
bridge rather than the Veteran’s
Memorial Bridge. These things 1
cannot disregard.

More than that, I hope when you
vote you will recall that Louis
Jalbert has served longer in this
body than any other man present
here today, a period of over a
quarter of a century. I think when
you vote you should give some
consideration to this fact. He has
served long and well. The bond
issue probably never would have
been passed to build this bridge
if he had not gone up and down
the length and breadth of the
State of Maine and wused his
influence with the people to pass
this bond issue. Let’s give Louis
Jalbert the resounding vote that
he deserves when we vote on this
matter before us today. I
completely endorse the motion of
the gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross and I hope that you will go
along with us.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentlewoman from
Auburn, Mrs, Lewis.

Mrs. LEWIS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: 1 want to bring your atten-
tion to a law now on the books.
Title 27, Chapter 7, paragraph 266
of the Maine Revised Statutes. It
reads: ‘“Names for memorial
bridges and highways: The state
historian shall submit to the
legislature the names of persons
or subjects whenever any legisla-
tion is pending to designate any
highway or bridge as a memorial.”
Professor Robert M. York of the
University of Maine, Portland-
Gorham, is the state historian and
I bring to your attention the letter
that was distributed to us
yesterday where he stated the
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bridge should be named the
Veterans Bridge.

We do have one building in
Auburn, quite a sizable building,
the Central Maine Vocational
Technical Institute, which has
Representative Jalbert’s name on
it. There is a plaque honoring him
so certainly his work and his ded-
ication to his community is recog-
nized.

I also want to mention that I
know two of the boys who were
killed in the Viet Nam war, two
boys who went to school with my
son, Harold Walker and Robert
Belangy and I know that their
families would be very honored.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman {rom
Qakland, Mr. Brawn.

Mr. BRAWN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Being a service connected
disabled veteran and receiving a
compensation of 50 percent, I am
in favor of naming this bridge for
Louis Jalbert.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Tanguay.

Mr. TANGUAY: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: A letter was read to you
just a short while ago signed by
Mr. Jim MeMahon and Jim
McMahon, along the years, has
been tied in with Mr. Louis Jalbert
helping out with the veteran’s bhill.
I assume that Jim McMahon would
have worked with any legislator
with bills that would help the
veterans. Now, I have a fresh copy
this morning, signed by Mr.
Lucien Gilbert, I am talking about
the post commander. Jim
MecMahon is an ex-post commander
of a post in Auburn, Post 153,
probably one hundred some odd
members. Post 153, we already
submitted a letter and they were
100 percent behind naming this
bridge the Veteran’s Memorial
Bridge.

It was also insinuated that they
want to name another bridge in
the Lewiston-Auburn area. This
letter specifically says, ‘““This is to
advise you that I, as post
commander, and the majority” —
they don’t say everybody is in
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favor of naming it this way, ‘“—
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“the majority of its officers and
members favor naming the new
bridge the Veterans Memorial
Bridge.”

I do hope today that I can get
to the new legislators. I understand
that we have 78 new men in here,.
I wouldn’'t say veterans, many
veterans are back and we all owe
Mr. Jalbert, one way or another
some favors. I, for myself, do and
I am sure that some of you others
do, but those who don’t, please
listen to the testimony that our
delegation has submitted to you
and vote according to your
conscience, because I am speaking
with my conscience today.

Now the constituents have
elected me to represent them in
Lewiston and it is a vast majority
of our people. True, the people in
Lewiston didn’t flock here to
support the naming of the bridge
Veterans Memorial Bridge. 1
understand that, and we all elected
officials supposedly are supposed
to represent them. We felt — at
least a senator felt that due to
the fact that he had copies of a
letter from an Auburn official and
a Lewiston official and the vote
of the delegation to name it
Veterans Memorial bridge, he
didn’t feel that we should attempt
to delay the progress of the leg-
islation.

I would like to note today —
I am proud of it, I have at home
in my possession — the right at
the official opening of the bridge
to be the first man to have a ride
on it. So I wish that you would
get this legislation through so that
I can get my ride.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Belfast, Mr. Webber.

Mr. WEBBER: Mr. Speaker,
would you have the Clerk read the
committee report on this bill,
please.

Thereupon the Clerk read the
Committee report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I have
heard quite a few comments here
and I agree with the gentleman
on the Transportation Committee
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and also on the committee that
Mr. Jalbert belongs with, the
Financial Affairs Committee. I
agree with them. If I was on that
committee I probably would not
go against naming the bridge the
Louis Jalbert bridge because he is
on their committee and I think as
far as the Transportation Commit-
tee is concerned, the department
head of the Department of
Transportation is the one that
requested that this be named the
Louis Jalbert bridge. When it
comes to department heads, I think
that we in this body here can make
our own disposition of how we
would like to vote on this bridge.

I have heard one other member
of the Appropriations mention that
this was a state bill but I feel
that the people who are living with
this bridge in Lewiston and Auburn
— and I am talking about the
councilmen of that city, of both
cities — they, on their committee,
are representing the people of
Lewiston and Auburn and I agree
with Mr. Tanguay that he is
representing the people of the
county.

Mrs. Lewis has mentioned the
veterans who have died in the ser-
vice. What about the veterans who
died in the service? You already
have a bridge — I mean not a
bridge but you have a vocational
school which is called the Louis
Jalbert Vocational School in
Auburn. What about these veterans
who gave their lives in the service.
Don’t they deserve anything for
having defended their country and
given their lives?

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

Mr. McNALLY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: T just want
to throw out one little thought.
Over here a little ways is Fox’s
Pond and down in Washington
County is Fox’s Pond and there
are several mill streams and
several mill ponds and there are
several mud ponds over the State
of Maine.

Now I went over this morning
and casually inquired about how
many veterans memorial bridge
names there were in the State and
Mr. Stevens himself said he
couldn’t swear to it but he thought
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maybe around 25. Now I can’t see
where you are honoring the
veterans too much if you have got
that many bridges already as
veterans memorial bridges. I
worked on one in 1924 as the
resident engineer for the bridge at
the end of Silver Street and that
was named the Veterans Memorial
Bridge in those days. I don’t know
what they call it now. I don’t know
that they have even got the plaque
there on it. But that is neither
here nor there.

It seems too bad that since you
have got a law that says all the
bridges up and down the interstate
must be named memorial bridges,
veteran’s memorial bridges, I think
with a bridge already named that
in Auburn, that we aren’t doing
any veterans any honor by calling
anything a veteran’s memorial
bridge, as many as there are. That
is my thoughts about and more
than that, there were a good many
people who were for this, as well
as myself, that the fellow that
worked the hardest should have a
little bit of consideration because
they never would have had the
bridge without his work.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentlewoman from
Freeport, Mrs. Clark.

Mrs. CLARK: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As a
freshman legislator in this House,
1 cannot allude to a long-time
association in the legislative halls
with the gentleman from Lewiston,
Mr. Louis Jalbert. However, I can
lend my support to the motion of
the gentleman from Bath, Mr.
Ross as an expression of well-
earned recognition for the zeal and
dedication with which Mr. Jalbert
has served the people of Maine
these many years.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Sanford, Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I have
on my desk here, like every one
of you have, a letter. And I would
like to read it to you. “To the
Legislature of the State of Maine.
From Robert M. York, State
Historian. Subject: Naming of the
new bridge across the
Androscoggin River.” This is a
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reply to Representative McNally,
who just spoke.

“It is my considered judgment
that the bridge should be named
for those veterans who died in ser-
vice during the Viet Nam war,
Veterans Memorial Bridge. This is
in keeping with the vote of the
city councilmen of both Lewiston
and Auburn.

“As historian I strongly
recommend that bridges and
memorials of whatever sort should
not be named for living persons
who are still actively associated
with public life. For example,
within the university system we
have a policy that states
emphatically that bridges will be
named only for persons who have
retired from association with the
University.”” Signed, Robert M.
York.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Enfield, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: After being
here around these halls for twenty
yvears with the gentleman in
question, Mr. Jalbert, I would like
to say there is probably no man
in this House that was in more
opposition over the twenty years
to Mr. Jalbert’s thinking in a lot
of cases than this man speaking,
Mr. Dudley. But I do feel sincerely
that this bridge should be named
after Mr. Jalbert.

I was on the Transportation
Committee when he came before
us and pleaded for the bridge and
the thing was defeated. He came
back tothe Transportation
Committee, of which I still was
a member, and pleaded his case
over again., He did not get
unanimous support of the commit-
tee in either case to have the
bridge because I was there. There-
fore, he was able to get it through
the House and the Senate. He was
able to go out and sell the
referendum to the people, the
length and breadth of this state. I
would have to concur that I think
this bridge should be named in
honor of Louis Jalbert. I cannot
think of a man in the Lewiston
area that has done more for the
City of Lewiston down through the
years than this man. And of
course, while he was doing things
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for the City of Lewiston, he was
getting opposition from me because
I live far from Lewiston.

I feel for these veterans, too.
It is an emotional thing, it is
emotional with me too and I
suspect it is with you. I am not
opposed to naming another bridge
the Memorial Bridge, I suggest we
name a good bhig one, like the one
over the river down here to Kittery
or something that stands way up
in the sky so you can see. It is
more appropriate I would think,

I do hope this morning that we
will go along finally and name this
bridge and I want to be on record
as one of those legislators that
have known him many many
years, more than twenty years,
and his effort in this field that
we support him and name this
bridge.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Brooks, Mr. Wood.

Mr., WOOD: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I think it
has been inferred by one speaker
that some member of the Depart-
ment of Transportation had some-
thing to do with influencing the
members on this committee to sign
the way they did. I want to set
the record straight that not one
person from the department spoke
before the committee or has come
to us trying to influence us in any
way and had nothing to do with
the way that the members of this
committee signed this report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Ricker.

Mr. RICKER: Mr. Speaker and
members of the House: As a city
official of Lewiston, I happen to
be one of them who signed the
resolution to naming the bridge the
Veterans Memorial Bridge for the
simple reason nobody ever
approached the City Council o f
Lewiston of naming the bridge
Louis Jalbert. That is why the
aldermen and the mayor signed it
the Veterans Memorial Bridge.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Sanford, Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: 1
would like to deny what Mr. Wood
has said to the House here at the
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present time. I asked the sponsor
of this bill. I said “Who asked
you?”’ And I didn’t lie when I men-
tioned that a few minutes ago, be-
cause I have never lied to this
House. When I have anything to
say, you know me better than that.
I don’t go behind the scenes and
talk behind your backs. I come
right here and tell you. When I
asked the sponsor of this bill, I
said “Who asked you to sponsor
this bill?”” Mr. Mallar of the
Department of Transportation
asked Mr. Fraser to sponsor this
bill. And I am telling you, this
is why the Transportation Commit-
tee went along with it. Mr. Mallar
is the one that requested it.

When it comes to the point that
the department heads are going to
come in here and tell you and I
who represent the people, like Mr.
Tanguay and the rest of them from
Lewiston and Auburn that
represent their cities and the
majority of their cities, that these
department heads are going to
come here and tell you what to
do, I resent that. I think it is up
to us here. We represent our people
and we should speak for the people
of each of our individual towns and
cities, not the department heads.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Norway, Mr. Henley.

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Briefly, to
follow up what I stated yesterday,
this morning I can’t any more than
agree with Mr. Ross, Mr. Wood,
Mr. McNally, and many more who
have tried to face this issue, seems
to me, sensibly. This particular bill
came out of committee with only
one favoring Veteran Memorial
Bridge. And as I understand it,
there was almost no urging to do
so.

I stated yesterday that I had
tried to find any urging of the
veterans organizations to so name
the bridge. I found none, I found
just the reverse. I double checked
it yesterday afternoon. I asked our
own director of Veterans Affairs,
Mr. Bob Washburn, and he said
absolutely not. He said, in fact,
as far as a lot of the veteran
leaders are concerned — now, I
am talking about state-wide, not
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just Auburn and Lewiston — as
far as the leaders of the state
veterans organizations are
concerned, they feel that they are
naming top many bridges Veterans
Bridges when they cannot think of
anything else to name them. They
are using it as an alternative. He
says, if the bridge had been built
with the purpose of dedicating it
to some one veteran or to a
veterans group, that would be a
different reason. But the bridge
was not built with that in mind.
He himself stated that he did not
know of anyone who could have
done as much or did do as much
for the building of the bridge as
Mr. Jalbert. I happen to know be-
cause I helped Mr. Jalbert in my
section and I know that he got
others all over the state to help
in getting that bridge.

I think there has been too much
said about what possibly the
American Legion people said in
Auburn or in Lewiston or what the
city council had to say in Lewiston.
The bridge does not belong to
Lewiston, neither does it belong to
Androscoggin County. It belongs to
the people in the State of Maine.

As far as the historian is con-
cerned, we are running the legisla-
ture, not the historian. It was just
stated by Mr. Gauthier that we
should not allow department heads
to quote what we should do.
Neither should we allow historians
to quote what we should do. If
we in this legislature, state-wide,
representing a million people,
decide we do not want to name
it the Veterans Memorial Bridge
because we got no urging from the
veterans, we do not need to name
it the Veterans Memorial Bridge.
And if we decide we want to name
it the Louis Jalbert Bridge,
whether he is living or deceased,
we can do so.

I hope you will all vote along
with Mr. Ross and put this bill
to rest so that we can take up
the next one in due time.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentlewoman from
Union, Mrs. McCormick.

Mrs. McCORMICK: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I would just like to state
that Mr. Gauthier from Sanford
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stated that this was a department
head that asked this. If it is, and
I will not deny that maybe it is,
this is the first that I have heard
about it. As far as I was con-
cerned, Mr. Fraser sponsored the
bill. T did not ask him who put
the name in and I did not vote
the way I did because Mr., Mallar
said anything, because Mr. Mallar
did not even speak before the
committee.

I had mixed feelings as to which
way to vote on the bill. After
talking with quite a few people,
they said there wasn’'t anybody
that deserved the name any more
than Louis Jalbert; that there was
nobody that had worked any harder
to get a bridge in this state than
he did. Therefore, I went back to
the committee the day of the
executive session and voted in that
way. I will support that when it
comes time.

As far as all the talk being done,
I am sure that every member of
this House has made up their mind
as to which way they are going
to vote, and no matter who says
what, you are not going to change
any more minds. I would hope that
we get on with the voting.

The SPEAKER: The Chair

recognizes the gentlewoman from
Auburn, Mrs. Lewis.
. Mrs. LEWIS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
like to point out one thing. As far
as the state historian naming the
bridge, he does have something to
say about it because it is in the
Maine statutes. And if we have
a law saying that the historian
shall submit to the legislature the
names of persons or subjects
whenever any legislation is pending
to designate any highway or bridge
as a memorial, I would think that
that law would mean that was
what we had to do. What good
is a law if it is not going to be
obeyed?

Mr. Gauthier of Sanford was
granted permission to speak a
third time.

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: My name was brought up
here twice by Mr. Henley, my
neighbor on Judiciary; by Mrs.
McCormick on  Transportation
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Committee. And I was very honest
in my deliberations. I went to Mr.
Fraser, one of the best friends I
have got in this House, and I asked
him. I said, “Who asked you to
support this, to put the bill in?”’
And he said, “Mr. Mallar of the
Transportation Department.”” And
then a little later on when the
name of the Memorial Bridge was
brought out Mr. Mallar mentioned
to the same gentleman to hold it
back to see what was going on.

Well, the one thing that I am
against here this morning and I
am referring to is the fact that
we have a mind of our own. I
do not think that a department
head should come over here and
tell us what we are going to do.
I think that they are subordinates
of ours and we are the ones that
should tell them what to do.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr., Jacques.

Mr. JACQUES: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I rise here this morning
for one reason and one reason only,
for what Mr. Henley said a few
minutes ago, that it shouldn’t be
any concern of Lewiston. But
believe me, it is a concern of
Lewiston. If you see the property
that they have taken out of
Lewiston, that Lewiston will not
collect taxes, beautiful buildings
and could see the way the city
was torn up where the bridge is
going to be located now, you would
feel a little different, Mr. Henley,
I believe. And the same thing with
Auburn. It is a mess, it is a mess.
They went right through the Bates
College Campus, which the college
objected to them going through
there because of where this road
is going through right now.

So I think it is a little concern
of the City of Lewiston and they
should have a little thing to say
what it is going to be named. I
am not saying what name it is
going to be, Mr. Speaker, because
I was on that Transportation
Committee and I had refused to
sign the bill. T was told that I
had to sign the bill and I said,
‘“Not even the President of the
United States will make me sign
that bill if I don’t want to sign
it,” I think I have been around
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this House and the Senate here for
many years and I know what my
rights are and I tell you, Mr.
Henley, if you are not concerned
about the City of Lewiston, well,
I am.

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

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: It
is with mixed emotions that I get
up to speak on this bill today. I
have been wrestling with myself
for the last few days and I wish
I had the words at my command
to be able to make you understand
my feelings about veterans, those
people who went to wars in foreign
lands, who died so that others may
be free, free of hate, free of fear,
free of retaliation and having the
freedoms that we all deserve. I
wonder, these veterans that died
for those freedoms, as they look
down upon us here this morning,
what their feelings are of being
dragged into an affair, innocently
as it may be; their names being
used in order to debate a bill which
has the name of another person.

I think we are very wrong by
trying to bring out these names
on the floor of this House because
I am sure that if any one of them
were here present, they would give
their ideas on this bill. I think they
would be very very mad at being
used here. As I said, they fought
for freedom, freedom that you and
I enjoy and I feel that we should
commemorate them in some other
way. This is not the way this
morning nor the time. Next Tues-
day you are going to have a day
which will honor the veterans. We
have a chance to do our part now.

I see there is a bill in here to
have a veteran’s home in the
future. That is something we
should give serious thought to. I
would be in favor of that. I think
this morning we are trying to use
people who cannot defend them-
selves, who cannot speak for them-
selves here this morning and I
hope that we go along with the
motion of Mr. Ross from Bath.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Eastport, Mr. Mills.
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Mr. MILLS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am going to support Louis
Jalbert’s name on that bridge and
I will tell you the reason why.

As far as being a veteran is con-
cerned, I joined the first American
Legion post formed in the world
in Paris many years ago.

Now, when this bill or this bridge
became a subject of discussion
which grew to be state-wide, my
judgment on supporting the bill for
the Androscoggin bridge across
there, or whatever the title might
be, was in talking to the
Eastporters who had to leave
Eastport for lack of work and
working in Lewiston who told me
the congestion across that river
going to and from work, especially
at five to six at night; that they
sat there sometimes for a long
period of time, an hour, hour and
a half.

I talked to Louis Jalbert about
it at that time. He told me that
he was working to get another
bridge built. When it became
necessary after the first
referendum was defeated, I con-
tacted Louie to find out what I
could do to help him get that
bridge and I was working on the
eastern end of the state canvassing
the districts over there to get a

supporting vote for that
referendum. I don’t know of
anybody that has been more

dedicated in the legislature to a
project to relieve the people as an
entirety, not as a group.

Therefore, I will support the
gentleman from Bath, Mr. Ross,
with indefinite postponement.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Brooks, Mr. Wood.

Mr. WOOD: Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House: Some people
may read in the record that I
made a false statement or may
be lying. I want to set the record
straight when I said that no
member of the department has
ever come to me or come before
our committee and urged us to
vote one way or the other on these
bills. I meant exactly what I said
and I did not know that anybody
from the department had asked
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Mr. Fraser to present this bill and
I don’t believe that any other
member of my committee knew
it or had ever been influenced at
all by any member of the commis-
sion to vote the way we did on
this bill.

As to Mrs. Lewis reading from
the statute, it does say who shall
present names of bridges but it
isn’t a law, it does not say that
the legislature has to accept it,
the names that they present. It
does not say that members of this
legislature can’t also present
names and act on those names that
are presented by the legislature.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Perham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr., BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I suggest
that we vote and we give Lous Jal-
bert the kind of a resounding
endorsement that he deserves.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Dexter, Mr. Keyte.

Mr. KEYTE: Mr. Speaker, Lad-
ies and Gentlemen of the House:
Being on the Transportation Com-
mittee, I wish everyone to know
in here that no one influenced me
how to vote. I voted for Mr. Jal-
bert because I know the work he
has done on this bridge. He visit-
ed Dexter and he worked hard up
there, a day, which went to his
vote for the bridge. Dexter voted
for it.

So, I wish to tell everybody that
I hope this bill is defeated and
we get onto the bill for Mr. Jalbert.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has
been requested. For the Chair to
order a roll call, it must have the
expressed desire of one fifth of the
members present and voting. All
those 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.

Mr. Tanguay of Lewiston was
denied permission to speak a third
time.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Bath, Mr. Ross,
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to indefinitely postpone
concurrence L. D. 1033, Resolve
Designating a Certain Bridge
Across the Androscoggin River as
‘““The Veterans Memorial Bridge”
and all accompanying papers. All
in favor of that motion will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no.
ROLL CALL

YEA — Berry, G. W.; Berry,
P. P.; Binnette, Boudreau, Brag-
don, Brawn, Brown, Bunker, Bus-
tin, Carey, Carrier, Carter, Chick,
Chonko, Churchill, Clark, Conley,

in non-

Connolly, Cote, Cottrell, Curran,
Dam, Davis, Deshaies, Dudley,
Dunleavy, Dyar, Evans, Farley,

Finemore, Fraser, Genest, Good,
Goodwin, H.; Goodwin, K.; Han-
cock, Henley, Hobbins, Hunter,
Immonen, Jackson, Kelleher,
Kelley, Keyte, LaPointe, Lawry,
LeBlane, Lynch, Mahany, Martin,
Maxwell, McCormick, MecNally,
McTeague, Merrill, Mills, Morton,
Mulkern, Murchison, Najarian,
O’Brien, Parks, Peterson, Pratt,
Rollins, Ross, Shaw, Sheltra,

Soulas, Strout, Susi, Talbot,
Theriault, Tierney, Walker,
Webber, Whitzell, Willard, Wood,
M. E., The Speaker.

NAY — Ault, Berube, Birt,
Bither, Cameron, Donaghy,

Drigotas, Emery, D. F.; Farnham,
Fecteau, Ferris, Flynn, Gauthier,
Greenlaw, Hoffses, Jacques,
Kelley, R. P.; Knight, LaCharite,
Lewis, E.; Lewis, J.; Littlefield,
Maddox, McHenry, McKernan,
McMahon, Morin, L.; Murray, Per-
kins, Ricker, Shute, Simpson, L.
E.; Sproul, Tanguay.

ABSENT — Bunker, Briggs,
Cooney, Cressey, Crommett,
Curtis, T. S., Jr.; Dow, Dunn,
Farrington, Faucher, Gahagan,
Garsoe, Hamblen, Haskell,
Herrlck Hodgdon, Huber, Jalbert
Kilroy, MacLeod, Morin, V. ;
Norris, Palmer, Rolde, Santoro,
Silverman, Stillings, Trask, Trum-
bull, Tyndale, Wheeler, White.

Yes, 80; No, 34; Absent, 36.

The SPEAKER: Eighty having
voted in the affirmative and thirty-
four having voted in the negative,
with thirty-six being absent, the
motion does prevail.

The Chair laid before the House
the second item of Unfinished
Business:
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Bill, “An Act Raising the
Maximum Age of a Juvenile
Offender”” (H. P. 489) (L. D. 643)

Tabled -— April 12, by Mr. Dun-
leavy of Presque Isle.

Pending — Motion to recede and
concur.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Bangor, Mr, McKernan.

Mr. McKERNAN: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I rise in
opposition to the motion to recede
and concur. As a member of the
Judiciary Committee, which passed
this bill out unanimously ‘ought
to pass’, I feel that I should give
you some of the reasons why we
came to that decision.

First let me tell you, as
proponents of this bill, the Director
of the Bureau of Corrections, Miss
Ward Murphy, and the head of the
Maine Juvenile Justice Association,
Mr. Frank M. Amaroso, both
testified that they would favor
raising the maximum age of a
juvenile offender from the age of
17 to the age of 18.

Also, I think it might behoove
us to look at when we passed the
statute now in question which set
the maximum age for a juvenile
offender at age 17. I believe it
was in 1961 and at that time the
age of majority was 21. So it seems
apparent that the age of 17 was
arbitrarily picked as a good
number that would keep the
maximum age at a time when a
person was still in his teens and
it was obvious, I think, that nobody
would set the maximum age for
a juvenile offender at age 21. So
they arbitrarily picked some
number between 15 or 16 and 19
which they decided on as 17.

Well, in the 105th Legislature, in
its wisdom, that legislature chang-
ed the age of majority from 21 to
18 and now that the age of
majority is 18, the arbitrariness of
having chosen 17 sort of sticks out
like a sore thumb. It was for the
reason that there does seem to be
an inconsistency that the Judiciary
Committee did ask that it be
allowed unanimously to correct
that inconsistency and make the
laws a little more just.

One final point I would like to
make is sort of a rebuttable to
the comments of the gentleman
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from Standish, Mr. Simpson, which
I think a lot of people feel the
same way he does. Last Thursday
he said, and I quote, ‘‘as we look
at the age of the children who are
supposed to be called juveniles and
the type of crimes they are getting
involved with, I personally think
that we ought to be pushing the
term juvenile back in years rather
than pushing it up from the age
of 17 to 18.” Well, there are a
lot of people, I think, that would
agree that there are a lot of
juveniles that are getting involved
in crimes that are a lot more seri-
ous than we would like to see
them involved in. But I would re-
fer you to the Maine Revised Stat-
utes, Title 11, Section 2611, which
gives the Juvenile Court the power
to find probable cause to hold the
juvenile for Grand Jury action in
a criminal proceeding if that
juvenile offender is dangerous to
the safety of his community.

Now, the Juvenile Court can hold
a juvenile offender regardless of
his age. He can be eight or nine
years old even if that judge feels
that the crime is so heinous and
so despicable that this person is
dangerous and dangerous to his
community. So I think that that
problem is sufficiently dealt with
in our present statutes and it is
for this reason of fairness and
consistency that the Judiciary
Committee did pass this bill out
unanimously ‘“‘ought to pass” and
therefore, I would request that you
vote against the motion to recede
and concur.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Waterville, Mr. Carey.

Mr. CAREY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: 1
understand that the gentleman
from Bangor, Mr. McKernan says
that the juvenile judge can give
some leeway in the upper ages,
for instance, of the juveniles. I still
have to stick strongly with the
people who are the experts in the
field. My juvenile officer, for in-
stance, in Waterville realizes that
he would get more help by
increasing the age limit from 17
to 18 because he realizes that it
would be tremendously beneficial
to him personally because instead
of having to be on call every week-
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end, he would just become on
call every other weekend. He could
spend one weekend with his fami-
ly and he has some eleven children
of his own.

He knows that his caseload and
his workload would be cut almost
in half and yet he can’t seem to
understand why we would try to
increase the age from 17 to 18
because this is the troublesome age
that the hardened criminals, so to
speak, is in his formative years.
He has strongly urged me, strong-
ly urged me anyway, to support
the defeat of this measure and I
would certainly urge all of you
to listen to this man who is in
charge of the very problem which
we are discussing today.

Mr. Amaroso from Portland, it
is wonderful to be a department
head, I know that you are familiar
with department heads and I know
Mr. Amaroso out of Portland. It
is nice to be a department head
but it is also to be realized that
department heads will always try
to get more people under him so
it puts him in a better position
to have a bigger department and
draw more salary. I don’t know
what they are having for problems
down in Portland but we certainly
know what our problems are
around Waterville and I am quite
sure Mr. Brawn of Oakland, is also
aware of them.

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

Mr. CONNOLLY: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am in favor of this bill,
and I hope that you defeat the
motion to recede and concur. I
would just like to share a few
thoughts with you.

First of all, 18-year-olds right
now have the right, first of all,
to vote. They have the right to
drink publicly. They have the
right to marry without parental
consent and they have the right
to enter into all types of legal con-
tracts by themselves. In other
words, under the law, they are
treated as 21-year-olds or 25-year-
old or 8l-year-old adults.
Seventeen-year-olds do not have
any of those rights. It seems to
me to be discriminatory not to
allow 17-year-olds the same rights
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and privileges as adults and yet
to force upon them all eriminal
penalties for all kinds of crimes.

I want to give you an example.
There is a boy that I know of
in Portland who, when he was 14
years old because of family prob-
lems, began to get into a lot of
trouble. He was involved in things
like truancy from school, window
breaking, running away from
home. As a result, he spent a lot
of months in the correctional
center, the Boys Training Center
in South Portland. When he turned
17, he was arrested for vagrancy
and he was sentenced to the Men’s
Correctional Institute in Windham.
Now, it seems to me that that kind
of person, that kind of teenager
should not be subjected to that kind
of punishment being put in a place
like Windham with individuals who,
for the most part, are much older
and, if you will, more sophisticated
in the kinds of crimes Mr. Carey
talked abut who need that kind
of correctional rehabilitation or
correctional punishment.

It seems to me that it is that
kind of an individual who would
be most helped by this bill. You
should understand that if a 17-year-
old commits a major crime, com-
mits a crime of murder, commits
a crime of rape, or commits a
crime that involves a gun or
robbery, he will still be subject
to all the criminal penalties that
someone who is older than 18 would
be subjected to and would have
to do time if he committed that
kind of an offense. But that is not
the kind of an individual that we
are talking about in this bill.

Now, Mr. Carey has suggested
when he talked about thugs the
other day and when he talked again
this moring that police or youth
police officials do not support this
bill and he is incorrect. As an
example, the director of the Youth
Aid Bureau in Portland who is a
highly qualified and professional
trained police officer supports this
bill on two counts.

First, he says that it would help
that kind of an individual that I
just talked about. It would enable
his bureau to continue to work for
at least one more year with that
kind of an individual and he also
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made it very clear when he
testified before the committee in
support of this bill that this would
put no additional workload in terms
of necessitating the hiring of more
staff for the Youth Aid Bureau in
Portland.

I hope that you will support this
bill, defeat the motion to recede
and concur and get on with the
business.

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

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Just to interject one addi-
tional viewpoint as a member of
the Judiciary Committee, I was
concerned primarily because the
number of parents that I have run
into who have said to me or asked
me, what can I do about my run-
away child? Unfortunately, because
the child happens to be between
the 17 and 18.year old category,
there is absolutely nothing and yet
they are totally responsible as a
parent; and if they were a juvenile,
they could call upon the juvenile
authorities for purposes of location
and for purposes of dealing with
them as a juvenile runaway,
juvenile o ffend er, incorrigible,
what have you. And it would be
a means for the parent to have
some form of control of that
category between 17 and 18.

I personally don’t care if we
want to reduce the age of majority
to 17, 16, what have you. At that
point we are relieving the parent
of the obligations that they have
as a parent for their minor chil-
dren. Now, that is perfeetly all
right with me and at the same
time have those individuals, be-
cause they no longer would be chil-
dren, subject to all the penalties
of adults. I concede to certain chil-
dren who are certainly 16, 17 years
old who are adult in many many
ways, perhaps more so than some
of us who have long ago seen that
given age.

Regardless of that, that
particular reason is the primary
concern that I had, was the parent
and the right of the parent to be
able to have some means of getting
to their child who — and there
are many of them — who are
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running away at the age of 17 or
are incorrigible, uncontrollable
and the parent can stand and say
you do thus and so as they say,
listen, I won’t do it and you can’t
do anything about it. Yet, the par-
ent—and there have been some of
those same children who have
actually sued their parents for
their support because they felt that
as a minor they were entitled to
it. Well all right, if they are a
minor, then let’s give some form
of relief to the parent to be able
to get some form of control
through the juvenile system.

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

Mr. LaPOINTE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: We seem to have a little
debate going on down here between
Mr. Carey and myself relative to
the professionals in the field. How-
ever, I think that the Maine Juve-
nile Justice Association is a state-
wide organization of professionals
in the field and that Mr. Amaroso,
who happens to work for the Port-
land Police Department Youth Aid
Bureau was up here in an official
capacity representing that
organization and was by no way
representing his own interest or the
interests of the City of Portland
and he was in his capacity
representing the Maine Juvenile
Justice Association.

Now, I would point out to the
House this morning that this
association of professionals e n-
dorses this bill and in no way was
Mr. Amaroso up here tooting his
own horn trying to create an em-
pire down in the City of Portland.

As far as the record is con-
cerned, juvenile delingquency,
according to Mr. Amaroso’s rec-
ords, is down by 25 percent in the
City of Portland. So I feel that
Mr. Amaroso was not representing
the City of Portland. He was not
representing his own interests but
he was representing that of the
interests of the professionals in the
field of juvenile justice.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Waterville, Mr, Carey.

Mr. CAREY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Mr. Con-
nolly mentioned that I was speak-
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ing for all of the professionals in
the field.

I have checked back on what
happened on April 12 and this is
untrue. I said that I approached
the professional in the field who
happened to be from Waterville.
When they speak about the Juve-
nile Justice Association, the gentle-
man from Portland, both Mr. La-
Pointe and Mr. Connolly might be
interested to know that the gentle-
man from Waterville who is our
juvenile officer was one of the
founding fathers and is a charter
member of that organization. He
helped set it up so that there could
be a rapport between juvenile offi-
cers so they could check amongst
themselves how things were going
in one community, which way they
are going to help solve problems
in Portland, Lewiston, Auburn.

When Mr. Amaroso spoke before
the committee in representing the
Juvenile Justice Association, he
was certainly not speaking for all
of them. It was not a unanimous
vote in increasing the age from
17 to 18.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
urge Members to refer to fellow
members as the gentleman from
so and so rather than just so and
s0.
The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Strong, Mr. Dyar.

Mr. DYAR: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I received
this communication by mail yester-
day and I think it applies to the
subject before us today, and I will
quote two paragraphs.

‘““Americans in the last decade
were often told that the ecriminal
was not responsible for his crimes
against society but that society was
responsible.

“I totally disagree with this per-
missive philosophy. Society is
guilty of crime only when we fail
to bring the criminal to justice.
When we fail to make the criminal
pay for his crime, we encourage
him to think that crime will pay.”

This document was received
from the White House and ad-
dressed by the President on law
enforcement and drug abuse
prevention.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Gardiner, Mr. Whitzell.
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Mr. WHITZELL: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: O n
Thursday afternoon last week
many of us were very tried and
with one eye on the clock and one
ear on the debate, we made a de-
cision on this bill which had a unan-
imous report from the Judiciary
Committee. I feel that I didn’t pre-
sent the bill clearly; and after
having talked with many of you
individually, I was able to ex-
plain the intent and the importance
of this bill.

I will attempt again to explain
what this bill will and it won’t do.
It will increase parental authority
of the nonadult child in the family.
It will close the existing gap be-
tween the adult age of 18 and the
juvenile age of 17. It will eliminate
the limbo age of 17 from its non-
adult, non juvenile age. It will
make the 17-year-old responsible to
his parents as the parents are now
responsible for the actions of their
minor children.

It will bring the State of Maine
in line with two thirds of the other
states in this country where the
juvenile age ends when they reach
their age of majority. It will end
the confusion over the rights and
responsibilities of juveniles under
Maine law.

It won’t prevent 17-year-olds
from being punished from criminal
acts and it won’t prevent the
sentencing to Men’s Correctional or
Thomaston for serious offenses
such as murder. I ask you to
reconsider.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is the motion to recede
and concur. All in favor of that
motion will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

Thereupon, Mr. Carey of Water-
ville requested a roll call vote.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has
been requested. For the Chair to
order a roll call, it must have the
expressed desire of one fifth of the
members present and voting. All
those 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.
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The SPEAKER: The pending
question is the motion to recede
and concur. All in favor of that
motion will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Ault, Berry, G.W.; Birt,
Bither, Boudreau, Bragdon, Brawn,
Bunker, Cameron, Carey, Chick,
Churchill, Cote, Davis, Donaghy,
Dudley, Dyar, Emery, D.F.;
Evans, Farnham, Farrington,
Finemore, Flynn, Genest, Good,
Hancock, Hunter, Knight, Lawry,
Littlefield, MacLeod, Maddox, Mec-
Cormick, McHenry, McMahon, Mc-
Nally, Merrill, Morton, Pratt, Roll-
ins, Shaw, Sheltra, Shute, Simpson,

L.E.; Sproul, Strout, Theriault,
Trask, Walker, Willard, Wood,
M.E.

NAY — Albert, Berry, P.P.; Ber-
ube, Binnette, Brown, Bustin, Car-
rier, Carter, Chonko, Clark, Con-
ley, Connolly, Cottrell, Curran,
Deshaies, Drigotas, Dunleavy,
Dunn, Farley, Fecteau, Ferris, Fra-
ser, Garsoe, Gauthier, Goodwin,
H.; Goodwin, K.; Henley, Herrick,
Hobbins, Huber, Jackson, Jacques,
Kelleher, Kelley, R.P.; Keyte, La-
Pointe, LeBlane, Lewis, E.; Lewis,
J.; Lynch, Mahany, Martin, Max-
well, McKernan, McTeague, Mills,

Morin, L.; Mulkern, Murchison,
Murray, Najarian, O’Brien, Pal-
mer, Perkins, Peterson, Pont-

briand, Ricker, Ross, Soulas, Susi,
Talbot, Tanguay, Tierney, Webber,
White, Whitzell.

ABSENT — Baker, Briggs, Coon-
ey, Cressey, Crommett, Curtis, T.
S., Jr.; Dam, Dow Faucher, Ga-
hagan, Greenlaw, Hamblen, Has-
kell, Hodgdon, Hoffses, Immonen,
Jalbert, Kelley, Kilroy, LaCharite,
Morin, V.; Norris, Parks, Rolde,
Santoro, Silverman, Smith, D.M.;
Smith, S.; Stillings, Trumbull, Tyn-
dale, Wheeler.

Yes, 51; No, 66; Absent, 32.

The SPEAKER: Fifty-one having
voted in the affirmative and sixty-
six in the negative, with thirty-two
being absent, the motion does not
prevail

Thereupon, on motion of Mr. Mc-
Kernan of Bangor, the House voted
to insist.

The Chair laid before the House
the third item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:
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Bill ““An Act Relating to School
District Reorganization”” (H. P.
1076) (L. D. 1398)

Tabled — April 12, by Mr. Tyn-
dale of Kennebunkport.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

On motion of Mr. Simpson of
Standish, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially as-
signed for Monday, April 23.

The Chair laid before the House
the fourth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill ““An Act Relating to Penalty
for Recklessly Causing Death by
Operation of a Motor Vehicle” (H.
P. 202) (L. D. 271)

Tabled — April 17, by Mr. Farley
of Biddeford.

Pending — Consideration.

On motion of Mr. McMahon of
Kennebunk, the House voted to in-
sist and ask for a committee of
conference.

The Chair laid before the House
the fifth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill “An Act to Include Operators
of Industrial Wastewater Treat-
ment Plants in the Operator Cert-
ification Program” (S. P. 478)
(L. D. 1134)

Tabled — April 17, by Mr. Martin
of Eagle Lake.

Pending — Consideration.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I
move the House insist.

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

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I move that we recede
and concur and I would like to
speak to my motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Standish moves that the
House recede and concur. The
gentleman may proceed.

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Having looked at the origi-
nal bill and now taking a look at
the redraft of the bil as it is before
us, I believe that all we are doing
is just driving another nail into
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the coffin of the small business-
man in this state.

At the present time your large
industrial plants that have waste
water treatment plants have to
have licensed operators and so
forth and rightfully so. However,
today we are finding that many
small motels or small businesses
are being forced into this same
type of a water treatment plant
and if we go ahead and start
to put them under a classification
to the point where they have to
have licensed operators to operate
their plant, whereby right now a
good maintenance man in the plant
can do so, I helieve we are just
opening up the door to further our
problems. I would like to see the
bill indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Wind-
ham, Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON: Mr. Speaker,
I request that the Committee Re-
port be read.

Thereupon, the Committee Re-
port was read by the Clerk.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: First of all, let me indi-
cate to you I know nothing about
the bill. I made the motion to
insist hased on the fact that it was
a unanimous committee report
from the Committee on Natural
Resources. I assumed by that re-
port that both sides I consider
to be adequately represented in
terms of pro and anti. I knew what
they were doing and I figure if
there js something to change their
mind, they would have indicated
that to us. I just thought and I
still think that wunless someone
indicates to me from that com-
mittee that there are reasons to
change my mind, I expect we ought
to vote against the motion to
recede and concur.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Standish, Mr.
Simpson, that the House recede
and concur. All in favor of that
motion will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.
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52 having voted in the affirmative
and 52 having voted in the nega-
tive, the motion did not prevail.

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

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I would hope that we
would not insist. If you want to
read the bill, they have taken out
in the very first section where it
says the words, ‘“‘serving a public
purpose.” Now I don’t know how
far down the road we are going to
go in some areas, but when we
start to get into waste treatment
plants, many waste treatment
plants today are even being de-
vised to the point where they can
be used for private purposes. Take
this portion out of the bill and we
start to license operators to the
point that even on private proper-
ty, we will say right within your
home if you had such a waste
treatment program, that you are
going to have to have a licensed
operator to operate that particular
facility.

1 agree that on large facilities
we should have it. I do not agree
that we should start going this
far with licensing these operators.
It was a majority report out of
the committee and I believe that
means there are three members of
the other body on the report. The
bill came down indefinitely post-
poned. I understand the Depart-
ent of Environmental Protection
also is not enthused now about the
bill in its form and I believe that
we should indefinitely postpone it.

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

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: The gentleman from Stan-
dish should not use the action of
the other body to influence wus.
Secondly, I still maintain that it is
a unanimous committee report.
Third, I do not know anything
about the bill. Fourth, if someone
from that committee has reasons
why it ought to be killed, fine. But
until that happens, I am going
to support the committee report.
If we do not have a committee
that is going to—if it does change
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its mind, let us know, then I am
going to vote with the committee.

As a minority floor leader or
a leader of any kind, I have no
idea and I cannot tell you what
is in the bill, I have not studied
it, T have not read it, I just do
not know. All I can tell you, read-
ing from this, it says it was a
unanimous committee report from
the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. And for that reason, I
hope that you vote to insist.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Wind-
ham, Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: We had a committee hear-
ing on this. We also had several
Executive Sessions with the De-
partment of Environmental Pro-
tection. We worked out a new
draft. The question was pointedly
asked of the Department of En-
vironmental Protection whether
this would require the licensing of
private home owners who might
have this kind of system or even
groups of home owners, and this
doesn’t cover them.

I would pose the question to our
House chairman of Natural Re-
sources, if any developments have
occurred since the time we worked
on this because to my knowledge,
as a member of that committee 1
have not been informed that the
Department of Environmental Pro-
tection did not like this bill and
if this is so, I would go along with
the gentleman from Standish. Right
now I must go along with the
gentleman from Eagle Lake and
the motion to insist unless the
House chairman can answer
this question whether things have
changed.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Windham, Mr. Peterson,
poses a question through the Chair
to anyone who may answer if he
or she wishes.

The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Bar Harbor, Mr.
MecLeod.

Mr. MceLEOD: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: My apologies this morning
for not getting on my feet sooner.
I am unable at this time — I have
been called from the floor on a
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bill which is being acted on and
I am trying to chase down for my
committee members some other
information at this time. I would
have to concur with my commit-
tee member, Representative Peter-
son, at this time. I am sorry that
I am not better informed at this
moment to speak on this bill. I
think we should table it.

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

Mrs. McCORMICK: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I must agree with Mr.
Simpson in the corner here. At
this point, I would like to make
the motion that we indefinitely
postpone this bill and all accom-
panying papers.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
inform the gentlewoman that the
motions that are in order are to
recede and concur, to insist and to
adhere and insisting takes priority
at the present time. The pending
motion is that the House insist.

On motion of Mr. Martin of
FEagle Lake, retabled pending his
motion to insist and specially as-
signed for Monday, April 23.

The Chair laid before the House
the sixth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Resolution Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution Providing
for Early Inauguration of the Gov-
ernor (H. P. 1001) (L. D. 1326)

Tabled — April 17, by Mr. Birt
of East Millinocket.

Pending — Acceptance of Either
Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from East
Millinocket, Mr. Birt.

Mr. BIRT: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: During the time that I

have served in the legislature, one
of the problems that has continu-
ously bothered me is the lack of
progress during the early weeks
of the sessions. 1 continually
search my mind for ways of im-
proving this. Back several years
ago, 1 came up with the concept
of having an early convening of
the legislature to allow the formal
election of the legislative officers
and possibly the starting of some
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of the work, the appointment of
committees and some of the other
work, From time to time since
then, I have tried to improve this
concept to see if maybe I might
be able to develop something
workable that the legislature might
accept.

Back about two years ago, I
found some excellent support in
a book which is published on a sur-
vey of all 50 American legislatures
called ‘“‘A Sometimes Govern-
ment” in which it says, ‘“One of
the top priority items would be
amending the Constitution to pro-
vide a pre-session organizational
session following a general elec-
tion. In some states — ‘‘and they
mentioned Florida in particular’’
— make advantageous use of such
a session during November or
December of the general election
year for the purpose of electing
leaders, appointing  committee
chairmen, assigning members to
committees, referring pre-file bills
to committees, holding committee
organizational meetings and con-
ducting an orientation conference
for new as well as returning mem-
bers.”” There was some additional
language in there, but that covers
the general concept of it.

We do have a pre-legisiative
conference at the present time but
I think that hag only minimal
value. We do have caucuses and
elect the people who we expect
will preside. But I would point
out that these could be overturned.
It has come awful close to it at
least once. The transition has
been, in some -cases, excellent.
But in other cases where there
has been 3 change of command or
change of personnel, this has not
always been quite as well done as
it could be.

I also find that we have situa-
tions, such as in the case of pos-
sibly an Attorney General going
into office — and I have talked
with at least one of them — that
the day that he is formally elect-
ed, when he can actually take over
office, he finds that he is faced
with an incoming legislature, all
of the problems of organizing his
staffing. He has no opportunity to
get his feet adjusted and get his
planning worked out. You have
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the same situation with the elec-
tion of the governor. He is expect-
ed within a very few days to
present a budget over which he
really had only had minimal op-
portunity to develop, to present
a state address and do quite a few
other chores at the same time the
legislature is in session,

If we had an early convening
and an early inauguration of the
governor they would have a month
or six weeks in which they would
be formally in office to be able to
accomplish these programs. I
realize that there are some prob-
lems involved in this, but I don’t
think there are any that cannot be
overcome,

When I first introduced this bill,
there was objection {from the
Secretary of State because he was
afraid of a major recount and
there would not be available a
governor who had been sworn by
a count, At the present time, be-
cause of a change in the statutes
in the Constitution, if the governor
has not been determined — the
governor who is in office may
continue in office until such time
as he has been sworn. So I think
this problem has been overcome.
He has indicated to me that this
is not a problem at the present
time. A person comments on re-
counts not being completed. I am
not sure that this cannot be over-
come. The process of recounting
can be speeded up if it is neces-
sary.

1 think there is one major ob-
jeetion that T would see to it which
could be covered by an amend-
ment. 1 do personally feel that the
present governor was elected for
four years and certainly he should
be able to complete that four
years. The passage of this at this
time would reduce his term by
one month and I don’t think that
would be fair to him. Certainly, if
the legislature, the House, were in
agreement with the concept that
I have been discussing, I would
bring in an amendment but this
would not take effect for two years
which would allow the governor,
our present governor, to com-
plete his full four years. I think
that is only fair to him.
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I think this is some of the
thoughts that I have had on this.
I frankly think that this would
help speed up the legislative pro-
cess, particularly in the early part
of it. It would allow an incoming
clerk, for instance, to be able to
appoint all of his or her staff to
find out the people who would be
going to work and possibly in some
cases sending them to work, Even
many of the things, like the legis-
lative register which comes out
possibly six weeks and two months
after legislature convenes, could
be on our desk the day when we
come back into session. Possibly
we might not come back the first
week in January, we might come
back the second or third week.
I think these are things that could
be determined by legislation after
the adoption of this.

I really think in my own mind
that this idea has some merit. I
realize that the committee did not
give strong support to it at the
time it was considered. I also
realize they have a tremendous
work load and possibly they had
other items that might be more
important. But with these thoughts
in mind, I would move the ac-
ceptance of the minority ‘“‘ought
to pass’ report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentfleman from
Perham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I hove I do not get in the
habit of continually disagreeing
with my majority assistant floor
leader. This is a constitutional
amendment and while I have not
had the opportunity to look into it
to the extent that Mr. Birt has,
somehow or other I seem to feel
that it accomplishes nothing and
is not necessary. Of course,
generally speaking, I am averse
to tampering with the Constitution.

It seems to me that the governor
is elected, he can go ahead and
make plans for his organization,
whatever it is going to be, after
he becomes inaugurated because
he knows that he is going to be
and for that reason, I see no merit
in this idea of an early inaugura-
tion of the governor because it is
a matter of finding the department
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heads. He can just as well proceed
on the assumption that he is elect-
ed, he is going to be inaugurated
and nothing — as far as I can see,
nothing is to be accomplished by
this move for early inauguration
of the governor.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from East Millinocket,
Mr. Birt, that the House accept
the Minority ‘‘Ought to pass’” Re-
port. All in favor of that motion
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

51 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 44 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Thereupon, the Resolution was
read once and assigned for second
reading the next legislative day.

The Chair laid before the House
the seventh item of Unfinished

Business:

Resolve, Designating Lewiston-
Auburn Bridge as ‘‘Louis Jalbert
Bridge” (H. P. 366) (L. D. 48D

Tabled — April 17, by Mrs.
Berube of Lewiston.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

On motion of Mr. Ross of Bath,
the Resolve was passed to be en-
grossed and sent to the Senate.

The Chair laid before the House
the eighth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill, ‘““An Act Designating Re-
membrance of Martin Luther King
a Legal Holiday” (H. P. 168) (L.
D. 210

Tabled — April 17, by Mr. Mar-
tin of Eagle Lake.

Pending — Acceptance of either
Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Hamp-
den, Mr. Farnham.

Mr. FARNHAM: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: You will note that this
bill is a redraft of L.D. 210. L. D.
210 calls for a legal holiday which
would mean that banks would be
closed, courts would be not func-
tioning, state activities would be
closed, no school, et cetera.

The State Government Commit-
tee gave this serious consideration.
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We felt that we should not burden
the state with another legal holi-
day. We did feel that Martin Lu-
ther King was a man who deserves
some special recognition. We,
therefore, brought the bill out in
new draft and for the benefit of
those of you who haven’t read
it, T will read the new draft to
you: “Martin Luther King Day,
January 15 of each year shall
be designated as Martin Luther
King, Jr. Day and the Governor
may annually issue a proclama-
tion inviting and urging the peo-
ple of the State of Maine to ob-
serve the day in schools and other
suitable places with appropriate
ceremony and activity. 1 fully be-
lieve that this distinguished man
deserves recognition of this type.

I would also point out that the
action that I am speaking for is
not inconsistent with the action
which I hope the House will take
on the bill that is before us next
week on Columbus Day in which
we also hope to do the same thing
with that bill as we have with
this one.

I, therefore, move acceptance
of the majority ‘‘ought to pass’
report of L. D. 1810.

Thereupon, the House voted to
accept the Majority ““Ought to
pass’”’ Report, the New Draft read
cnce and assigned for second read-
ing the next legislative day.

The Chair laid before the House
the ninth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill, ‘“An Act Amending the
Maine Tree Growth Tax Law’’ (H.
P. 1073) (L. D. 1411)

Tabled — April 17, by Mr. Mar-
tin of Eagle Lake.

Pending — Acceptance of Com-
mittee Report.

On motion of Mr. Martin of Eagle
L.ake, the Report was accepted.

The Bill was read once and as-
signed for second reading the next
legislative day.

The Chair laid before the House
the tenth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill, “An Act Relating to the
Redemption Value of Trading
Stamps” (H. P. 810) (L. D. 1056)

Tabled—April 17, by Mr. Simp-
son of Standish.
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Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

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

The Chair laid before the House
the eleventh item of Unfinished
Business:

Bill “An Act Authorizing City
of Portland to Levy Local Assess-
ments for Snow Removal on Side-
walks’” (H. P. 738) (L. D. 941)

Tabled—April 17, by Mr. Emery
of Rockland.

Pending—His motion to accept
Majority Report ‘Ought not to
pass”

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

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Since the other day when I did
move the ‘“‘ought not to pass” re-
port, we have had some informa-
tion from the Attorney General’s
office which, in fact, contradicts
the ideas the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee had.

We originally felt that this was
a matter of home rule and that
any municipality wishing to expe-
dite the removal of snow might
impose any municipal regulations
to accomplish this. However, in
the letter dated April 10, 1973 and
addressed to Mrs. Boudreau, the
gentlewoman from Portland, we
are informed that this particular
legislative document is necessary
to permit the City of Portland to
assess businesses located around
certain portions of Congress Street.

The report originally came out
of the Legal Affairs Committee 12
to 1 ‘“‘ought not to pass” for the
reasons that I explained. A redraft
of the bill had been considered
that would have imposed similar
permissive legislation on all of
the municipalities in the state.

Now in light of the letter that
I just cited from the Attorney
General’s office, and also in light
of the fact that the minority re-
port, the original document that
is before us now, would only affect
the City of Portland, and we have
had communication from the City
of Portland saying that they do
desire this legislation.
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I now ask permission to with-
draw my motion to accept the
“‘ought not to pass” report.

Thereupon, Mr. Emery with-
drew his motion to accept the
Majority ‘‘Ought not to pass’ Re-
port.

On motion of the same gentle-
man, the Minority ‘‘Ought to pass’’
Report was accepted.

The Bill was read once and as-
signed for second reading the next
legislative day.

The Chair laid before the House
the twelfth item of Unfinished
Business:

Bill “An Act to Authorize Eleven
New Regions and Central Aroos-
took County Region for Vocational
Education’’ (Emergency) (S. P.
110) (L. D. 255)

Tabled—April 17, by Mr. Simp-
son of Standish.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

Mr. Shute of Stockton Springs of-
fered House Amendment “A”
and moved its adoption.

House Amendment A’ (H-239)
was read by the Clerk and adopted.

The same gentleman offered
House Amendment ‘“B’’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment ‘“B”’ (H-240)
was read by the Clerk and
adopted.

The same gentleman moved that
the rules be suspended for the
purpose of reconsideration.

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

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
like some comment from the Edu-
cation Committee on the effects of
this series of amendments, whether
they are in concurrence with the
general thrust of the amendments,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Liver-
more Falls, Mr, Lynch,

Mr, LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
suggest that the amendments be
accepted and I would hope that
somebody would then table this for
further study.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bruns-
wick, Mr. LaCharite.
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Mr. LaCHARITE: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As chairman of the sub-
committee looking into the re-
gional vocational education bill,
at first we wanted to look at these
amendments and with the tabling
that had been going on previous
to this — it had been tabled for
about a week and a half, the
amendments had been drawn up.
We have looked at these amend-
ments. We feel that the amend-
ments will cause no real hardship
on the bhill. It is a little cumber-
some to some of the towns, but we
feel that possibly it may be for
the betterment of the bill. It does
not affect it that much and we
feel that they should all be ap-
proved. Let’s let the bill go on
its way,

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

Mr. HASKELIL: Mr. Speaker, I
move that this item be tabled for
one legislative day.

The SPEAKER: The pending
guestion is on the motion of the
gentleman from Houlton, Mr. Has-
kell, that this matter lie on the
table one legislative day, pending
the motion of Mr. Shute of Stock-
ton Springs to suspend the rules
for reconsideration. All in favor
of this matter being tabled for
one legislative day will vote yes;
those opposed will vote mno.

A vote of the House was taken.

51 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 45 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

The Chair laid before the House
the thirteenth item of Unfinished
Business:

Bill, ““An Act Reducing Tax on
Pari-Mutuel Pools” (Emergency)
(H. P, 898) (L. D. 1186)

Tabled — April 18, by Mr. Mar-
tin of Eagle Lake,

Pending — Passage to be en-
acted.

On motion of Mr. Martin of
Eagle Lake, tabled pending pass-
age to be enacted and specially
assigned for Monday, April 23.

The Chair laid before the House
the fourteenth item of Unfinished
Business:
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Bill ‘““An Act to Increase the
Authorized Bonding Limit of the
Maine State Housing Authority”
(Emergency) (S. P. 434) (L. D.
1339)

Tabled — April 18, by Mr. Simp-
son of Standish.

Pending — Motion of Mr, Birt
of East Millinocket to reconsider
whereby Passage to be enacted
failed.

On motion of Mr. Birt of East
Millinocket, tabled pending recon-
sideration and specially assigned
for Tuesday, April 24.

From the Senate: The following
Order: (S. P. 594)

ORDERED, the House concur-
ring, the the following be recalled
from the Governor’s Office to the
Senate: Bill, ‘“An Act Relating
to Disposal of Septic Tank or Cess-

pool Waste” (H. P, 1416) (L. D.
1710)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

In the House, the Order was
received out of order by wunani-
mous consent and read.

On motion of Mr. Simpson of
Standish, tabled pending passage
in concurrence and later today
assigned.

Orders of the Day

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

Bill ““An Act Relating to License
Fees and Penalties for Non-resi-
dents in the Private Detective
Business’ (S. P. 320) (L. D. 987)
Committee Amendment “A” —
(S-67)

Tabled — April 18, by Mr. Good-
win of South Berwick.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from South
Berwick, Mr. Goodwin.

Mr. GOODWIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I would like to pose a
question to a member of the Legal
Affairs Committee pertaining to
the amendment, Committee
Amendment “A” filing number S-
67. On that amendment, the origi-
nal bill would have brought the
nonresident licensing fees into line
with the present resident licensing
fees after a case in the Maine
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Supreme Court, State of Maine
versus Cohen. And what I don't
understand is in the amendment
they have raised the nonresident
licensing fees, they have actually
doubled it, which brings it about
$300 over the present resident fee.
1 was wondering if someone from
Legal Affairs could answer why
this was done. It seems to me it
is in clear violation of that Maine
Supreme Court ruling.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from South Berwick, Mr. Good-
win, poses a question through the
Chair to anyone who may answer

if he or she wishes. The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Portland, Mr. Connolly.

Mr. CONNOLLY: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I was the only one in the
Committee that signed this bill
“ought to pass” in its original
form. The reason that I did it
was for the very point that Mr.
Goodwin raised and I felt due to
the Statement of Fact on the bill
that it was unconstitutional to
charge higher fees for licenses
based on a court case in the Maine
Supreme Court in 1935.

I wrote a letter to the Attorney
General and got a response this
morning and in effect what he
said and I have the letter here,
I won’t read the whole letter but
in effect what he said is that it
is unconstitutional to charge high-
er licensing fees for such things
as private detective licenses. He
said it is not wunconstitutional to
charge higher fees for fishing or
for hunting licenses because they
affect the common property of
all the people in the State of Maine,
that being wildlife or game.

He said that in the case of pri-
vate detectives it does apply and
that it would be unconstitutional
to defeat; well in effeet, if we
defeated this bill we would not
be bringing our laws into effect
with the ruling of the Supreme
Court.

Mr. Goodwin of South Berwick
moved the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.

On motion of Mr. Emery of Rock-
land. tabled pending the motion
of Mr. Goodwin of South Ber-
wick to suspend the rules for the
purpose of reconsideration and
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specially assigned for Tuesday,
April 24.

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

Bill ““An Act Relating to Dealers
in Used Personal Property” (S. P.
578) (L. D. 1769)

Tabled — April 18,
Hoffses of Camden.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

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

by Mr.

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

Bill ““An Act Regulating Water
Well Construction and Pump In-
stallation” (S. P. 173) (L. D. 428)

Tabled — April 18, by ‘Mr. Lynch
of Livermore Falls,

Pending — Motion of Mr. Parks
of Presque Isle to indefinitely
postpone.

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

Mr. SIMPSON: Mr. Speaker and

Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: 1 believe the other day
that after considerable debate

many of us felt that portions of
this bill had considerable merit
and that other portions didn’t.

T happen to be one of those who
feels that we should salvage this
bill in some respect. Therefore,
I have an amendment which is on
your desks which I would like to
offer a little later and therefore
I would ask that you not indefinite-
ly postpone it and that we carry
it through in the acceptance of

the report so that it can be
amended.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from

Presque Isle, Mr. Parks.

Mr. PARKS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: There are two amendments
that have been placed on our
desks. It is true that they have
not been introduced yet. They do
weaken the bill considerably. This
bill covers two different busi-
nesses, one of them for well
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drillers and one for plumbers or
pump installers.

Talking over the weekend with
one of the well drillers in my area
who is not happy with this, he is
a small driller, and I had a ecall
the other night from one of the
other well drillers in the area
explaining what the bill would do.
He was very unhappy with it. He
said he attended a meeting of the
Well Drillers Association. He tried
to get a word in edgewise at this
meeting they had and he was shut
off every time. The bigger outfits
just seemed to push him to one
side. He is very happy and he
doesn’t feel that this is going to
help the little small well driller
at all.

Eventually what is going to hap-
pen, these larger concerns are
going to be swallowing up these
little fellows. They are the ones
that I am concerned with. As I
explained to you the other day,
one of the boys in my area, he is
fairly well along in years. He has
a single outfit. He has to hire a
man to go help him set up his
equipment. This man, according
to this Dbill, would be required to
have a $3.00 license fee. Perhaps
when he got ready to tear his rig
down he would not be able to get
this same man to help him. He
would have to hire some other
laborer. So therefore he would
have to get him a license. It would
just be an inconvenience to the
little fellow.

Now as far as the other part of
this bill goes, it pertains to setting
up pumps and tearing down pumps
and one thing or another and this
all will reflect right back on the
homeowner, the camp owner and
so forth.

These two amendments will do
nothing more than just confuse
the issue a little. Now I respect
the intent of the two gentlemen
who are introducing these amend-
ments. I am sure that they are
trying to do something to help.

We have one amendment com-
ing here and I don’t think any-
body has had time to read it over
or to read this bill over which in-
cludes seven pages. You have got
to go through it from beginning to
end and along with the amend-
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ment which includes several sheets
here. So 1 think for the best of all
concerned, I think we should in-
definitely postpone this bill and all
its accompanying papers and let
the well drillers and then let the
plumbers come in with another
bill sometime, something that will
be acceptable to everybody.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr, LYNCH: Mr, Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I hope that you do not
indefinitely postpone this bill. I
think there are some sections in
here that we ought to enact it and
I am not going to make any ref-
erence to the amendments because
1 haven’t had time to study them.

The gentleman who has just
spoken said that he objects fo it
for the small well driller. I desire
a water well drilling commission
to protect the small homeowner.
And 1 think if you can amend this
to establish a water well drilling
commission, can retain the sec-
tion dealing with violations, then
you will bring some protection lo
the small homeowner in this state,
most of whom live in the rural
areas, most of whom have very
small incomes.

1 also see that another section
in well completion reports would
be a distinet advantage for the
state because the Maine geological
survey would be able to acquire
information at relatively no cost.
I hope you do oppose the motion
to indefinitely postpone. Let us
accept the report and come up
with something suitable for the
protection of the small people in
this state.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Strong,
Mr. Dyar.

Mr. DYAR: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I hope you
will go along this morning with
Mr. Parks on the indefinite post-
ponement of this bill so I won’t
have to introduce my lengthy
amendment.

I have done a little research on
this in the last 24 hours and there
is more behind this bill than meets
the eye. The Department of Health
and Welfare is behind the original
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bill a hundred percent, I find,
based on the assumption that they
want to be able to stick their nose
into every water source in this
state.

They believe they should have
the right to know when a person
drives a pipe into the ground or
digs a hole and tries to get spring
water. We are faced here with a
bill which has the guise of licensing
well drillers and pump installers.
It is a piece of legislation filled
with discrimination. We are setting
up a new commission, making pa-
per work for the well driller that
has to be forwarded to aectually
the Department of Forestry, the
Geological Department within that
department. I think at the present
time that if the Department of
Health and Welfare or people
wanting information as fo soil
conditions and so forth, they could
probably voluntarily get this in-
formiation out of the well drillers
without destroying the rights of
the individuals of this state to seek
water supplies on their own.

1 hope this morning that you
will go along with Mr. Parks in
%hﬁ indefinite postponement of this

114,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from En-
fieid, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Just a
short time ago I made a few com-
ments in relation to this bill. I
support the motion to indefinitely
postpone the whole bill and 1 have
many reasons of which I won’t
take all your time to tell you. My
comments the other day, I had
some very kind responses, I might
say.

Now I think this bill just gives
the big fish the chance to eat up
the little fish. That is the way I
would put it. We don’t need any
more commissions and the in-
formation that the geological peo-
ple want they can get very freely.
My well driller tells me that he
has never refused any of this in-
formation when he was asked for
it and tried to. give them whatever
they wanted to know about how
far before they struck oil or water,
what kind of material they struck
when drilling. And he was willing
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to give it to them at any time
they asked for it on any given
well. Each well has to be tested
and approved by the Health and
Welfare Department by sending
in a jug of water.

I do hope that you will show
good judgment this morning and
indefinitely postpone this bill. If
they want a bill they will come
back for something that is more
realistic and if the geological peo-
ple want something they will come
back with it and not try to in-
corporate it into something that
hurts every little well driller in the
state. I can’t see why it will ac-
complish anything for the small
household owner. It certainly
wouldn’t in my area. So I do hope
that you will indefinitely postpone
this this morning.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Hamp-
den, Mr. Farnham.

Mr. FARNHAM: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would like to urge the House not
to go along with the motion to
indefinitely postpone. There is
quite a bit of racketeering in this
well drilling. The public has no
protection. You kill this law and
you spoil any chance of them hav-
ing any protection.

The gentleman from Strong is
perturbed because the Health and
Welfare is backing the bill, Well,
of course it is the function of that
department to try to protect the
health of the people of Maine. And
you do not protect the health of
the people of Maine if you allow
wells to be drilled in places where
they shouldn’t be, where there is
pollution and what not. As it is now,
there is no protection for the public
on the books whatsoever with these
well drillers.

Now, I have talked to some of
the small well drillers that oppose
this. They oppose the fact that they
have got to keep some records and
have got to be responsible. This
is just one reason why we should
have a bill of this nature. I hope
you do not go along with the mo-
tion to indefinitely postpone.

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

Mr. CONNOLLY: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
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House: I am a member of the Le-
gal Affairs Committee that passed
on this bill. I signed the ‘‘ought
to pass’ report and I think I made
a mistake in doing so, for the very
reasons that Mr. Dudley pointed
out. To give you an example, on
page 2 of the bill under section
4853 where it lists exclusions,
people or organizations that would
not be covered by this bill, Section
3 says, Public Utilities. Wells con-
structed or wells installed by or
for public utilities shall be exempt
from all provisions of this chapter.
It is my understanding that the
gentleman that introduced this bill
has a substantial interest in our
public utility. I do not know if that
particular utility is in the business
of drilling wells or not but it seems
that this is another attempt to give
further exemptions to people that
are already treated I think with
exemption and favorite status by
this legislature. I would hope that
you would support the motion to
indefinitely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I think
most of the objections to this bill
comes because it would come un-
der the Department of Health and
Welfare, Now, what you are
attempting to do is to enact a piece
of business legislation. You are
attempting to regulate well drilling
companies. And if you are dis-
turbed by the Department of
Health and Welfare, I am quite
sure you can find another depart-
ment in the state to adequately
supervise this.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Sanford, Mr. Gauthier,

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I just
told my Housemate a few minutes
ago, I spoke it up this morning,
I am not going to get up again.
But, after hearing quite a few of
these speakers 1 would like to
reiterate here today what I said
yesterday or the day before yester-
day on this bill. Mr. Parks is right
and I agree with him, and also
Mr. Dudley. We heard this in Legal
Affars when I was on Legal Affairs
two years ago. The only proponents
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that came there that were in favor
of this bill were the big well deal-
ers, the small dealers were against
it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the Gentleman from
QOakland, Mr. Brawn.

Mr. BRAWN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
As you probably know, up in the
Town of Belgrade they had a lot
of trouble there with their wells
contaminated by salt. I was put
on this committee to investigate.
They sent their geologists up there.
They told me where they were go-
ing to drill these. I was against
them drilling them on the lower
side of the road. They asked me
if I had any college degree, if I
was well versed in the fact of
where water should be not to get
salt. I had to back down.

They drilled the well where the
geologists told them. They received
more salt than they had in the
original well. They said the salt
was in the ground. Now, this is
what the geologists said. They went
over just a few feet from there,
they drilled another well. That well
had more salt than the previous.
They went up around the corner
to another man, a Mr. Mills, The
first one was on the land of Mr.
Cook. They went behind his house
against my wishes and drilled one
there and they received more salt
than they had in the one prior.

So finally I said, why don’t you
go on the high land across the
road. They said you don’t know
what you are talking about. They
said the salt is in the ground ori-
ginally. They went across the road,
they drilled a well and they got
good water. They went down to
Mr. Cook’s, where they had al-
ready drilled two; they went across
the road on the hill. I got the ease-
ment and they went down there
and got water, 45 millionths of one
percent salt, the freest water ever
to be tested by the state in the
State of Maine.

So now, when they tell me, these
geologists know what they are talk-
ing about I don’t believe it. And
I shall go along with Mr. Parks
this morning.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Stonington, Mr. Greenlaw.

Mr. GREENLAW: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: 1 would like to make two
quick points on this bill. First, in
reference to the remarks of the
gentleman from Presque Isle, I be-
lieve some of the small well drill-
ers are in favor of this bill.
Certainly the gentleman from
Sedgwick that is in my area is
in favor of it. He is certainly a
small well driller. I think he is
concerned about the public being
protected from people in the busi-
ness that aren’t perhaps doing the
job they should be.

I think the other thing, the
amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Standish, Mr. Simpson,
removes the objections about an
individual not having an oppor-
tunity to work on his own property.
Therefore, I hope you do vote
against the motion by the gentle-
man from Presque Isle, Mr. Parks,
against indefinite postponement.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Presque Isle, Mr.
Parks, that this Bill and all
accompanying papers be indef-
initely postponed. All in favor will
vote yes; those opposed will vote
no.

A vote of the House was taken.

65 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 36 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Sent to the Senate,

The Chair laid before the House
the following matter;

From the Senate: The following
Joint Order: (S. P. 194)

ORDERED, the House con-
curring, that the following be re-
called from the Governor’s Office
to the Senate: Bill, “An Act
Relating to Disposal of Septic Tank
or Cesspool Waste.” (H. P. 1416)
(L. D. 1710) which was tabled earl-
ier in the day and later today as-
signed.

The SPEAKER: This requires a
two-thirds vote for passage. Is
there objection to this Order?
Hearing none, so ordered.

Thereupon, the Order received
passage in concurrence.
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The Chair laid before the House
the fourth tabled and today as-
signed matter:

Bill “An Act to Provide Maine
Students with Benefits of Environ-
mental Education’” (S. P. 400) (L.
D. 1205)

Tabled — April 19, by Mr.
Donaghy of Lubec.

Pending ~— Adoption of Senate
“B” S-T7.

Mrs. Lewis of Auburn offered
House Amendment “A” to Senate
Amendment “B” and moved its
adoption.

House Amendment “A’’ to Senate
Amendment “B’’ (H-237) was read
by the Clerk and adopted.

Senate Amendment “B” as
amended by House Amendment
““A” thereto was adopted.

The Bill was passed to be en-
grossed as amended in noncon-
currence and sent up for con-
currence.

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

Bill ‘““An Act to Prohibit Inter-
locking Directorates in Banking
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Institutions’” (S. P. 575) (L. D. 1766)

Tabled — April 19, by Mr. Lynch
of Livermore Falls.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

On meotion of Mr. Bragdon of
Perham, tabled pending passage to
be engrossed and specially as-
signed for Tuesday, April 24.

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

Bill ““An Act to Revise the Elec-
tion Laws’ (S. P, 493) (L. D. 1535)

Tabled — April 19, by Mr. Hoff-
ses of Camden.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

On motion of Mr. Simpson of
Standish, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially as-
signed for Monday, April 23.

On motion of Mr. Birt of East
Millinocket,

Adjourned wuntil Monday, April
23, at eleven o’clock in the morn-
ing.





