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SENATE

Thursday, April 1, 1943

The Senate was called to order by
the President.

Prayer by the Rev. Weston Hol-
man of Hallowell.

Journal of yesterday read and ap-
proved.

From the House

Bill “An Act Relating to Mutual
Fire Insurance Companies.” (H. P.
1273) (L. D. 779)

(In the Senate, on March 22,
passed to be engrossed as amended
by House Amendments “A” and “B”
in concurrence.)

Comes from the House, passage
to be engrossed reconsidered, under
suspension of the rules: House
Amendments “A” and “B” indefin-
itely postponed; House Amendment
“C” adopted, and the bill passed to
be engrossed as amended by House
Amendment “C” in non-concurrence.

In the 3enate, on motion by Mr.
Varney of York, the rules were sus-
pended and the Senate voted to re-
cede from its former action whereby
the bill was passed to be engrossed
as amended by House Amendments
A and B. House Amendments A and
B were indefinitely postponed in
concurrence; House Amendment C
was read and adopted in concur-
rence, and the bill as amended by
House Amendment C was passed to
be engrossed in concurrence.

Bill “An Act Granting Increase in
Salary to County Attorney of Ox-
ford County.” (8. P. 265) (L. D. 471)

(In the Senate on March 26,
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Committee Amendment “A”.)

Comes from the House, passage to
be engrossed in concurrence as
amended, reconsidered: Adoption of
Committee Amendment “A” recon-
sidered; and subsequently indefin-
itely postponed; House Amendment
“A” adopted, and the bill as amend-
ed by House Amendment “A” passed
to be engrossed in non-concurrence.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Farris of Kennebec, the bill and
accompanying reports were laid up-
on the table pending consideration.

Bill “An Act Relating to the Sal-
ary of the Sheriff of Hancock
County,” (S. P. 266) (L. D. 472)

1943 865

(In the Senate, on March 22,
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Committee Amendment “A”.)

Comes from the House, Commit-
tee Amendment “A” indefinitely
postponed, and the bill passed to be
engrossed in non-concurrence.

In the Senate, that Body voted
to recede and concur with the House
in the indefinite postponement
of Committee Amendment A, and
the bill was passed to be engrossed
in concurrence.

Bill “An Act Relating to Sale of
Tax Acquired Land.” (H. P. 1287)
(L. D. 810)

(In the Senate, on March 26,
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendment “A” in non-
concurrence)

Comes from the House, the bill in-
definitely postponed in non-concur-
rence.

In the Senate, that Body voted to
recede and concur with the House in
the indefinite postponement of
the bill.

Bill “An Act Relating to the Terms
of County Commissioners.” (S. P.
391) (L. D. 681)

(In the Senate on March 25,
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Committee Amendment A.)

Comes from the House, Commit-
tee Amendment A indefinitely post-
poned, and the bill passed to be en-
grossed as amended by House
Amendment A in non-concurrence.

In the Senate, that Body voted
to recede and concur with the House
in the indefinite postponement of
Committee Amendment A.

The Secretary read House Amend-
ment A:

House Amendment “A” to S. P.
391, L. D. 681, Bill, “An Act Relating
to the Terms of County Commis-
sioners.”

Amend said Bill by adding after
the word *‘year” in the 4th line of
the 2nd paragraph thereof, the fol-
lowing:

‘The terms of office for a county
commissioner shall be 6 years except
when one is elected to fill out an
unexpired term when it shall be for
the remainder of the unexpired
term. Where but one county com-
missioner is so to be elected, the
nomination papers and official bal-
lot shall specify simply the office of
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county commissioner. When, how-
ever, 2 or more county commission-
ers are so to be elected, the nomi-
nation papers and ballots shall by
apt words designate the respective
terms for which they are to be nomi-
nated or elected.’

Further amend said Bill by draw-
ing a line through the words “If but
one is elected, he shall hold the of-
fice for 6 years” in the 4th line of
the 2nd paragraph.

Purther amend said Bill by strik-
ing out the last 2 underlined sen-
tt%nces of said 2nd paragraph there-
of.

House Amendment A was adopted
in concurrence, and the bill as so
amended was passed to be engrossed
in concurrence.

Bill, “An Act Appropriating Money
for the State Soil Conservation Law.”
(H. P. 125) (L. D. 105)

(In the Senate, on March 26,
the bill as amended indefinitely
postponed in non-concurrence.)

Comes from the House, that Body
having insisted on its former action
whereby the bill was passed to be
engrossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment A.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr,
Washburn of Washington, the bill
was laid upon the table pending
consideration.

House Committee Report

The Committee on Taxation on
Bill “An Act Relating to the Ex-
cise Tax on Motor Vehicles,” (H. P.
564) (L. D. 350) reported that the
same ought to pass as amended by
Committee’ Amendment “A” sub-
mitted herewith.

Comes from the House, the bill
and accompanying papers indefi-
nitely postponed.

In the Senate, the bill and ac-

companying papers were indefinite-
ly postponed in concurrence.

From: the House

Bill “An Act to Provide for the
Speedy and Inexpensive Adjudica-
tion of Small Claims,” (H. P. 565)
(L. D. 314)

(In the Senate, on March 30, the
“Ought Not to Pass” report of the
Committee was read and accepted,
in non-concurrence.)

Comes from the House, that body
having insisted on its former ac-
tion, whereby the bill was passed
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to be engrossed as amended by

House Amendment “A’ and now

asking for a Committee of Confer-

ence, the Speaker having appointed

as members of such a Committee on

the part of the House:
Representatives:

SLEEPER of Rockland
JACOBS of Auburn
SAVAGE of Skowhegan
In the Senate, that body voted to
insist and -join with the House in
a Committee of Conference.
The PRESIDENT: The Chair will
announce the Senate members of
such committee subsequently.

The Committee on Legal Affairs
on Bill “An Act Relating to Sale
and Use of Fireworks,” (H. P. 802)
(L. D. 384) reported that the same
ought to pass.

(In Senate, on March 30,

definitely postponed
currence.)

Comes from the House, that body
having insisted on its former action
whereby the bill was passed to be
engrossed as amended by House
Amendment “A,” and now asking
for a Committee of Conference, the
Speaker having appointed as mem-
bers of such a Committee on the
part of the House:

Representatives:

CLOUGH of Bangor
PIERCE of Bucksport
BARTLETT of Portland
In the Senate, on motion by Mr
McGlaufiin of Cumberland, that
body voted to insist and join with
the House in a Committee of Con-
ference.
The PRESIDENT: The Chair will
announce the Senate members of
such committee subsequently.

. in-
in non-con-

The Committee of Conference on
the disagreeing action of the two
branches of the Legislature, on (H.
P. 321) “Resolve, Closing Cobbossee
Stream and Tributaries to Muskrat
Trapping,” have had the same.un-
der consideration and ask leave to
report: That the House recede from
its action whereby it recommitted
the report and resolve to the Com-
mittee on Inland PFisheries and
Game and that the resolve be sub-
stituted for the report; House
Amendment “A” submitted here-
with be adopted and the resolve
be passed to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment
“Ar
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That the Senate recede from its
action whereby the “Ought Not to
Pass” report was accepted and
concur with the House in substitut-
ing the resolve for the report and
passing the resolve to be engrossed
as amended by House Amendment
“A” submitted herewith.

Comes from the House, the re-
port read and accepted, and the bill
passed to be engrossed as amend-
ed by House Amendment “A”.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Hanold, the report was read and
accepted and the Senate voted to
recede from its former action
wherebyv the “Ought Not to Pass”
report was accepted and the re-
solve was substituted for the re-
port and under suspension of the
rules was given its first reading.
House Amendment “A” was read
and adopted in concurrence, and
the resolve as so amended was
passed to be engrossed in concur-
rence.

House Commititee Reports

The Committee on Judiciary on
Bill “An Act Amending the Work-
men’s Compensation Act.” (H. P.
1123) (L. D. 588) reported that the
same ought not to pass as it is cov-
ered by other legislation.

. The Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds on Bill “An Act
Relating to the Superintendent of
Public Buildings,” (H. P. 1223) (L.
D. 710) reported that leave be
granted to withdraw, as the same
is covered by other legislation.

The Committee on Taxation on
Bill “An Act Relating to Taxation
of Intangible Property,” (H. P.
1227) (L. D. 713) reported that the
same ought not to pass.

The Committee on Ways and
Bridges on ‘“Resolve in Favor of
Townships of Township 1, Range
9, Township 2, Range 9, Townshlp
2, Range 10, Townshlp 3, Range 9,
and Township 3, Range 10, Piscata-
quis County,” (H.P. 301) reported
that leave be granted to withdraw
the same.

The same Committee on “Resolve
Relative to Snow Removal,” (H. P.
974) (L. D. 502) reported that the
same ought not to pass.

Which reports were severally read
and accepted in concurrence.

The Committee on Agriculture
on Bill “An Act Relating to the
Milk Control Board,” (H. P. 762)
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(L. 427) reported the same in
new draft (H. P. 1340) (L. D. 876)
under the same title, and that it
ought to pass.

The Committee on Judiciary on
Bill “An Act Relating to Suspen-
sion of Licenses for Eating Places,
etc.,” (H. P. 1104) (L. D. 570) re-
ported the same in a new draft, (H.
P. 1333) (L. D. 871) under the same
title, and that it ought to pass.

The same Comimittee on Bill “An
Act Relating to Claims and Ac-
tions Against Executors and Ad-
ministrators,” (H. P. 250) (L. D.
164) reported the same in a new
draft, (H. P. 1323) (L. D. 864) un-
der the same title, and that it
ought to pass.

The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to Membership of
Persons Employed in the Federal
Employment Service in the Jointly-
Contributory Retirement System for
State Employees,” (H. P. 1124) (L
D. 589) reported the same in
new draft, (H. P. 1321) (L. 62)
under the same title and that it
ought to pass.

The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to Judges of Municipal
Courts not to act as Counsel,” (H.
P. 948) (L. D. 482) reported the
same in a new draft, (H. P. 1332)
(L. D. 870) under the same title,
and that it ought to pass.

(On motion by Mr. Peters of An-
droscoggin, the bill was laid upon
the table pendmg acceptance of the
report.)

The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to Bonds to be Furn-
ished by State Officials and Em-
ployees,” (H. P. 92) (L. 57) re-
ported the same in a new draft (H.
P. 1304) (L. D. 832) under the same
title, and that it ought to pass.

Which reports were severally read
and accepted and the bills were giv-
en their first reading. Under sus-
pension of the rules the bills were
read a second time and passed to
be engrossed in concurrence.

The Committee on Maine Pub-
licity on Bill “An Act Providing for
Badges Designating the Members of
the Legislature,” (H. P. 105) (L. D.
86) reported the same in a new
draft, (H. P. 1267) (L. D. 774) un-
der a new title, Bill “An Act Provid-
ing for Emblems Designating the
Members of the Legislature,” that
it ought to pass.
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On motion by Mr. Elliot of York,
the bill was indefinitely postponed
in non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

The Committee on Motor Vehicles
on Bill “An Act Relating to Rebate
of Registration Fees on Motor Ve-
hicles Owned by Men in Armed Ser-
vices, or Confiscated by the Federal
Government,” (H, P. 1182) (L. D.
660) reported the same in a new
draft, (H. P. 1344) (L. D. 883) under
a new title, Bill “An Act Relating
to Rebate of Registration Fees on
Motor Vehicles Taken by Eminent
Domain,” and that it ought to pass.

The Committee on Public Utilities
on Bill “An Act to Extend the Car-
ter of the Patten Water and Power
Company,” (H. P. 466) (L. D. 248)
reported the same in a new draft,
(H. P. 1335) (L. D. 873) under a new
title, Bill “An Act to Incorporate
the Patten Water and Power Com-
pany,” and that it ought to pass.

The Committee on State Lands
and Forest Preservation on “Resolve
Authorizing the Sale of Stumpage
on T. 1, R, 13, W. L. S. Pis-
cataquis County,” (H P. 969) (L.
D. 499) reported the same in a new
draft, (. P. 1337) (1.-D. 877) un-
der a new title, “Resolve Authoriz-
ing the Sale of T. 1, R. 13, W. E.
L. S., Piscataquis County,” and that
it ought to pass.

The same Committee on ‘“Resolve
Granting Authority to the Forest
Commissioner to Convey Certain
Lands to Herbert R. Robbins of
Township 10, Hancock County,” (H.
P. 582) (L. D. 349) reported the
same in a new draft, (H. P. 1338)
(L. D. 878) under a new title, “Re-
solve Granting Authority to the
Porest Commissioner to Cancel
Deed Erroneously Recorded,” and
that it ought to pass.

The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to the Policing of
State Parks, and Acceptance of
Gifts for Improvement of State
Parks,” (H. P. 209) (L. D, 143) re-
ported same in a new draft, (H. P.
1339) (L. D. 875) under the same
title, and that it ought to pass.

The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to Lands Owned by
the State,” (H. P. 1163) (L. D. 618)
reported the same in a new draft,
(H. P. 1163) (L. D. 618) reported
the same in a new draft, (H. P.
1336) (L. D. 874) under the same
title and that it ought to pass.
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The same Committee on “Resolve
Authorizing the Forest Commission-
er to Convey Certain Land to Enos
Drumm, of Thomaston, Connecti-
cut,” (H. P. 330) (L. D. 198) re-
ported that the same ought to pass.

The Committee on Temperance
on Bill “An Act Relating to Licens-
es for Sale of Malt Beverages for
Entertainment of Soldiers,” (H. P.
1168) (L. D. 623) reported the same
in a new draft, (H. P. 1325) (L. D.
866) under a new title, Bill “An Act
Relating to Licenses for Sale of
Malt Beverages,” and that it ought
to pass.

The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to the Limitations on
Sales by Licenses of Liquor, Malt
Liquor, Wines and Spirits,” (H. P.
585) (L. D. 351) reported the same
in a new draft (H. P. 1324) (L. D.
865) under the same title and that
it ought to pass.

The Committee on Ways and
Bridges on Bill “An Act Authorizing
a Re-issuance of Bonds for the Pur-
pose of Refunding Waldo-Hancock
Bridge Bonds,” (H. P. 1208) (L. D.
683) reported that the same ought
to pass.

(On motion by Mr. Emery of
Hancock, tabled pending passage to
be engrossed in concurrence.)

The Committee on Welfare on
Bill “An Act Permitting the State
to Render Aid in Organized and
Unorganized Territory,” (H. P. 837)
(L. D. 403) reported the same in a
new draft, (H. P. 1334) (L. D. 872)
under the same title, and that it
ought to pass.

‘Which reports were severally read
and accepted in concurrence, the
bills and resolves read once, and
under suspension of the rules, read
a second time and passed to be en-
grossed in concurrence.

The Committee on Agriculture on
Bill “An Act Relating to Permit for
Cattle Entering the State” (H. P.
921) (L. D. 475) reported that the
same ought to pass as amended by
Committee Amendment “A”,

The Committee on Salaries and
Fees on Bill “An Act Increasing the
Compensation of the Members of
the Board of Registration of Vot-
ers,” (H. P. 344) (L. D. 201) report-
ed that the same ought to pass
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A”.
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The same Committee on Bill “An
Act Relating to Automobile Travel
by State Employees,” (H. P. 1186)
(L. D. 663) reported that the same
ought to pass as amended by Com-
mittee Amendment “A”.

Which reports were severally read
and accepted in concurrence, and
the bills read once; Committee
Amendments “A” were severally
read and adopted in concurrence,
under suspension of the rules, the
bills as anmeded were severally read
a second time and passed to be en-
grossed in concurrence.

The Committee on Legal Affairs
on Bill “An Act Relating to the
Choice of Assessors,” (H. P. 798)
(L. D. 463) reported the same in
a new draft, (H. P. 1312) (L. D. 841)
under a new title, Bill “An Act Re-
lating to the Choice of Assessors
and Compensation of Town Offi-
cers,” and that it ought to pass.

Comes from the House passed to
be engrossed as amended by House
Amendment “A”.

In the Senate, the report was read
and accepted in concurrence and
the bill was given its first reading.
House Amendment A was read and
adopted in concurrence and under
suspension of the rules, the bill as
so amended was given its second
reading and passed to be engrossed
in concurrence.

The Majority of the Committee
on Judiciary on “Resolve Proposing
an Amendment to the Constitution
Clarifying the Apportionment of
Representatives to the Legislature,”

(H. P. 186) (L. D. 136) reported
that the same ought to pass.
(Signed)
Senators:
FARRIS of Kenebec
Representatives:

WILLIAMS of Auburn
BARNES of Houlton
BANGS of Brunswick
GRUA of Livermore Falls
MAXWELL of Bangor
The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter,
reported that the same ought not
to pass.
(Signed)
Senators:
HARVEY of York
McGLAUFLIN of Cumberland
Representatives:
PERKINS of Boothhay Harbor
ROBINSON of Brewer

Comes from the House, resolve
and reports indefinitely postponed.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Harvey of York, the Resolve and
reports were indefinitely postponed
in concurrence.

The Majorit;' of ﬁhe Committee
on Ways and Bridges on Bill “An
Act to Create a Fund Known as
‘Town Road Maintenance and Im-
provement Fund’,” (H. P. 1229) (L.
D. 715) reported that the same
ought not to pass.

(Signed)

Senators:
BROWN of Aroostook
DORR of Oxford
HALL of Franklin
Representatives:
LACKEE of Addison
DEAN of South Portland
McINTIRE of Phippsburg
McLEOD of Bar Harbor
OSGOOD of Bradford
AYER of Cornish

The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter,
reported that the same ought to
pass.

(Signed)
Representative:
CROSS of Augusta
Comes from the House, the

lvcliajority Report, read and accept-
ed.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Priend of Somerset, the Majority
Report “Ought Not to Pass” was
read and accepted in concurrence.

The Majority of the Committee
on Welfare on Bill “An Act Reliev-
ing Towns from Care of Neglected
and Dependent Children,” (H. P.
473) (L. D. 254) reported the same
in a new draft, (H. P. 1342) (L. D.
881) under a new title, Bill “An
Act Relieving Towns from Board
and Care of Neglected Children”
and that it ought to pass.

(Signed)
Senators:

BOUCHER of Androscoggin
GOOD of Aroostook

Representatives:

OSGOOD of Bradford
LEAVITT of Portland
BUZZELL of Pryeburg
HAWES of Vassalboro
SMITH of Thomaston
LACKEE of Addison
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The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter
reported that the same ought not
to pass.

(Signed)
Senators:
SANBORN of Cumberland
Representative:
DAVIS of Buxton
Comes from the House, the

Majority Report (Ought to Pass in
New Draft) read and accepted and
the bill passed to be engrossed.

In the Senate:

Mr. VARNEY of York: Mr.
President, I don’t know that I am
opposed to the acceptance of the
majority report. On the other hand,
I do not think we should accept
this report without the members
of the Senate knowing what we are
doing. This is the first term I have
had occasion to sit on the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and Finan-
cial Affairs. I have discovered that
many of the members have a wrong
impression of what the duties of
that Committee are. Many of you
apparently thnik that it is our duty
to determine the policy of the State
of Maine and see to it that suffi-
cient money is provided to take
care of whatever policies we de-
termine. I think I can speak at this
time for the Committee on Appro-
priations and Financial Affairs by
saying that at this session at least,
we have considered that it was not
our duty or our privilege to de-
termine for the members of the
legislature what functions the state
should or should not undertake.

We have, generally speaking, two
classes of bills before our commit-
tee. One is the so-called General
Appropriations Act. All of the ap-
propriations which we consider un-
der that act are now set up and
provided for by law. I mean by
that the state of Maine, through
its legislature, has in the past de-
termined, for instance, that we
should have a State Prison. They
have determined that we should
have an Insane Hospital or two.
They have determined that the De-
partment of Health and Welfare
shall go into certain activities. All
of those come under the General
Appropriations Act and we of the
Appropriations Committee, with
reference to that class of appro-
priation have taken the position
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that it was our duty only to inquire
into what we thought was a rea-
sonable amount necessary to carry
on those various things for the re-
mainder of the session—of the two
year period.

While T am on that subject, I
would like the members of the
Senate to know that there are cer-
tain activities of the state, which
the legislature has provided for,
which do not go to the Appropria-
tions Committee. For instance, all
Highway matters do not go to the
Appropriations Committee. 'The
present law provides that gasoline
tax monies and receipts from auto-
mobile registrations go into high-
way funds, and the present law
also provides that certain activities,
that is, administrative expenses of
the Highway Department, shall
come out of those funds. For that
reason I assume that the legisla-
ture has always referred to the
Ways and Bridges Committee the
divisions and the appropriations of
those funds for the various serv-
ices that come under the head of
highway matters.

We have one other class of bills
which do come bhefore the Appro-
priations Committee and that is the
bill which sets up a new function
and also carries an appropriation
to carry out that function. In con-
sidering those bills we have to first
consider whether or not we think
the state of Maine wants to get into
that particular activity and once
we decide that they do, then con-
sider the question of how much
money we should set up for that.

This particular bill is one of the
latter class. It did not go to the
Appropriations Committee. There
are many bills of that nature
which do not go to Appropriations
Committee. We therefore take the
attitude as a committee we have
no interest in whether or not the
state of Maine wants to go into
this activity, but because of the
fact that if the state of Maine
does decide to go into this activity,
we will then consider it our duty
to set up a sufficient appropriation
to carry out the purposes of the
act. We think perhaps we should
explain to the members of the
Senate at this time, something
about what the general picture is.
We have now completed our study
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and have nearly completed our de-
liberations.

At the present moment, I cannot
give you the exact figures. We go
about it in this way. We take each
department, one by one, which we
know the state wants us to carry on.
We set up what we consider would
be a reasonable figure. We have to
wait until other acts such as this
one, claims, pensions, etc., have
been at least reported out from
committee so we can see how much
money it is going to take to carry
out those things. We then have to
go over the various departments
where they have revenues coming
in from various sources and esti-
ate as best we can what that reve-
nue will be for the next biennium.
We then add up on one side what
we think the state wants to spend,
and we add up on the other side
what we think the state will receive
from those revenues from various
taxes such as tobacco tax, railroad
tax, license fees and so forth, and
we usually find, and will find this
year that the revenues from those
sources dc¢ not balance the expend-
itures that the legislature has pro-
vided for.

We have another bill before our
committee which places a mill tax
on real estate. When that tax bill
was introduced, it was fixed at 7%
mills, or the same amount that it
was in the last biennium, and so
when we get down to our balance,
if we have enough left we could and
would recommend that the mill tax
be reduced to such an amount as
would balance our budget. On the
other hand. should we have an un-
balanced budget, I assume it would
be our duty to recommend to the
legislature that the mill tax be in-
creased sufficiently to balance the
budget or else that we find some
other or different form of tax.

As I see the picture at the present
time, after we have made what the
committee considers adequate allow-
ance to all of the departments for
probably salary adjustments, we will
be in akout this position. You will
have before you as I see it, and you
have now. three choices. One thing
you cowd do if this bill did not pass
would be to reduce your mill tax
about one-quarter to one-half mill.
One-quarter of a mill is about $180,-
000. This bill would call for about
$250,006 or $225,000, I am not sure
which.

Now your third choice as I see the
picture now is the other bill which
somebody has on the table here in
the Senate which would put on the
Old Age list, aliens. That bill would
about absorb what would be left in
the bottom of the well.

Should you pass both bills, you
would probably have to increase
your mill tax about % mill. Should
you pass one of the two bills you
could leave your mill tax where it is.
Should you pass neither one of the
two bills you could reduce your mill
tax from 1/4 to 1/2 mill.

As to the merits of this particular
bill, I want to speak briefly. You
have, 1 believe, on your desks a list
of the towns which would receive
this money back. This is a good
idea in my opinion but you are con-
fronted with the choice of whether
you are going to give $250,000 back
to the town on this bases or give
it back to the towns on a reduction
of real estate taxes. I would favor
real estate taxes because I think this
form is spotty. Under this system,
there are some small towns who
get larze amounts, and some large
towns who get small amounts. The
town where I live would be as well
if not better off than they would if
they got the mill tax back. There
are 264 towns in the state of Maine
who would get some benefit from
this act, 208 towns large enough
to qualify for the board and care of
dependent children, and the reason
I say large enough to qualify—as I
understand it, there are many towns
more than that in the state, but
you have to have more than 200
populaticn to qualify—264 towns
who wil] get something back under
this act but 208 towns who don’t
get back a penny. It doesn’t seem
the fairest way of giving money
back to towns and cities. With that
explanation I would invite further
discussion, after which I would like
to see this particular matter tabled
until such time as somebody can
give us a little more accurate finan-
cial picture than I can give at the
present moment.

Mr. GOOD of Aroostook: Mr.
president and members of the
Senate, being a member on this
committee and signing the ma-
jority report I felt I should, if
there was any controversy about
this, explain my position. Now, I
have no doubt that it has been care-
fully gone over by Senator Varney
and knowing that he is on the Ap-
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propriations and Financial Affairs
Comimittee he is much interested in
that committee and I have a high
regard for his judgment and care-
fulness. But this is another measure
in here to take care of, or lift the
burden from, the local towns.

When this bill was presented to
the legislature I said to the spon-
sor of the bill that I would be op-
posed to it if it upset the program
of the state in any way, shape or
form, and as the bill was originally
drawn it would call for a little over
a million dollars and I was opposed
to it. But the bill eventually was
amended so it took care of the
board and care of the children
which means now $214,000—I think
it is—a year; $214,160.62, what we
paid out last year.

Now, in the first biennium it
would take nearly half a million or
$400,000. If the money wasn’t there
then that would be another pic-
ture to look at but the money is
there and there is almost a million
and a half of reserve now in the
state treasury, a working capital
that they have, and over and above
that there is almost half a million
that has not been estimated, com-
ing from the Liquor Commission in
less than half a year, which will
more than take care of this bill in
the next two years.

It is not the intention of the
Welfare Committee to upset the
program of the state, not by any
means, nor to ask for any increase
of a mill tax, but we have heard
about this decreasing of a mill
tax, to a certain degree, for sev-
eral years and it has never come
to pass yet, and if there is a de-
crease it is very easy to raise the
valuation of the state another hun-
dred million, which in 1940 the state
valuation was $684,000,000 and in
1942 it was $704,000,000 with a local
valuation in 1940 of $583,000,000 and
in 1942 a local valuation of $601,-
000,000. So they have raised the
valuation over a hundred million
from 1940 to 1942.

Now this reducing the mill tax
and raising the valuation, I can’t
see where it is going to help the
farmer out any or the individual
in the state of Maine who pays the
tax. Now, practically every county
agent or officer has had his salary
raised and there hasn’t been any
great protest against that. That is
probably all right. And the em-
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ployees of the state are probably
all going to be raised and the
heads of departments. I haven't
any objection to that if we have
the money, and we have the money
available because the liquor busi-
ness is producing a revenue and we
have over half a million that has
never been estimated which could
be used, but I say it would be pro-
per to turn that back to the towns
and relieve them of the burden that
we have always had to carry in the
past, which would give us the board
and care of the dependent children,
which would mean a little more
than $428,000 in the first two years.
That seems fair and reasonable,
It isn’t upsetting the program and
not putting any hardship on any-
one.

It is only fair that the tax pay-
ers should have their burden re-
lieved a little at this time. We have
the money, if we are going on the
assumption that we would have
accumulated enough funds in the
liquor business in the next two
years, but we haven’t got to go on
the assumption. It was proven by
Mr. Mossman before the Commit-
tee the other day that it was al-
ready accumulated. So I don’t think
that Brother Varney has any
grounds for that because we are
not disturbing the Appropriations
and Financial Affairs Committee in
any shape or form. If this wasn’t
a logical lifting of the burden of
the towns then I would sit down
and say nothing but “Go ahead and
pass it.” When this first bill came
in Mr. Mossman agreed that we
had the money to take care of the
whole bill, the first one. We could
have done that and jeopardized
only our working capital but we
didn’t dare undertake that and
therefore we asked for this amend-
ment. We have the money, as I
have already said, accumulated in
the liquor funds, to take care of it.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope
the motion that the majority report
“Ought to Pass” be accepted, will
prevail,

Mr. BROWN of Aroostook: I
wish to.say that I am in favor of
this bill and I wish {o present an-
other angle to it than what has
come out yet. This is in fact a
policy-making bill. It is the policy
of whether the state or towns are
going to take care of dependent
children. As you already know, the
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social workers of the state go out
over the state, and very properly,
to see that the children are not ne-
glected, that they have proper care.
That is one of the duties of the
social workers and one of the duties
of the state, to see that the chil-
dren are not abused and are not
suffering from want. And they tell
the towns where these children are
and what kind of aid they should
receive and how much, and so fqrth,
and then the town pays the bills.

I was in the House yesterday and
heard a distinguished member of
that Body speaking on another
bill, telling about how the war work-
ers were earning their money and
how laborers were receiving eighty
or a hundred or a hundred and
twenty-five dollars a week and then
spending their money and leaving
their children in such condition that
the welfare workers had to come in
and take care of them. If these chil-
dren happened to come from the
town of Caribou, the city down there
where their parents are working
didn’t take care of them but it was
the town of Caribou that was billed
for that expense, and I favor this
bill because I believe that when the
workers of the state, working under
the authority of the state, come into
a town and say that these children
have to be taken care of and say
how they shall be taken care of,
then the expense should come out
of the coffers of the state the same
as any other welfare work and not
out of the town.

Now, in regard to reduction of real
estate tax, there is nothing wrong
with that and I believe it has got
to come but I am not interested in
a quarter of a mill on all the prop-
erty of the state. I think there is
a lot of property in the state that
is not taxed too much. I am nhot
holding any brief in asking that
you reduce the tax of the wild lands
a quarter of a mill, or manufact-
urers’ property, and so forth. They
have demonstrated that they can
take care of themselves, and a quar-
ter of a mill on all the property of
the state does not mean anything
to me. For instance, the tax in my
town is seventy mills and what does
a quarter of a mill mean to me?
Nothing. Figuratively speaking it
isn’t any relief.

But this is a relief because when
your town is taxed to support de-
pendent children which the state
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says you must take care of it is a
direct tax on the real estate of that
town. And when the state has the
money to do it with then it should
be the privilege of the state to take
care of them and pay their expenses.
And for that reason I am for this
bill. It is a policy-making bill just
the same as through our pensions
we take care of those who have not
reached the age where they can get
the old age pensions. This is one
of the functions which the welfare
organization of the state should take
care of, and I am in favor of the
bill.

Mr. McGLAUFLIN of Cumber-
land: Mr. President, I too am in
favor of this bill. I think the idea
is sound. We take care of our old
people. 1 think we should take care
of our neglected children and if
we haven’t got money enough to do
it we should raise it.

Mr. VARNEY of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to straighten out what
seemed to me to be a misunder-
standing as to what I said before. .
First, the Senate will notice that I
did not move to indefinitely post-
pone this bill or anything of the
sort. I think it is a good bill. And I
did not intend to indicate that the
Appropriations Committee, as a
committee, are in any way opposed
to it. In fact, I don’t know how the
other members of the committee
feel about the bill and for all I
know they are all in favor of it.

I did attempt to explain to this
Senate that the financial picture as
I see it now is that when you get
down to the final analysis you have
the choice of passing back this
money fto these towns under this
bill or the choice of passing back a
similar amount of money to the
towns in a reduction of thé mill tax.
Personally I happen to think that
all of the towns would share in that
money if you passed it back under
the mill tax, where 208 towns don’t
gf;lclelve anything back under this

ill.

In reply to Senator Good’s remark
about the five hundred thousand
that they have got from the addi-
tional sales of liquor, I want to point
out that the Appropriations Com-
mittee has taken that into consid-
eration in figuring up the finances.
In other words, I assume you all
understand that this big book here
which contains an estimate of the
revenues from liquor is not the esti-
mate of the Appropriations Commit-
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tee. It is an estimate made before
the legislature convenes, by the
Budget Committee, and since the
making up of this budget it is a
fact that liquor revenues have in-
creased $500,000 more than antici-
pated at the time this budget was
made up.

Now your Appropriations Com-
mittee have taken that into con-
sideration and added that increase
to our expected revenues before we
arrived at our present figure. And I
say again that while I favor this
bill I wanted to notify the Senate,
as I see it, that if this bill passes
there will be no reduction in the mill
tax and if this bill doesn’t pass
there will be a reduction in the mill
tax, and I am perfectly happy to
let this Senate decide which policy
the state of Maine should follow.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Aroostook, Sen-
ator Good who has moved the ac-
ceptance of the Majority Report
“Ought to Pass”. Are you ready for
. the question?

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. Em-
ery of York, the bill was laid upon
the table pending acceptance of the
report.

The Majority of the Committee on
Legal Affairs on Bill “An Act Re-
lating to the Game of ‘Five-in-a-
Row’ Otherwise Known as ‘Skill
Ball Beano’,” (H. P. 951) (L. D. 537)
reported the same in a new draft,
(H. P. 1303) (L. D. 834) under a
new title Bill “An Act Providing for
the Licensing and Regulation of the
Amusement Known as Pive-in-a-
Row,” and that it ought to pass.
(signed) Senators:

DUNBAR of Washington
PETERS of Androscoggin
Representatives:

ARTLETT of Portland
HASKELL of Portland
SICHOL of Lisbon Falls
WARD of Millinocket

The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter
reported that the same ought not to
pass.

(signed) Senator:
SANBORN of Cumberland
Representatives:
PAYSON of Portland
DONAHUE of Biddeford
ANDERSON of New Sweden

Comes from the House, the Ma-
jority report read and accepted, and
the bill passed to be engrossed.
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In the Senate:

Mr. DUNBAR ot Washington: Mr.
President. I move that the Majority
Report “Ought to Pass” be accepted
in concurrence.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. Mc-
Glauflin of Cumberland, the bill and
accompanying reports were laid up-
on the table pending motion to ac-
cept the “Ought to Pass” Majority
Report in concurrence.

Communication
STATE OF MAINE
Senate Chamber
Augusta
March 31, 1943.

To the Senate
91st Legislature )
Augusta, Maine.

Dear Sirs:

Pursuant to the Joint Rules, I
herewith: submit a list of bills and
resolutions. These were presented
by me to the President of the Sen-
ate for his signature at 12:17 P. M.,
March 31, 1943. These bills and
resolutinns were signed by the Presi-
dent at 4:19 P. M., March 31, 1943.
These bills and resolutions were
presentea by me to the Governor
at 4:27% P M. March 31, 1943.

Respectfully yours,

ROYDEN V. BROWN
Secretary of the Senate.

Which communication and accom-
panying list was read and ordered
placed on file.

An Act relating to Salary of the
the Judge of Probate for Androscog-
gin County. (S. P. 166) (L. D. 767)

An Act to Amend the Charter of
the Town of Old Orchard Beach.
(8. P. 222) (L. D. 333)

An Act relating to Salary of the
Clerk in Office of Clerk of Courts
of Franklin County. (S. P. 263) (L.
D. 469)

An Act relating to the Office of
State Auditor. (S. P. 411) (L. D. 700)

An Act relating to the Penalty for
Interfering with any Contrivance
used in the Lobster Industry. (S. P.
445) (L D. 786)

An Act relating to Civil Actions
for Death. (S. P. 446) (L. D. 788)

An Act relating to Savings De-
posits in Trust Companies. (S. P.
451 (L D. 800)

An Act relating to Reports, Pub-
lications, etc. of Departments. (H.
P. 162) (L. D. 104)

An Act relating to the Salary of
the Judge of the Lincoln Municipal
Court. (H P. 206) (L. D. 141)



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, APRIL 1, 1943 875

An Act relating to the Bath
Municipal Court. (H. P. 249) (L. D.
165)

An Act Increasing the Salary of
Clerks in the Office of Register of
Probate of Lincoln County. (H. P.
470) (L. D. 251)

An Act Creating a Civil Service
Commission for the City of Old
Town. (H P. 559) (L. D. 298)

An Act relating to Clerk Hire in
Office of Clerk of Courts of Lincoln
County (H. P. 825) (L. D. 393)

An Act relating to Compensation
of Cour:ty Commissioners of Lincoln
County (H. P. 826) (L. D. 394)

An Act relating to Salary of the
County Treasurer of Lincoln County.
(H. P. 827) (L. D. 395)

An Aci relating to Vaccination of
Animals to Prevent Tuberculosis.
(H. P. 922) (L. D. 476)

An Act relating to Certificate of
Health upon Sale of Pure-blooded
Cattle (H. P. 923) (L. D. 477

An Act relating to Authority of
Clerks of Municipal Courts. (H. P.
941) (L. D. 541)

An Act relating to the Protection
of Cattle from “Bang’s Disease.” (H.
P. 1066) (L. D. 556)

An Act relating to Qualification
and Registration of Voters. (H. P.
1116) (L. D. 581)

An Act Further Amending the Fi-
nancial Responsibility Law. (H. P.
1122) (L. D. 58M)

An Act Enacting the Consumer’s
509()1(;perai”1ve Act. (H. P. 1126) (L. D.

An Act Amending the Unemploy-
ment Compensation Law. (H. P.
1131) (L. D. 596)

An Act relating to Compensation
of County Commissioners of Aroos-
took County. (H. P 1156) (L. D. 611)

An Act relating to Compensation
of Register of Deeds of the Northern
District of Aroostook County. (H. P.
1157) (L. D. 612)

An Act relating to Clerk Hire in
the Office of Clerk of Courts for
g)l);f)ord County. (H. P, 1159 (L. D.

An Act to Amend the Charter of
the City of Rockland by Providing
for the Appointment of a Board of
Commissioners of Police and Fire-
men. (H, P. 1222) (L. D. 709)

An Act relating to Sale of Liquor
l]o)y %%r;lmer Hotels. (H. P. 1260) (L.

An Act relating
Special Legislative
Appropriations for
1283) (L. D. 798)

An Act relating to Records of
Oaths in the Office of Town Clerks.
(H. P 1285) (L. D. 801)

An Act relating to Stolen Prop-
erty. (H. P. 1288) (L. D. 811)

An Act relating to the Reciprocal
Enforcement of Violations of Fish-
ing Laws in Boundary Waters Be-
tween Maine and New Hampshire,
(H. P. 1289) (L. D 812)

An Act relating to Taxation of
Motor Vehicles. (H. P. 1290) (L. D.
813)

An Act Authorizing the With-

holding of the Federal Victory Tax.
(H. P. 1292) (L. D. 816)

An Act relating to Ordinance
Covering Public Assemblages, etc.
(H. P. 1298) (L. D. 815)

An Act relating to Records of De-
organized Towns. (H. P. 1294) (L.
D. 817)

An Act relating to the Salaries of
Clerks ir: County Offices in Oxford

and Penobscot Counties. (H. P. 1295)
(L. D. 818)

to Payment of
Pensions from
Same. (H. P.

Orders

On motion by Mr. Batchelder of
York, it was

ORDERED. that the Rev. Donald
A. Scanlin of Kennebunk, be in-
vited to officiate as Chaplain of
the Senate, on the morning of Fri-
day, April 2, 1943, at 10 o’clock.

Mr. Elliot of Knox presented the
following Order and moved its pas-
sage:

ORDERED, that on Monday, of
each week, beginning with Monday,
April 5th, 1943, all matters now
upon the table, shall be laid be-
fore the Senate under “Orders of
the Day,” in the order in which
they were placed upon the table,

and until disposed of, shall have
precedence under ‘“Orders of the
Day.”

Mr. ELLIOT of Knox: Mr. Presi-
dent, in explanation of this order,
I would simply like to say that I
believe the members of the Senate
should be given time to take bills
off the table of their own accord
and also inasmuch as this is chang-
ing the rules of the Senate, I move
that the Order be laid upon the
table pending passage.
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The motion prevailed and the
Order was laid upon the table
pending passage.

First Reading of a Printed Bill

“Resolve in Relation to Status of
Paul J. Brown in Re Teachers’ Re-
tirement Association.” (S. P. 82) (L.
D. 880)

Which bill was read once, and
under suspension of the rules read
a second time and passed to be en-
grossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

Senate Committee Reports

Mr. Townsend from the Commit-
tee on Temperance submitted its
Final Report.

Mr. Washburn from the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs submitted
its Final Report.

Mr. Sterling from the Committee
on State Lands and Forest Preser-
vation submitted its Final Report.

Mr. Dow from the Committee on
Taxation submitted its Final Re-
port.

Mr. Bishop from the Committee
on Agriculture submitted its Final
Report.

Mr. Dunbar from the Committee
on Federal Relations submitted its
Final Report.

Mr. Good from the Committee on
Welfare submitted its Final Re-
port.

Mr. Batchelder from the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs submit-
ted its Final Report.

Mr. Batchelder from the Com-
mittee on Public Utilities submit-
ted its Final Report.

Mr. Bishop from the Committee
on Agriculture on Bill “An Act for
the Purther Prevention of Bang’s
Disease,” (S. P. 280) (L. D. 456) re-
ported that legislation on the same
is inexpedient, as the matter is
covered elsewhere.

Which reports were read and ac-
cepted.
Sent down for concurrence.

Mr. Varney from the Committee
on Library on “Resolve for the Pur-
chase of One Hundred Copies of
‘History of Morrill, Maine’” (8. P.
199) reported that the same ought
to pass.

Mr. Townsend from the Commit-
tee on Temperance on Bill “An Act
to Provide Strict Enforcement Pro-
visions Covering the Operation of
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Retail Outlets of Malt Beverages,”
(S. P. 328) (L. D. 503) reported the
same in a new draft, (S. P. 484)
under the same title, and that it
ought to pass.

Which reports were severally read
and accepted, and the Bill and Re-
solve laid upon the table for print-
ing under the Joint Rules.

Mr. Friend from the Committee
on Pensions on the following Re-
solves reported the same in a Con-
solidated Resolve (S. P. 485) under a
new title “Resolve Providing Pen-
sions for Soldiers and Sailors and
Dependents and Other Needy Per-
sons and that it ought to pass:

S. P. 104, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Jennie S. Spen-
cer, of Cornville.

S. P. 105, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for Charles W. A.
Scott, of Portland.

S. P. 146, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for Frank J. Mine-
alis, of Monticello.

S. P. 165, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for George Shortier,
of Skowhegan.

S. P. 243, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Margaret Stubbs,
of Caribou.

S. P. 244, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Benjamin P.
Wentworth, of Waldo.

S. P. 261, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Effie Ann Han-
non, of Palermo.

S. P. 262, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Melvin Stephen
Belden, of Palermo.

S. P. 327, Resolve Granting In-
crease in Pension to Murray Went-
worth, of Waldo. R

S. P. 363, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Frederic C.
Chandler, of Bath.

S. P. 364, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in State Pension for
Elsone Harford, of Richmond.

S. P. 401, Resolve Granting a
Pension to Ralph Burrill, of Can-
aan.

S. P. 402, Resolve Granting a
Pension to George L. Hayden, of
Athens.

S. P. 403, Resolve Granting a
Pension to Eugene L. Noyes, of
Athens.

H. P. 11, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Della M. Dunn,
of North Monmouth.
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H. P. 38, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Chester A. Frost,
of Pittsfield.

H. P. 49, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Blanche K.
Greenlaw, of Gardiner.

H. P. 50, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Jessie M. Grant,
of Prospect.

H. P. 110. Resolve Providing for
an Increase in State Pension for
Sarah A. Ferguson, of Hallowell.

H. P. 111, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Martha J. Clark,
of Hermon.

H. P. 112, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Helen V. Bowen,
of Carmel.

H. P. 113, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Lottie W. Snow,
of Hermon.

H. P. 114, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for Arthur D.
Sawtelle, of Oakland.

H. P. 115, Resolve in Favor of
Annie B, Cochran, of Oakland.

H. P. 141, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Beula B. Knight,
of Unity.

H. P. 142, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Jessie Jones, of
Burnham.

H. P. 143, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for George L. Har-
vey, of Belfast.

H. P. 145, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Jennie M. Mower,
of Belfast.

H. P. 146, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Edith M. Saun-
ders, of Sedgwick.

H. P. 147, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Addie McCurdy,
of China.

H. P. 148, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for John G. Berry,
of China.

H. P. 149, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Fidelia E. Banks,
of China.

H. P. 150, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for L. Bverett Glid-
den, of Carmel.

H. P. 151, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Edith M. Towne,
of Litchfield.

H. P. 193, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Leland Bartlett,
of Winn,

H. P. 194, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Thomas W.
Michaud, of Winn.
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H. P. 195, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Martha B. Ben-
ner, of Waldoboro.

H. P. 197, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Everett F. Phil-
brook, of Carmel.

H. P. 198, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for George W. Rines,
of Newburgh.

H. P. 200, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Fred W. Bragg,
of Sherman Station,

H. P. 202, Resolve Providing for an
increase in State Pension for Lester
Patten, of Hermon.

H. P. 203, Resolve providing for a
State Pension for Leroy Newman, of
Winter Harbor.

H. P. 204, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Victor J. Gar-
dner, of Veazie.

H. P. 224, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Clarence W. He-
bert, of Burnham.

H. P. 225, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for L. Estelle Small,
of Unity.

H. P. 226, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Harold E. Ward,
of Unity.

H. P. 227, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Helena E. Dray,
of Newecastle.

H. P. 230, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in State Pension for
Florence I,. Collins, of Carmel.

H. P. 231, Resolve in Favor of
Burleigh E. Bean, of Waite.

H. P. 232, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Bertha Alexander,
of Hallowell.

H. P. 233, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Geneva Gay, of
Clinton.

H, P. 234, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Otis Homsted, of
Hermon.

H. P. 235, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Hannah Holmes,
of Ellsworth.

H. P. 258, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Eva Miller, of
Gardiner.

H. P. 302, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Clinton Sylvester,
of Ashland.

H. P. 304, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Alvin L. Batchel-
der, of Webster.

H. P. 305, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Leeman Grant,
of Columbia Falls,
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H. P. 306, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Mrs. Abbie Spen-
cer, of Clifton.

H. P. 405, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in State Pension for
Preda E. Potter, of North White-
field.

H. P. 406, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Charlena Sleeper,
of Gardiner.

H. P. 408, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Charles Bowen,
of Newburgh.

H. P. 409, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in the State Pension
for Mary E. Norris, of Wayne.

H. P. 410, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Berton Knight,
of Peru.

H. P. 411, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in the State Pension for
Blanche A. Grant, of West Enfield.

H. P. 412, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Mrs. Fannie Grin-
dell, of Newport.

H. P. 413, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Christine M. Lud-
wig, of Chelsea.

H. P. 437, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Philip Duprey, of
Castle Hill.

H. P. 568, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in State Pension for
Ethel M. Partridge, of Augusta.

H. P. 569, Resolve in Favor of
Elva Morton, of Mechanic Falls.

H. P, 571, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in the Pension for
Mrs. Florence Colbath, of Exeter.

H. P. 593, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Allwood E. How-
ard, of Mexico.

H. P. 594, Resolve Increasing the
State Pension Granted Charles Kel-
ley, of Lubec.

H. P. 595, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Alonzo Stillings,
of Berwick.

H. P. 596, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Albion Goodwin,
of Berwick.

H. P. 631, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Maggie Powers,
of Chapman.

H. P. 813, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Fred S. Adams,
of Smyrna.

H. P. 814, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Thaddeus LeRoy
Porter, of Merrill,
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H. P. 815, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Henry H. Cun-
ningham, of Brooks.

H. P. 816, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for William L. Helms,
of Gray.

H. P. 817, Resolve Providing a
State Pension for Martha A. Pat-
terson, of Winthrop.

H. P. 818, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Michael Kearney,
of Winthrop,

H. P. 819, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Mona N. Keith,
of North Livermore.

H. P. 820, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Nelie May Spen-
cer, of Dexter.

H. P. 821, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for James H. John-
son, of Stockholm.

H. P. 822, Resolve Increasing the
State Pension Granted Charles Cote,
of Limestone.

H. P. 961, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Irving Richard-
son, of Fryeburg.

H. P. 962, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Mrs. George
Booth, of Pryeburg.

H. P. 963, Resolve Providing for
an Increase in State Pension for
Frank H. Gowen, of South Port-
land.

H. P. 964, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Alfred H. Bunk-
er, of Bath.

H. P. 965, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for John Leighton,
of Milbridge.

H. P. 966, Resolve Providing for a
State Pension for Eli Gaudet, Jr.,
of Rumford.

H. P. 1143, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for William Wallace
Faulkner, of Houlton.

H. P. 1144, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for Trueman Miller,
of Littleton,

H. P. 1145, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for Carl R. Beek,
of Houlton.

H. P. 1174, Resolve Relating to
Teacher’s Pension for Eva W. Dow,
of Belfast.

H. P. 1175, Resolve Relating to
Teacher’s Pension for Charles Phil-
lips, of Orrington.

H. P. 1183, Resolve Providing for
a State Pension for Guy Babb, of
Hudson.
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H. P. 1204, Resolve in Favor of
Arthur Selden Hutchis, of Jeffer-
son.

H. P. 1205, Resolve in Favor of
Grace Bryant, of Jefferson.

H, P. 1253, Resolve in Favor of
Susie Devine, of Fort Fairfield.

Which report was read and ac-
cepted, and the Consolidated Re-
solve laid upon the table for print-
ing under the joint rules.

Mr. Hall from the Committee on
Salaries on Fees on Bill “An Act
Increasing the Compensation of the
County Attorney and Assistant
County Attorney for Androscoggin
County,” (S. P 369) (L. D. 635) re-
ported that the same ought to pass
as a;nended by Committee Amend-
ment “A”.

Which report was read and ac-
cepted and the bill was given its
first reading.

The Secretary
Amendment A:

“Amend said bill by inserting
after the enacting clause ‘Section
1. Purther amend said bill by add-
ing at the end thereof, the follow-
ing paragraph, ‘Section 2. Limita-
tion of Act. This act shall remain
in force for a period of two years
only. It is the intent of the legis-
lature to change the present statute
for a period of two years only after
which period the present statute
shall return to full force and ef-
fect. ”

Committee Amendment A was
adopted and under suspension of
the rules, the bill was given its sec-
ond reading and passed to be en-
grossed as amended by Committee
Amendment A,

Sent down for concurrence.

read Committee

Passed to be Enacted

An Act Relating to Bonds of Pro-
lfation Officers. (S. P. 141) (L. D.
45)

An Act to Make Uniform the Law
of Transfer of Shares of Stock in
Corporations. (S. P. 287) (L. D. 450)

An Act Relating to the Signature
of the Treasurer of State and En-
dorsement of Bonds in the State
Treasury. (S. P. 294) (L. D. 443)

An Act Relating to Commitment
of Persons of Unsound Mind to the
State Hospitals for Observation. (S.
P. 320) (L. D. 524)
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An Act Relating to Commitment
of the Insane. (S. P. 321) (L. D.
525)

An Act Relating to Procuring or
Attempting to Procure Abortion or
a Miscarriage. (S. P. 457) (L. D.

5) .

An Acr Relating to the Salary of
the Judge of the Municipal Court
of Portland. (H. P. 120) (L. D. 74)

An Act Establishing a Game Pre-
serve in the Town of Rangeley,
County of Franklin and State of
Maine. (H. P. 243) (L. D. 187)

An Act Relating to Compensation
of Judge of Probate of Lincoln
County. (H. P. 264) (L. D. 16%)

An Act Relating to Powers of
Police Commission of the City of
Augusta. (H. P. 756) (L. D. 405)

An Act Authorizing the Sale of
Certain Property by the County
Commissioners of Lincoln County.
(H. P. 157) (L. D. 407)

An Act Relating to Inspections
and Recounts in Municipal Elec-
tions. (H. P. 800) (L. D. 382)

An Act Relating to Town Reports.
(H. P. 809) (L. D. 465)

An Act Relating to the Disposal
of Insane Criminals. (H. P. 939) (L.
D. 543)

An Act to Provide for Education
of Orphans of Veterans. (H. P. 1097)
(L. D. 551)

An Act Relating to Search for
%SOSt Persons. (H. P. 1257) (L. D.
)

An Acr to Abolish the Old Age
Assistance Commission. (H. P. 1272)
(L. D. 778)

An Act Providing for a System of
Apprenticeship Whereby Voluntar-
ily Made Agreements of Apprentice-
ship Would Be Encouraged; Estab-
lishing Standards for such Agree-
ments in Conformity with the Mini-
mum Apprenticeship Standards of
the Federal Committee on Appren-
tice Training; Creating Apprentice-
ship Council and Defining their
Duties. (H. P. 1299) (L. D. 821)

An Act Relating to Taxation of
Telephone and Telegraph Compan-
ies. (H. P. 1300) (L. D. 822)

An Act Relating to Conveyance
of Municipal Airport Lands to the
United States of America. (H. P.
1306) (L. D. 824)
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An Act Relating to the Election
of the School Committee of the
Town of Brunswick. (H. P. 1308)
(L. D. 826)

Finally Passed
Resolve Relating to Fire Protec-
tion for Baxter State Park. (S. P.
377 (L. D. 803)
Resolve in Favor of a Bridge
Across the Allagash River. (S. P.
456) (L. D. 804)

Emergency Measures

Bill “An Act to Aid the Prosecu-
tion of the War by Providing for
the Creation of Local Agencies to
Cooperate with the Federal Govern-
ment in Making Housing Available
for Persons Engaged in War Indus-
tries and Activities and by Grant-
ing Certain Powers to Public Bod-
ies.” (H. P. 23) (L. D. 9

Which bill being an emergency
measure and having received the af-
firmative vote of 23 members of the
Senate, was passed to be enacted.

Bill “An Act Regulating the Sale
%:ﬁ—lorse Meat.” (H. P. 1280) (L. D.

Which bill being an emergency
measure, and having received the
affirmative vote of 29 members of
the Senate, was passed to be
enacted.

Bill “An Act Amending an Act
to Incorporate the Brunswick Vil-
lage Corporation.” (H. P. 1307) (L.
D. 825)

Which bill being an emergency
measure, and having received the
affirmative vote of 29 members of
tl(lie Senate, was passed to be enact-
ed.

Orders of the Day

On motion by Mr. Farris of Ken-
nebec, the Senate voted to take
from the table, bill, “An Act Grant-
ing Increase in Salary to the
County Attorney of Oxford County”
(S. P. 265) (L. D. 471), tabled by
that Senator earlier in today’s ses-
sion pending consideration; and on
further motion by the same Sen-
ator, the Senate voted, under sus-
pension of the rules, to reconsider
its action of March 25th whereby
the bill was passed to be engrossed.

On motion by Mr. Farris, Com-
mittee Amendment “A” was in-
definitely postponed in concurrence.
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House Amendment “A” was adopt-
ed in concurrence and the bill as
amended by House Amendment “A”
was passed to be engrossed in con-
currence.

On motion by Mr. Peters of An-
droscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table “Ought to Pass
in New Draft” (H. P. 1332) (L. D.
870) report of the Committee on
Judiciary on bill, “An Act Relating
tc Judges of Municipal Courts Not
to Act as Counsel (H. P. 948) (L. D.
492) tabled by that Senator earlier
in today’s session pending accep-
tance of the committee report; and
on further motion by the same Sen-
ator, the report of the committee
was accepted and the bill was given
its first reading. Under suspension
of the rules, the bill was given its
second reading and passed to be
engrossed in concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Farris of Ken-
nebec, the Senate voted to take
from the table, House Report from
the Committee on Public Health,
“Ought to Pass in New Draft” (H.
P. 1317 (L. D. 844) on bill, An Act
Relating to Conduct of Persons who
have Communicable Diseases (H.
P. 327) (L. D. 204), tabled by that
Senator on March 30th pending ac-
ceptance of the committee report,
and on further motion by the same
Senator, the report of the commit-
tee was accepted in concurrence
and the bill was given its first
reading.

Thereupon, Mr. Farris presented
Senate Amendment “A” and moved
its adoption:

“Senate Amendment ‘A’ to H. P.
1317, L. D. 844. Amend said bill
by adding at the end thereof the
following: ‘Nothing herein shall be
construed to affect the provisions
of section 16.”

Senate Amendment “A” was
adopted, and under suspension of
the rules, the bill was given its
second reading and passed to be
engrossed in non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Farris of Ken-
nebec, the Senate voted to take
from the table, bill “An Act Rela-
tive to Enforcing the Collection of
Real Estate Taxes by the Alterna-
tive Method” (H. P 12991) (L. D.
814) tabled by that Senator on
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March 24th pending first reading;
and on further motion by the same
Senator, the bill was given its first
reading, and under suspension of
the rules was given its second read-
ing and passed to be engrossed in
concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Woodbury of
Waldo, the Senate voted to take
from the table, “An Act Relating
to Hunting and Trapping of Foxes”
(H. P. 1240) (L. D. 739) tabled by
that Senator on March 23rd pend-
ing second reading; and on fur-
ther motion by the same Senator,
the bill was given its second read-
ing and passed to be engrossed in
concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Varney of
York, the Senate voted to take from
the table, House Report from the
Committee on Welfare, '‘Ought to
Pass” on bill, “An Act Relating to
Revolving Fund for the Payment of
Taxes in Certain Cases by the De-
partment of Health and Welfare”
(H. P. 1171) (L. D. 626) tabled by
that Senator on March 18th pend-
ing acceptance of the report; and
on further motion by the same Sen-
ator, the report of the committee
was accepted in concurrence and
the bill was given its first reading.

Mr. VARNEY of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, I feel that I should again ex-
plain that I did not table this bill
because I am a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and Finan-
cial Affairs. I did notice, however,
that the bill would take $50,000 from
the general funds of the state for
the purpose of permitting the de-
partment to pay taxes on real estate
of recipients of old age assistance,
and I wondered why they wanted to
do it this way rather than paying
the taxes out of the old age assist-
ance appropriation. Now the differ-
ence is, if they paid taxes out of the
old age assistance appropriation the
federal government would share in
the payment of those taxes. I talked
with the proponent of the bill and
with the Department of Health and
Welfare and discovered that this
was not intended as a bill which
would, in any way, help the recipi-
ents of old age assistance, and the
Department explained that while
they had the right at the present
time to add to the budgets of re-
cipients of old age assistance a suf-
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ficient amount to allow them to pay
their taxes, the department did not
wish to do that because in that
case they would have to pay for all.
That is, if they were to pay the tax-
es for one old age recipient they
would have to pay the taxes for all
recipients of old age assistance.

This bill was desighed to permit
the department to pay taxes in spe-
cific cases only and they tried to
explain to me, though not yet to my
satisfaction, that they could some-
times pay a man’s taxes for a year
or two and thereby prevent his place
from being sold for taxes, and then
after he died, present a bill against
his estate if he had one, and get
the money back. Hence, they call
this a revolving fund.

~Now, I have no objection to set-
ting up $50,000 or any other sum the
legislature wants to set up to pay
taxes for recipients of old age bene-
fits but I can see no advantage, on
the other hand, in paying a tax be-
cause you think you might be able
to get it back after the man dies. I
have some objection to passing the
bill under a false title and for that
reason I have prepared Senate
Amendment “A” which I now offer.
I may say it simply removes the
word “revolving” from the title and
wherever it appears in the bill and
leaves the bill as what I say it is, a
bill to set up the sum of $50,000 to
pay taxes with.

Thereupon, Mr. Carney presented
Senate Amendment “A” and moved
its adoption:

“Senate Amendment ‘A’ to L. D.
626. Amend said bill by deleting the
word ‘revolving’ from the title there-
of and from the bill wherever said
word appears.”

Senate Amendment
adopted.

Under suspension of the rules, the
bill was given its second reading and
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendment “A” in non-
concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

“AP was

On motion by Mr. Boucher of An-
droscoggin, the Senate voted to take
from the table, Senate Report from
the Committee on Taxation, “Ought
Not to Pass” on bill, “An Act Relat-
ing to Increase of the State Valua-
tion” (S. P. 378) (L. D. 627) tabled
by that Senator on March 3lst
pending acceptance of the report.
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Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I move the bill be
substituted for the report and in
making that motion I want to ex-
plain the reason for this as I believe
the members of this Senate and the
members of this legislature probably
have not taken very great notice of
a report here on valuations that was
deposited on the desks of the differ-
ent members a few days ago.

If the Senate will remember, I
introduced an order whereby we re-
quested such information, but the
members of the House thought the
information was not complete
enough so a new order was intro-
duced in the House requesting fur-
ther information. Now, this report
gives you the returns of different
cities and towns in the state as to
their valuation made by their own
assessors. It gives you the return
of the Equalization Committee on
the valuation of the State for the
year 1941 and 42 and further goes
on and gives you the same valuations
bg4 4the state for the years 1943 and
1944.

Now, Mr. President, the reason I
am introducing this bill and de-

manding this information is to try

to ascertain the reason and the
wherefore of these extra valuations
by the state, apparently not based
on any method.

I have not had time to go over this
whole valuation report but I have
gone over it for the county of An-
droscoggin and I find the different
towns and cities there have been
raised in valuation from what they
had been anywhere from 19 to 33¢.

Now, to the best of my knowledge
and information, Mr. President and
members of the Senate, I do not
know of any activities either in con-
struction or business within Andros-
cogein County in the last two years
that would prove or verify any such
variations in the raising of the valu-
ations by the state.

It is possible that my bill is not
the cure-all or the remedy for the
situation but I thought it my duty to
call it to the attention of the legis-
lature. I cannot understand why a
branch of state government can go
out and raise the valuation accord-
ing to their own will, and turn this
in at the last minute the last of De-
cember for tax purposes to the dif-
ferent towns and cities, where they
have no recourse.
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In other words, the valuation of
the town of Poland in Androscoggin
County was raised 33 1/3%. The town
of Poland had no notice until they
received a bill at the end of the fis-
cal year, so at that time it is too
late for them to come here and ask
that it be changed.

I believe if these things are to be
done and if they are legal, towns
and cities should be notified of such
changes in valuation at the start
of their municipal year so that they
would have a chance to organize
their budgets and tax rates accord-
ingly. If a town figures it is going
to pay, say $10,000 to the state for
the state mill tax and at the end of
the year they receive a bill for al-
most $20,000 I can very well see
where it is going to disrupt the
whole tax situation.

I repeat, Mr. President and mem-
bers of the Senate, I do not say
that this bill is the remedy but I
would like to see something done
to this matter, and so I introduced
this bill and this morning I am call-
ing the attention of the Senate to
this method of setting valuations
throughout the state. It seems to be
a hit or miss and at random raises
in valuation. I notice the city of
South Portland, where a lot has been
done in the last few years in con-
struction, has bheen raised very lit-
tle above what it was two or four
years ago. If my recollection is right,
it was just a few hundred thousand
dollars. Whereas, the city of Lewis-
ton where there has been no new
construction to amount to anything
and no great increase in business be-
cause the payrolls are on about the
same basis, has been increased $3,-
000,000. I would really like to have
an explanation of this. Apparently
one of our municipal officers came
here for an explanation and none
was given. The answer was, “There
is your valuation and that is what
you will have to pay your tax on.” I
do not believe it is a fair and proper
way for the state of Maine to pro-
ceed to collect taxes.

With these few remarks, Mr. Pres-
ident, I hope my motion will prevail.

Mr. DOW of Oxford: Mr. Presi-
dent, I hope the motion of my
good friend, Senator Boucher, will
not prevail and in support of my
opposition, I want to give various
reasons why the Committee on
Taxation reported this out “ought
not to pass.” I sympathize with
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the good Senator. I think he has
got something. I do not believe
this bill does it. I understand
there may be legislation still com-
ing through, seeking to cure some
of the ills, and if so, I would be
most heartily in favor of it.

I think possibly the State Tax
Assessor’s office is engaged in a
long range program of setting the
state valuation, and I think if
they tried to raise in some places
and adjusted all of them at once,
making the towns and cities equal,
it might be disastrous. Maybe
Lewiston is below the average and
others may be above the average,
but I think in time there will be a
leveling off. In the meantime, there
may be some unfairness.

I have a few statements which
I want to read, which I think pret-
ty well set out the position of the
committee on this bill:

“In accordance with Section 13
of Chapter 12 of the Revised Stat-
utes, it is the responsibility of the
Board of Equalization to file with
the Secretary of State before the
first day of December preceding
the regular session of the Legisla-
ture, a statement of the assessed
valuation for ‘each town, town-
ship, and lot or parcel of land, in
any unorganized townships and lot
or parcel of land not included in
any township.’

“In view of the above provision
of the law, it would seem to me that
the effect of this bill, if it should
become a law, would be the freez-
ing of state valuation figures for
municipalities at the present level.
I think this is obvious because if
the Board of Equalization is re-
quired to file a statement of the
valuation four or six weeks in ad-
vance of the convening of the leg-
islature, it would be Impossible to
secure approval for any increase in
that valuation. The Board of
Equalization might be able to de-
crease valuations, but certainly not
to increase them.

_ “If this situation should prevail,
it is possible the whole procedure
would be unconstitutional. I make
this statement because Section 8
of Article 36 of the Constitution of
the State of Maine states that ‘all
taxes upon real and personal es-
tate, assessed by authority of the
state, shall be apportioned and as-
sessed equally, according to the
just value thereof’ Of course, it
might be possible to change Sec-
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tion 13 of Chapter 12 in such a
manner that the Legislature would
still have the right to approve the
state valuation figures and allow
the Board of Equalization to file
the valuation at some other date.
This probably would be impractical
because Legislature assesses the
state tax, and if the question of
valuation was subject to constant
change during the session, it would
be rather impossible to determine
the amount of revenue to be ob-
tained from the state tax.”

I think those statements set out
somewhat, or almost fully, the
views of the members of the com-
mittee in reporting this bill out
“ought not to pass.” I will say
again that I hope the motion does
not prevail.

Mr. DUNBAR of Washington:
Mr. President, I had decided not to
say anything in regard to this mat-
ter, and I do not believe the hill
of the Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Boucher, is the correct
method of solution.

I am interested in reading this
pamphlet that comes from the
State  Assessor’s office  entitled
“Valuations.” They are the local
valuations of 1942 and those fixed
by the State Assessor’s office for
1941, 1942, 1943 and 1944. When I
read that I wonder whether I
should support Senator Varney in
his motion on the bill regarding
aid to dependent children.

I want to make clear, in what I
am about to say, I do not want to
criticize the present state assessor.
I believe he is an honest, fearless,
capable man, but something has
been hitting us in the state, start-
ing sometime a few years back, in
which the valuations of the towns
had beent raised, and the state as-
sessor saw fit to do this without
saying anything to the local asses-
sors. When they have gone into
town meetings and have been rais-
ing money they have thought they
could look back on the valuation of
the town as fixed the previous year
and know what the state tax would
be likely to be. But you do not
know now.

I want to tell you why I am in-
terested. In 1941 the valuation of
the town of Machias in which I
live, for which the local assessors
had returned a valuation of a lit-
tle over $700,000, real and personal
property, had been increased by the
state assessor $138,000 in round fig-
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ures. When the matter was taken
up with the state assessor at the
time he stated the reason was the
local assessors were collecting too
low a valuation on the Bangor
Hydro-Electric Company and the
engineer in that department at the
time, a Mr. Boynton, came down
and looked over the property of the
Bangor Hydro-Electric Company
in Machias and reported the valua-
tion they were carrying for the
previous year of $56,300 was too low,
that the set-up was all wrong, and
submitted to them figures that they
should place a valuation on that
property of at least $91,500, which
the local assessors, taking that en-
gineer at his word and the state
department here, did.

And that increased the valuation
on the Bangor Hydro-Electric Com-
pany $35,200 and in due course of
time they got a tax bill and we of
the town heard from the Bangor
Hydro-Electric Company promptly.
When the local assessors told them
that they had been advised by the
State Assessor’s Department here
to put on this valuation and that
they did not intend to abate any
tax they promptly filed a petition
for an abatement of tax, and that
is when the matter came to my of-
fice. I naturally, as any attorney
would do, started to study the mat-
ter and prepare my case to get
ready for court but before I had
got started the same gentleman
who in the _spring had advised
raising the Bangor Hydro-Electric
valuation from $56,300 to $91,500,
after the tax had been assessed and
the tax bills were out said to our
local assessors, “I was all wrong
on what I said to you; I have made
a further study and I think the
Bangor Hydro-Electric Company
are paying a fair tax on the prop-
erty as assessed in 1940.”

That, Senators, you can readily
see, if we had to pay that tax, had
created a town debt on our town of
$2,356.40. Now I wasn’t willing to
accept that report and I said to the
local assessors, “It is time that we
found out just what the value of
the Bangor Hydro Electric Com-
pany’s property is.”” And I recom-

mended that we hire some en-.

gineers to come down there and
study our local situation so far as
that property was concerned. And
we hired the firm of Green and
Wilson of Waterville, competent
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men, men whom we knew were not
connected with any Hydro Electric
Company in Maine.

Mr. Wilson of that firm came down
there and I told him that I had
this case in Court, that it wasn’t
the purpose of the tax assessors of
Machias to do anything unjust to
the Bangor Hydro Electric Com-
pany, that if he found that the tax
valuations as put on in 1940 were
right we wanted to know it and if
the valuation should be raised, we
wanted to know that. In other
words I said to him, “I want you to
give to me an opinion that you can
go into Court and back me up in,
in case I decide or the town de-
cides after receiving your report to
fight this abatement.”

That gentleman did his work
carefully and the town paid his
firm for it and he made the report
back to the town that we had bet-
ter take the 1940 valuation as
placed on there by our local asses-
sors because he could not go into
court and testify to an increase of
$35,200 on that tax. The result was
that the tax was abated, practically
all of it except that I said to the
Bangor Hydro, “This expense has
been put onto us and we have got
$2,356 in tax to abate and a fee of—
I think it was—$200 or $300 to pay
to the engineer. Will you agree to
let us abate enough of the tax so
that you will take care of the ex-
pense that we were put to with
the engineer from Waterville?” And
they gladly did so and we abated
the balance of the tax amounting to
a little over $2,000.

Now, that was a town debt creat-
ed with no appropriation for it and
I am going to tell you Senators that
at the next town meeting the select-
men who were assessors had to do
considerable explaining to our peo-
ple when they got the town report
and in town meeting as to why they
had abated the tax of the Bangor
Hydro Electric Company. That is
where is placed them and the whole
thought lay in the state assessor’s
office and the engineer who was
sent down there.

Now, if the State Assessor’s of-
fice was wrong in the $35,200 to put
on to this property isn’t it fair to
say that the valuation as fixed by
the State Assessor here shouldn’t
at least have been reduced $35,200
if you wanted to be fair? But in-
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stead of that, instead of taking off
a penny from that town’s valuation
they have added on to it $10,000
more.

Those are the things I don’t like
and I want you all to study this re-
port, as many of you have. It is in-
teresting. Washington County is
a poor county. There isn’t a payroll
in the town of Machias. The tax
valuation of that town on property
is nearly as high as it ought to be.
Perhaps it isn’t up to full market
value as all property should be as-
sessed according to the constitution
but in addition, as you all know,
there is another requisite of the
constitution that taxes must be
assessed equally according to the
just valuation thereof, and there is
no equality here. As some Senator
has said, it is merely a hit and
miss proposition.

If a town like Machias pays a
state tax and pays it on time and
owes nothing they say that that
is a good town to raise but if some
other town is behind one or two or
three years they go down and look
it over and perhaps reduce the val-
uation, as you will find here in
some cases, to an amount even less
than the local assessors thought it
should be.

I do not think that this bill of
Senator Boucher’s is the correct
method but I would like to see, as
a result of what I have said to you
and from a study of this report, I
would like to see before this Senate
closes some sort of a committee
appointed and I seriously doubt if
it should consist of members of
the legislature, except perhaps some
members, because I don’t believe
there are any real tax experts here.
But I would like to see a committee
created who do know something
about taxes and values of property
so that we may get something out
of this production that will correct
the situation so that all of us will
be bearing our tax burdens equally
according to the just values there-
on.

But when I see Machias with an
almost 20% increase and when 1 see
another town like the town of Winn
with a hundred percent increase, 1
say there is something wrong some-
where either in the local assessors
office or with the state assessing
department.
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Coming back again to Washington
County, I find that our local as-
sessors there have $14,544,421 as the
valuation for that County through
the state department for the pur-
poses of assessing a state tax but
the valuation established by the
Board of Equalization was two mil-
lion more than that in that county,
$16,395,030. Now it isn't only the
state tax that we have to pay on
that valuation as assessed by the
state assessors, but we have to pay
a county tax also and in the town
of Machias with the increase in
the state tax and the increase in
the county tax it means that that
one town alone pays on these fig-
ures here an increase of over $1500.

I say it isn’t fair. There is some-
thing wrong somewhere. In addi-
tion to that, Senators, I understand,
if T understand the law correctly,
that your school equalization fund
and your school fund is based on
the valuation of your town and the
higher your valuation goes the less
you get in the equalization fund
and from the school fund. We lose
there. If I understand my law cor-
rectly in the setting up of your
state aid money it is based on valu-
ation and the higher the valuation
of your town, the less money you
get from your state aid road fund.
Of course we will not be bothered
with it this year, as no money is
available. It is a serious proposition.

I do not know what to say in re-
gard to the motion of the Senator
from Androscoggin, Senator Bouch-
er. I cannot believe his bill is right
but I am glad he had it in here
because by having it here you have
had before you something you didn’t
know about. You might have known
such a thing was coming on but
you didn’t know just how it was
hitting. I am not going to say at
this time where I stand.

Mr. DOW: Mr. President and
members of the Senate, in order
that my position may be clear and
also the position of the committee,
I want to say the committee had its
attention called to the apparent in-
equalities and injustices and took
them into consideration when act-
ing on this bill and they reported
it “ought not to pass” with the
idea that this bill might be worse
than the inequalities. We were not
out of sympathy with the Senator
from Washington, Senator Dunbar,
and the Senator from Androscog-
gin, Senator Boucher.
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The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Boucher, to substitute the
bill for the report.

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

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. Dow
of Oxford, the report of the com-
mittee “ought not to pass” was ac-
cepted.

Sent down for concurrence.

Mr. BRAGDON of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I move we reconsider our
action taken earlier this morning
whereby we passed to be engrossed
bill “An Act Relating to Revolving
Fund for the Payment of Taxes in
Certain Cases by the Department of
Health and Welfare (H. P. 1171) (L.

D. 626). I wish to say that I feel
the Senate lacks information on
this bill. If the Senate will go

along with the motion I will ask
that the matter be tabled and as-
signed as early as possible that we
may get the information we need.

The motion to reconsider action
whereby the bill was passed to be
engrossed prevailed. Upon further
motion by the same Senator, the
bill was laid upon the table pend-
ing passage to be engrossed in non-
concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Elliot of Knox
Recessed until this afternoon at
two-thirty o’clock.

After Recess

The Senate was called to order
by the President.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
notes the presence of the distin-
guished Speaker of the House in
the Senate chamber and will ask
the Sergeant at Arms to escort the
Speaker to the rostrum.

At this point, Hon. Ardine Rich-
ardson, Speaker of the House of
Representatives, was escorted to a
seat at the right of the President,
amidst the applause of the Senate,
the members rising.

The President appointed as mem-
bers on the part of the Senate of
the Committee of Conference on
bill, “An Act Relating to Sale and
Use of Fireworks” (H. P. 802) (L.
D. 384):

Senators: McGlauflin of Cumber-
land, Harvey of York, Brown of
Aroostook.

The President appointed as mem-
bers on the part of the Senate of
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the Committee on Conference on
bill, “An Act to Provide for the
Speedy and Inexpensive Adjudica-
tion of Small Claims” (H. P. 565)
(L. D. 314)

Senators Sanborn of Cumberland,
Pugbar of Washington, Dow of Ox-
ord.

Mr. WORTHEN of Penobscot:
Mr. President, I rise to a point of
personal privilege.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
may state his point.

Mr. WORTHEN of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, it is with deep regret I wish
to announce that our colleague,
Senator Haskell was stricken ill in
his rooms this morning and has
since been removed to the Augusta
hospital. I present an order and
move its passage:

“ORDERED, that the Secretary
of the Senate be directed to send
flowers to Senator Harold E. Hask-
ell, who is ill at the Augusta Gen-
eral Hospital.

The order received passage.

On motion by Mr. McGlauflin of
of Cumberland, the Senate voted
to take from the table, House Re-
port from the Committee on Legal
Affairs, Majority report “Ought to
pass in new draft”, (H. P. 1303) (L.
D. 8354) Minority Report ‘“Ought
not to pass” on bill, “An Act Re-
lating to the Game of Five in a
Row, otherwise known as Skill Ball
Beano (H. P. 951) (L. D. 537) tabled
by that Senator earlier in today’s
session pending acceptance of either
report.

Mr. McGLAUPLIN: Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the indefinite post-
ponement of this bill, When a dog
smells a bone he starts to dig for
it and he has no regard for your
flowers or your garden and when a
gambler smells a profit he has neo
regard for principles and he has
no regard for the damage he may
do to others. The illustration is
a good one because moral princi-
ples are among the most beautiful
flowers of our lives, and allowing the
poor, foolish people to waste their
money on gambling devices is in the
same class as the dog destroying
your valuable garden.

Ever since I have been in the
legislature there has always heen
somebody to present to us some
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crackpot scheme to hoodwink the
public in an effort to get money out
of the suckers of the state, of which
unfortunately there are always too
many. State lotteries, dog races,
and keano are among the matlers
that are thus presented to us year
after year. All these schemses are
gambling. The State of Maine since
its inception has been against gam-
bling.

I cannot see why it should change
its principle that tends to protect
its citizens against the shark and
the shyster who is always lurking
in the shadows to try to get some-
thing for nothing from our people.

I am opposed to this bill because
it is wrong in principle, and Mr,
President and members of the
Senate, as long as we stick to sound
principles we can never go wrong
but the moment you depart from
these principles, as you will if you
pass this bill, then trouble will be
sure to follow. They appeal to you
to pass this bill on the ground that
it does no harm to have Beano
games at fairs, church fairs and
Legion fairs and perhaps they are
right. It is a simple method of
raising money but the trouble is
when you take down the bars soon-
er or later the gambler reaps his
reward at the expense of the public.

Mr. BROWN of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I want to speak in sup-
port of the motion of good Senator
McGlauflin  of Cumberland. I
might say I was interviewed earlier
in the session and asked to intro-
duce this bill. I refused on the
ground that I had always con-
sistently, both in the legislature
and out of the legislature, opposed
bills and acts which I thought
would lower the moral standards
of the State of Maine. Another
Senator was approached and asked
to introduce this bill but he, I pre-
sume for the same reason, refused.
As things have worked out it would
seem if I wanted to defeat this
bill I should have worked for it
because my batting average hasn’t
been very good. I have had two
defeats in a row, Would it be called
“three in a row”? I hope it won’t
be “five in a row” as far as I am
concerned.

I am opposed to this bill because
it is a letting down and breaking
down of moral standards of a
state. I have always felt it was the
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duty of the strong to protect the
weak and for the state to uphold
the moral principles upon which
the state has been founded.

I wonder if you realize just what
profits the gamblers make out of
this when they play at agricultural
fairs. I think this bill was designed
to help agricultural fairs. At least,
that was a reason given to me.
Well, say they operate a hundred
seats at ten cents each. That gives
them $10.00. It takes only two or
three minutes to play off a game
and they fill the seats again. The
winner gets a prize, a gaudy prize
but never exceeds a dollar or two
in value. In return for the $10.00,
the winner of the game gets a prize
worth a quarter of what is paid in.

Of course this game can be played
so it is harmless as we can play
a game of cards but promotes rack-
eteering. You may say it is a
small stake, and of course when
they pay a dime it is a small
amount, but remember that they
get $10.00 when 100 people play.
They pay off in presents which do
not represent one quarter of the
money they receive, as a rule.

I say it is a vicious scheme for
making money by people who want
to come in here and run these
places. I object to one of the prin-
ciples of -he bill which seems to be
conflicting. First, it puts the con-
trol of who is licensed and who
shall play and who shall forfeit
the license, in the hands of the
state police. It takes it out of the
hands of officials of the town and of
the people of a town. Now, in the
past when we have licensed such
things for the purpose of getting
revenue, the people of a town have
had something to say about it. I
am referring to voting on the liquor
question, whether we shall have
liquor stores or beer parlors or sa-
loons, but this as I read it, gives the
chief of police, whoever he may be,
absolute control. ‘If you will read
under section 2 regarding licenses,
where corporations or firms or per-
sons apply for a license, it says in
the last two lines of section 2, “The
application shall bear the consent
of the municipal officers of the
town or city in which it is proposed
to operate such amusement” but
the very next section says, “The
chief of the state police shall make
such rules and regulations for the
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holding, conducting and operating
of such amusements, etc.” It is en-
tirely at his discretion. If the
municipal officers do not grant it,
he can still, at his discretion, grant
those licenses. If the municipal offi-
cers do want it, if he wishes to he
can refuse to grant it. I think it
is a wide granting of powers which
no one man ought to have. He
ought not to have the right to grant
when the municipality does not
want it. I cannot read anything
different in that. It is the only in-
terpretation I can place upon it.

I presume every Senator has made
up his mind on this bill and I am
not going to speak any further on
it but I did want to go on record in
this matter so that the people
might know where I stand.

(At this point Honorable F. Ardine
Richardson retired, amidst the ap-
plause of the Senate, the members
rising)

Mr. FRIEND of Somerset: Mr.
President I simply want to say I
believe this is a good bill and I wish
to go on record in favor of its
passage.

Mr. SANBORN of Cumberland:
Mr. President, we here in Maine are
somewhat likely, or have been in
the past somewhat likely to look to
Massachusetts as a state rather
more forward than we conserva-
tives, in the way of liberalizing laws,
especially when moral considera-
tions were involved. It is rather in-
teresting to note that during this
present. session of the Massachusetts
legislature they have taken action
directly contrary to the legislation
proposed here. They have had this
sort of thing legalized for several
years aud they got thoroughly sick
of it and at this session they ban-
ned it. I note in an edition of a
prominent Boston daily yesterday
this headline, “Big time gambling
over in Boston, Kavanaugh says.
Big time gambling is over, Thomas
S. J. Kavanaugh declared today.” In
other words, they have driven this
gang out of Massachusetts and I
wonder if we want to invite them to
come here and we have the same
experience they had there. It
doesn't seem to me right. I am
frank to say I do not like it.

I agree, in the simple game of
Beano, there is nothing very vicious
about, tut it seems to me when we
pass laws as we do to protect the
weak, it seems to me we are very
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unwise to pass a law like this and
pa\(/ie the way for them to be victim-
ized.

I agree that probably nothing that
is said bhere will change a vote but
I have no objection whatever to
having it known here or anywhere
what my sentiments are on this par-
ticular proposition.

I have heard the view expressed
repeatedly during the session, when
this is brought up, that we have
another law on_ our statute books
legalizing gambling, namely pari
mutuel law, and I have heard the
view expressed repeatedly that it
was unwise. I have heard the wish
expressed by members of the legisla-
ture that that legislation should be
repealed. If that is the sentiment
of a member, it seems difficult for
me to tealize how he can vote in
favor of this measure. Certainly
two wrongs cannot make a right. I
agree with that proposition. I wish
in the light of the experience we
hava had—1I have not seen that the
state has reaped any substantial
benefit from it and I believe its ef-
fect has been contrary to that, and
I think it is generally realized over
the state—and I think perhaps we
made a mistake in that we didn’t
have a bill introduced to repeal that
law. It might have received passage.
According to the view of some here,
if it had been done, we might have
turned this down. I wonder if we
will say because it is here we will
add this evil to it. I do not know
how two wrongs can make a right.

Mr. McGLAUFLIN: Mr. Presi-
dent, when the vote is taken I ask
for a division.

Mr. GOOD of Aroostook: Mr.
President. I find myself in a kind
of embarrassing position this after-
noon but I want to state my position
and the reason I am going to vote
for this bill. First, I said I would.
Second, I want to say why I am go-
ing to. I think it was two years
ago I had a bill in here to repeal
pari mutuel, and like a lot of my
bills it didn’t get to first base and
it was killed. I had a bill in here
this year to eliminate the beer par-
lor which everyone admits is ob-
noxious and detrimental to the
yvoung and rising generation. I ask-
ed for support from what we con-
sider the best class of people. I
didn’t get it. They felt it was not
time to take away from the young
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folks tne beer parlors, and there-
fore 1 didn’t get any support. Then
T tried to help kill the Sunday horse-
racing bill. I failed on that. Now
we have a bill before us on ‘“Five-
in-a-row.” The church people play
it. They play it at the fairs. They
play it for entertainment. I have
never played a game of Beano in
my life. If I vote wrong this after-
noon, I do it ignorantly, but if they
are playing it, nave played it, and
are going to play it. why not legal-
ize it?

I do not know what the men
from Massachusetts will come here
and do. I do not know what they
are doing in other places. I know
of no game in the state that the
women like to play as well as that.
I know ! would rather have my child
in a Beano game than I would in
a cocktail room with the lights half

out. I'd a great deal rather they'd
do that.
Now 1 heard my good brother

Brown, for whom I have great re-
spect, say that 100 people sit around.
I have rnot seen a table of 100 sit-
ting around playing, but as T under-
stand it in our town we have a
fish an¢ game field day and they
have a Beano game and there are
more women around the Beano
game than anywhere else on that
field day. The people give prizes
and they all play. Maybe there will
be 12 or 15 sitting around and when
one wins the girls will laugh and
have a big time and lay down ten
cents for a game. Maybe they will
get a $4.00 or a $5.00 prize.

It looks simple to me but there
may be dynamite in it. I do not
know where it is. I feel honest
about it. I do not believe from my
point ot view there is any more
harm sitting down playing Beano
than a game of checkers or a game
of dominoes.

We speak about gambling. We
have plenty of it and we don’t have
to go too far to see where it is
done. Maybe they play poker for
hours and no one Kkicks about it.
Some boys and girls want to play
Beano. Well, some of those people
who would not support doing away
with the cocktail lounges come in
and tell me “If you vote for the
Beano game you have ruined all the
morals you have got.” I have as
high respect for morals as any man
in the country but I want to be con-
sistent, gentlemen. I want to play
fair. If I am wrong, I am ignorant
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of it. Everyone I have heard talk
went on the assumption there might
be terrible gambling. I don’t know.
It may be so. We have not had it
yet. Girls like to play it. Children
like to play it and boys like to play
it. If some of the folks so concerned
about the boys and girls had come
in here and given me a little sup-
port on obliterating the cocktail
lounge and beer parlor, I would have
felt they were honest and wanted
to get behind the morals they claim-
ed they were behind. This may be
a bad bill. We will know about it
two years from now. It may pass
or it may not pass, but as I said,
when I got up to speak, I am going
to vote for it. I am not going to
slide around the corner. I want
people to know now I vote whether
it is a division or a yea and nay
vote. When they show me I am
wrong 1 will reverse my vote.

Mr. McGLAUFLIN: Mr. Presi-
dent I cannot help but think of
that old adage, “Oh, consistency,
thou art a jewel.” It seemed to me
I recollected only a day or two ago
the good Senator from Aroostook,
Senator Good, taking to task my
friend from Washington, Senator
Dunbar. because of his inconsist-
ency. The Senator from Aroostook
says he sees no more harm in play-
ing a game of Beano than a game
of cards. I agree with him but that
isn’t what this measure is. This is
a measure to gamble, and the man
who is against horse-racing in Pem-
broke and against cocktail bars in
Portland—-how can he consistently
stand on rthis floor and say he favors
a bill which every man who knows
anything about it knows the whole

purpose is to legalize gambling?
Gambling is the principle I am
against,

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator McGlauflin, that the bill be
indefinitely postponed. The Senator
from Somerset, Senator Friend, has
asked for a division. Those in favor
of the motion to indefinitely post-
pone will rise and stand until count-
ed. Is the Senate ready for the
question?

Six having voted in the affirmative
and twenty-four opposed, the motion

to _ilmdeﬁnitely postpone did not pre-
vail. .

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. Dun-
bar of Washington, the Majority Re-
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port of the Committee on Legal Af-
fairs “Ought to Pass” was accepted
and the bill was given its first read-
ing.

On motion by Mr. Batchelder of
York, the rules were suspended and
the bill was given its second read-
ing and passed to be engrossed in
concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Brown of
Aroostcok, the Senate voted to take
from the table bill, “An Act Permit-
ting the Pembroke Trotting Associa-
tion to Conduct Amateur Races on
Sunday” (S. P. 241) (L. D. 361)
tabled by that Senator on March 29
pending passage to be enacted.

Mr. BROWN of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I wish to move the in-
definite postponement of this bill.
As I have said before, I seem to be
playing three in a row. Maybe this
is the fourth in a row. I did not
rise at the time this bill was debated
because I thought it had been cov-
ered and perhaps at this time I am
simply making g futile gesture, but
there are several things about this
bill which I do not like and I am
going to express my reasons.

The first is, you will see, if you
read the bill, that you are granting
the Pembroke Trotting Association
the right to conduct amateur races.
I do not believe it is good legisla-
tion to grant to any one person or
any one group the right to have
the law suspended in their favor.
This bill doesn’t say that the farm-
ers or the people of Pembroke can
race horses on Sunday. No, it says
the Pembroke Trotting Association
are to be exempted and no one else.
And I believe that under that law if
the farmers should get together
somewhere else than on the grounds
owned by the Pembroke Trotting
Association and wanted to have
races in some place, they would be
violating the law because they are
not exempted by this legislation.
And I believe that is bad legislation,
when you pick out one party and
say he shall be exempted from the
law and that everyone else shall be
under it. I appeal to every member
of this Senate if that is not class
legislation carried to the extreme
limit.

Now the gentleman says these are
to be amateur races and that there
is to be no pari mutuel betting and
there are no purses. But betting
went on, gambling went on, racing
of horses went on. a thousand years
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before the pari mutuel ever came
into existence and possibly the peo-
ple down in Pembroke aren’t sports
and don’t bet on their races but I
never heard of horse racing any-
ystlhere that somebody didn’t bet on
it.

Perhaps we might just as well do
that as to play Beano, but I am op-
posed to Beano and I am opposed
to this. We have had amateur races
in our town. Not on Sunday. But 1
remember when the farmers used to
get together in the winter time and
make clear a place in the street or
go down on to the pond and clear
the snow off the ice and have ama-
teur races. And I think some of
those horses could trot faster than
the horses which Senator Dunbar
told about having down in Washing-
ton County. There was no admission
charge, no fee charge, but every
man racing his horse would back
his own horse and one farmer’s
judgment was either so poor or else
his horse was so poor that though
he continually bet on his horse he
would bet so many bushels of oats,
and when spring came and he had
paid up his debts in bushels of oats
he would find that he had paid all
the oats he had and he had none
left with which to feed his horses.
And finally the hired man left be-
cause he would not drive the team
without having some oats to feed
them.

So 1 suspect that there will be
racing and gambling down at Pem-
broke.

There is one other thing that en-
ters into this, that I do not like.
Mr. Dunbar told us they were going
to charge a very small fee, 35c. Pos-
sibly that is all the people of Pem-
broke are willing to pay for a horse
trot, especially with that kind of
horses but the purpose of that
charge is to rehabilitate their fair
ground which I understand is owned
by one man. A permit is to be given
to one man and to no-one else. And
then he says that probably after it
has paid enough to rehabilitate the
fair grounds they won’t trot any
more. That isn’t a very logical con-
clusion, that if they can make
money racing horses until enough is
paid that then they are not going
to continue to do it.

Furthermore, every other state
fair or any other organization can
come in here next year and ask for
Sunday racing and we will have no
right, if we pass this bill, to refuse
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it to them. Now, if this legislature
has got to the point where it wants
to break down all moral restraints
and all observance of the Sabbath
Day, this is the time to do it. The
gentleman from Washington County
said that the very best people of
the county and of the town want it.
I just wonder by what standard he
measures that, Is it the very best
people in society? Is it the very best
people politically? Or is it the very
best people morally? And I am here
to tell you that they are not the
best people morally. I am no judge
of their morals but people who wor-
ship God, who believe in God’s com-
mandments consider Sunday as a
holy day and not as a holiday.

They may be church members
but we have all sorts of people in
churches just as we have all sorts
of people in lodges and in legisla-
tures, because when a man joins a
church it is like vaccination, it
doesn’t always take, and some mem-
bers that go to church aren’t always
the best people morally. On the oth-
er hand don’'t get me wrong. There
are many people outside of the
church who do not go to church who
are just as good as other people
who do.

Senator Dunbar says with a
great deal of emphasis, “God forbid
that I ever live in a community
where there isn’t a church.” I won-
der what he means by that? Does
he mean a wooden building in
which there is a church where there
is no moral backing, where the
shingles are gone from the roof and
the paint is peeling off and the win-
dows are broken, and where the door
is swinging open? Is that the kind
of church he wants? Or does he
mean he wants the spirit and prin-
ciples which go to making a church,
in his community? Isn’t that what
makes a church good? I have ob-
served, and I have traveled some,
where I have seen a community in
which the church had been aban-
doned and gone down even though
the church is standing there, the
moral tone of that church had gone
down but when I see a church in
which the men and women of the
community go to church and the
children go to Sunday School and
there is a strong moral sentiment in
that town, then you have a good
town. And that is the kind of town
I suspect the gentleman meant when
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he said he never wanted to live in
a community in which a church
wasn’t alive and active.

Now, we have come down through
the years a people and a nation
whose destiny has been shaped by
the religious people in the communi-
ty. Our pilgrim forefathers were
men who were sincere and who
prayed and believed in the power of
prayer and believed in the religious
principles and followed to the best
of their knowledge the principles
laid down in the word of God. Our
early ancestors, as you will remem-
ber, when they were debating in the
House of Assembly in Virginia the
question of independence, heard
Patrick Henry say these immortal
words, “There is a just God who
presides over the defense of nations
and who will raise up friends after
our battle is finished.”

George Washington, the great
American general, was preemi-
nently a religious man. He never

lost an opportunity to go to church
on Sunday. I have been to his
home and I have seen a little
church several miles away where
he used to worship. And when the
roads were good he went in his
coach but when the roads were
impassable for a coach he rode on
horseback seven or eight miles to
worship God on Sunday. And
George Washington spent a great
deal of time in prayer.

We come down to another great
man in our country’s history, Ab-
raham Lincoln. Again we had
raised up not only a political lead-
er but a moral leader, and Abra-
ham Lincoln, through the dark
days of the civil war, piloted a na-
tion through those perilous days
with a firm belief that there was a
mighty God who was presiding over
the destinies of this nation.

We come down to modern times
and it is just a few weeks ago when
the President of the United States
called together his official family
in the White House and had a ses-
sion of prayer and reading of the
Scripture, again imploring Divine
guidance. I read in the Bible the
commandment, “Remember the
Sabbath Day to keep it holy.” And
those men believed in it and I be-
lieve in it.

I read a significant statement a
short time ago from General Mac-
Arthur. He said there were no
atheists in the forces at Bataan.
They weren’t atheists. They were
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fighting to the death and suffer-
ing every degree of privation and
going hungry because they believe
there was a just God that was go-
ing to preside over our country
and lead it on to victory. I won-
der if there are any atheilsts in this
Senate. I don’t believe there are,
I notice that when the prayer is
offered in the mornincg1 most of us
bow our heads and today when we
repeated that line of the prayer
“Thy will be done” 1 think that
most of us mean it. And if we
don’t and if we do not believe in
God’s word we have no right to
ask His inspiration and help in the
present travail. I hope we won’t
forget that. Let us not at this time
fail the boys across who today are
religious boys. It makes a man
religious when he is facing death.
Let us back them up. Let us re-
member the history of this coun-
try. Let us remember the men who
have led us. Let us remember the
boys who are dying for us today.
And let us keep Sunday sacred as
a holy day.

Lord of our fathers known of old

Lord of our far flung battle line

Beneath whose awful hand we
hold

Dominion over palm and pine

Lord God of hosts be with us yet

Lest we forget—lest we forget.

Mr. McGLAUFLIN of Cumber-
land: Mr. President, I wish to take
just a moment to stress a point
made by Senator Brown in his re-
marks and that is the unwisdom of
passing legislation for just one
man. We had in this legislature,
presented and heard before the
Judiciary Committee, a bill, which
the Senator from Washington,
Senator Dunbar said affected just
one man and Senator Dunbar pre-
sented to us a case that convinced
every last one of us that if any
help could be given that was a case
where it should be given. And yet,
the Judiciary Committee, men of
sound common sense, passed that
bill out unanimously “Ought Not to
Pass” on the sole ground that it
related to just one man. And if
this legislature turns down that
bill then by all sense of logic and
reasoning and sound judgment this
bill ought also to be defeated.

Mr. DUNBAR of Washington:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, I am not going to debate
this matter very long with you to-
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day because you all know what the
bill is. You heard it debated six or
seven weeks ago and no one has
said here In opposition to it today
that the situation has changed one
iota from what it was six weeks
ago. Since then this bill has been
the subject of a debate, I dare say,
in at least five different measures.
It has been debated here once to-
day in another measure and you
know the other measures that from
time to time they have drawn in
flembroke and attempted to belit-
e me.

I am not in a position here today
to debate with you the bill that I
had before .the great Judiciary
Committee of the State. And when
I say “great” I am not saying it in
a belittling manner at all; I mean
it is considered the highest commit-
tee in our legislative make-up. I
did say to that committee that the
matter that I presented did af-
fect, Senator McGlauflin, one in-
dividual but I said that there must
be other individuals and I told you
there must be other individuals
throughout the state who would
benefit by this legislation.

I can’t let this go by because
you might think it was just one
case but just in passing let me
say that it was a case where I was
trying to establish a Igr’inciple un-
der the Financial esponsibility
Act to amend the law that would
permit a man to get his license
back that had been suspended, re-
voked, by the Secretary of State,
that had been revoked for a period
of five years and that the Secre-
tary of State might give it to him
if he was satisfied that he had no
means of any kind or in any way
with which to pay a judgment
against him. And in this particu-
lar case the judgment was close to
four thousand dollars, the man had
gone into bankruptcy and that of
course had cut the debt but it
couldn’t cut the revoking of the
license to allow the Secretary of
State to issue him a new license.

It was a pitiful situation. He was
a boy nineteen years of age. It has
now been seven years since he has
had a license. I was interested in
that case, not for the boy, because
I don’t know him, but I was in-
terested in it for the Chairman of
the Board of Selectmen of the
Town of Milbridge who asked me
to present such legislation to see
if we couldn’t get the license back
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as he was the only boy left in the
town of Milbridge to drive the fire
truck.

I was turned down and I took my
defeat gracefully, as the Senators
know and the report has been ac-
cepted. And I think it is quite un-
fair to bring that in here for the
purpose of defeating another mea-
sure because I happen to appear
in another case that I frankly told
the committee involved one man
but there are many such cases
throughout the state and will be
more such cases coming up from
time to time throughout the years
like it.

Now this is not one man. This is
the Pembroke Trotting Association,
whoever they might be. They are
a group of persons. As a matter of
fact there were four that appeared
before the committee in favor of
this legislation. Now this bill got
tied to me, When it came in it
came, Senators, accompanied, as
I told you, with over one thousand
names of some of the best citizens
of Pembroke and the surrounding
towns of Pembroke, such as Perry,
Dennysville, Cooper, and Charlotte,
asking for this what they felt was
harmless legislation. They were
men and women of high standing in
the communities in which they live,
and let me say to you, Senator
Brown, that many, many names on
those petitions were church mem-
bers in the town of Pembroke and
in the town of Perry.

I am authorized to say to you
now and to the Senators that the
gentleman who circulated the peti-
tion in the town of Perry, which
adjoins the town of Pembroke, was
a gentleman who is a trustee of
the little local church in Perry. So
they are not racketeers that I am
representing here today. They are
not cheap people. They are God-
fearing people and they felt that
this kind of legislation down there
in Perry, on a Sunday afternoon,
with no entrance fee charged, to
permit horses to race, no prizes
given to the winning horse, or no
consolation prizes given to the los-
ing horse, but a little fee of thirty-
five cents was charged.

Under the bill it is limited to
thirty-five cents and the purpose
of that, they told us before the
committee, was to raise a little
money for the purpose of rebuilding
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the old Pembroke fair grounds. It
isn’t a money making proposition.
And as I told you, it came out of
the Legal Affairs Committee with
the unanimous report that the bill
ought to pass, and you know the
gentlemen who are on that com-
mittee. I think they are fairly good
citizens of the state of Maine.

I am not a racketeer. T still am,
as I said the other day, a God
fearing man. And of course I want
a church in the community.

Now, as to class legislation. When
no one can think of any other
reason for which to defeat a bill
they will start hollering that it is
unconstitutional or it is class legis-
lation. Well, class legislation, if I
understand it correctly, is legisla-
tion of a class that affects and
violates the constitution, tied in
together. And the only class legis-
lation, Senators, that there is in
this little harmless bill, these horses
trot down there, these farmer
horses, the only class legislation
there is to it so far as I can see
is that it affects this community.

I didn’t know but what some
lawyer might debate the proposition
that this might be class legislation
but I don’t think any lawyer of
learning, standing at the Bar,
would attempt to do such a thing,
because he knows it isn’t class legis-
lation, and Senator Brown, being
a layman, T don’t wish to debate it
with him because that would be un-
fair but it might clear his mind
up a bit and it might be helpful to
him if I can read to him and to
the Senators from a work that all
the lawyers know. It is “Ruling
Case Law’’, Volume 6, and the sub-
ject is Constitutional Law. It is on
page 418 of this volume under the
heading of “Distinction Between
Special Laws and Class Legisla-
tion.” And the writer goes on to
say, citing cases under this law:
“The equality clause of the federal
Constitution is not necessarily in-
fringed by special legislation or by
legislative classification of persons
or things. This clause only requires
that the same meanings and meth-
ods be applied impartially to all
the constituents of a class so that
the law shall operate equally and
uniformly upon all persons in simi-
lar circumstances. It does not pro-
hibit legislation which is limited
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either in the objects to which it
is directed or by the territory with-
in which it is to operate.”

I could read to you many other
sections here that I have marked
from a legal standpoint. It is no
more class legislation, Senators,
than to say a franchise to the
Bangor and Aroostook railroad or
the Maine Central railroad or to a
bus line is class legislation. It is
no more class legislation than cer-
tain things given to war veterans.
There is no more .class legislation to
it than there is in fixing the hours
of labor for minors and it is no
more class legislation than the Old
Age Assistance Law.

Now the Senator spoke about
betting. I don’t know whether there
has been any betting in Pembroke
or not. I haven’t heard of any. Cer-
tainly under this act pari mutuel
betting is not permitted. And, Sen-
ators, as I sald the other day I
would like to do something for
these people down there. They are
asking you for a little aid that will
permit them, on a Sunday after-
noon, to race horses, what I call
harmless racing of horses, amateur
horses, and they must be amateur
horses in Pembroke.

I hope that the motion of the
Senator from Aroostook will not
prevail and when the vote is taken,
Mr. President, I request a division.

Mr. WASHBURN of Washington:
Mr. President, I think this question
has been very ably discussed. There
is nothing I can add except to re-
lieve my own mind a little bit and
go squarely on record, standing
with my colleague, Senator Dunbar,
in this matter. He has been forced
into the picture and he has taken
hold of it because he knows the
people of our section. This is a mat-
ter that concerns my neighbors and
I have studied the names on these
petitions and I can vouch for the
quality of the people who have
sent up their signatures.

Some things have been brought
into the discussion—we heard the
other day that those young boys
and young men who want to work
off steam Sunday afternoons, we
better let them play baseball. I
want to say that in that community
as in yours, the boys who used to
run the bases are in North Africa
now or they are down in the camps
lugging heavy guns in the hot

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, APRIL 1, 1943

weather somewhere in Georgia or
Texas. They won’t have a chance
to play baseball on the old Pem-
broke track for some time but when
they come back they may ap-
preciate the fact that we have tried
to carry on just a little harmless
project that they would be for if
they were home. This is a little as-
sociation of local people, farmers.
If you ride down through that
country in a year or so from now
when you come to the old Pembroke
fairground instead of a blot on the
landscape, a lot of old tumbledown
hen pens there you will see some
fairly decent buildings and some
green grass and a race track. It
is perhaps an improvement to the
vision we all get as we go by.

Now, it is said that this is an
opening wedge, that other sections
will want the same privilege. I have
confidence in future legislatures
that if they have to meet this prob-
lem they will try to meet it honest-
ly and according to the facts and
the evidence brought before them
just as you and I are trying to do
in this case.

So I want to join with my col-
league, Senator Dunbar, in saying
I hope the motion of the Senator
from Aroostook will not prevail.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Aroostook,
Senator Brown, that bill, An Act
Permitting the Pembroke Trotting
Association to Conduct Amateur
Races on Sunday, be indefinitely
postponed. The Senator from Wash-
ington, Senator Dunbar, has ask-
ed for a division. Is the Senate
ready for the question? Those in
favor of the motion to indefinitely
postpone will rise and stand until
counted.

Seven having voted in the af-
firmative and twenty-three opposed,
the motion to indefinitely postpone
did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Dunbar of Washington, the bill was
passed to be enacted.

On motion by Mr. Varney of
York the Senate voted to take from
the table, “An Act Authorizing the
Creation of Housing Authorities in
the Several Towns and Cities” (H.
P. 1134) (L. D. 598) tabled by that
Senator on March 30th pending
passage to be engrossed.
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Mr., VARNEY: Mr. President, I
move this bill be indefinitely post-
poned. When I came down at the
beginning of the session I noticed
this bill had been introduced. I rec-
ognized it by title as having been a
bill that had been before at least
one previous legislature: I had
never read the bill. After a few
weeks of the session the proponent
of the bill asked me if I would
bring him down the New Hamp-
shire housing law when I came
down the following week. So I did.
Riding down on the train I had
some spare time and I read the
New Hampshire law which I un-
derstand is similar if not exactly
like this one and when I handed
him the New Hampshire law I told
hirgl} could never vote for any such
a bill.

I am not going to take much of
your time in explaining the bill be-
cause I cannot help but feel if you
have really studied it and know
what it attempts to do you would
not be in favor of it. I appreciate
that the motives and the idea of
the proponents of this bill are good.
They want to do a real service to
the people but in attempting to do
it through this bill they are open-
ing the door wide, as I see it, to
a real injury to the people of the
state of Maine.

Now, what does the bill do? It is
a long bill. It purports not to set
up a public corporation but to per-
mit a majority of the people in any
town or city or combination of
towns and cities to set up a public
corporation called a housing
authority. Once set up, I cannot
find any limitation on the powers
of that authority at all. They can,
with a few exceptions contained in
the amendment, take by eminent
domain any piece of property
within the district within which
they operate and the only excep-
tions I see in the bill as that they
cannot take the property away
from a public utility or away from
a town or city or a water district.

Now. it is true, and I want to be
fair here, the bonds which this so
called public agency issues are not
a charge on other property in the
town but they have under the bill,
authority to borrow money from
the various towns and cities for the
purpose of carrying out the act.
They can issue bonds on any of the
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properties which they take, and by
the way I assume, although I could
not guarantee this, that those pro-
perties which they take, dwellings
if you please, are tax free after
they take them out of your town
and put them in their housing dis-
tricts. The bonds are a claim on
those houses in the district only.
The bonds, by this bill, as I read it,
are made legal investments for
savings banks in the state of Maine.
That means our savings banks may
invest in those bonds and our de-
positors, if the bonds turn out to
to be worthless, will lose.

Now, I can see in a certain com-
munity in this state where there is
at the present time, and this is
a little town, but with recent de-
velopments there in that one town
there are 600 houses. I call them
advisedly ‘“shacks.” They are oc-
cupied at the present time by 600
families. These families are en-
titled to vote in this small town.
They are at present engaged in
occupations which pay them good
wages. I can well see—and I do
not think I am imagining things—
that after this War is over, those
people in those houses will not be
receiving the large wages they are
now receiving, and so they can
go into the town and say, “Let’s
set up a housing authority here”
and by a majority vote they can
set up this housing authority, and
once set up I believe it has a board
of directors. That board of direct-
ors can take over those 600 houses
and start collecting rents, rent the
houses to people for $15 to $25 a
month or whatever you say. They
can persuade the town by majority
vote again to loan to the authority
from time to time monies with
which to keep these housing pro-
jects for these people. They can
issue bonds, not obligations of the
town, but they can issue bonds on
these 600 shacks and sell those
bonds to the savings banks of the
state of Maine. In due time those
people will stop paying their rents.
They won’t have the money. The
housing authority could, of course,
turn them out of the houses, I
assume, or the authority might de-
cide to hire some good attorney
and pay him a substantial fee to
try to collect these rents and after
a time they will find that the sav-
ings banks of Maine or someone
else owns those 600 houses and
the housing authority has no
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money left with which to pay their
operating expenses and the town
in which this authority may be, has
no way of getting this money back.

Now, we don’t allow towns, we
don’t allow water districts, we don’t
allow counties or any other public
agencies of the state to be set up
without placing limitations on them
as to how far they can become in-
debted. We have a debt limit ap-
plying to all towns and we are
very careful in limiting other pub-
lic agencies of the state that I
know of by safeguards for the rea-
son of protecting a minority from
perhaps the wunthinking and un-
knowing majority of that particu-
lar district.

I have tried to state to you in
general terms the bad features of
the bill. It is a long, long bill and
I have heard it said many times
in the legislature that plain dirt
farmers cannot read the laws and
understand them and I must con-
fess that I, as an attorney, cannot
read and understand this, and I
would ask you attorneys in this
Senate and you plain dirt farmers
if you can read this bill and tell
me how far they can go and what
they can do and what they cannot
do, I would like to have it ex-
plained to me.

I am not going to take all after-
noon to discuss this section by sec-
tion but I do want to point to one
or two little things I read in this
bill which I do not understand. I
am going to Section 24 of the bill.
This is Legislative Document 598.
Section 24 says, “For the purpose
of aiding and cooperating in the
planning, undertaking, construc-
tion, reconstruction, or operation of
housing projects located within the
area in which it is authorized to
act, any state public body”—I re-
peat that, “any state public body
may uponh such terms, with or with-
out consideration, as it may deter-
mine.” Let me read that part
again, “any state public body may
upon such terms as it, the state
body may determine.” Then it
goes on and sets out (a), (b) and
(c) as to what any state public
body may do. What is meant by
“state public body?” I will get to
it in a minute. Now, I could un-
derstand “a,” part of “b” and not
much of “c” When I got to (d)
it says that any state public body,
mind you, may “plan or replan,
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zone or rezone any part of such
state public body; make exceptions
from building regulations and ordi-
nances; any city also may change
its map” I do not know what
that means, whether there is any
limitation to it or not. It appar-
ently means any public body, any
state public body could rezone a
city. Certainly a city is a state
public body. They can make ex-
ceptions to any city zoning ordi-
nances or anything else.

I tried to find out from f, g, h,
i, j, and k what this public body
could do. I could understand parts
of some of them but apparently the
drafters of this bill were afraid
they had not given quite enough
powers so in section 27 they put
in a section called “Supplemental
nature of act.”” It reads, “The pow-~
ers conferred by -this act shall be
in addition and supplemental to
]the powers conferred by any other
aw.”

In order to be sure they gave
them all the powers they wanted
they came to section 30 which they
call “Amendatory provisions.” They
say. “Insofar as the provisions of
this act are inconsistent with the
provisions of any other public or
special law, or local ordinance, the
provisions of this act shall prevail
and be controlling.” That to me
means that this public body, what-
ever it is, it is not a housing au-
thority as I will point out a little
later, if this public body can re-
district the city of Portland or
change the ordinances of the city
of Portland, if there is another law
which says they can not, this law
prevails and they can do it just
the same.

What is this public body? Any
state public body can do these
things upon such terms as it may
determine. I looked over to what
is the definition in section 3 of
the act and there to my amazement
I found the definition of state pub-
lic body. It is under subsection (c)
of section 3 and there it says, “State
public body shall mean”—and that
1s the public body that is given
these powers and doesn’t refer to
the corporation that could be set
up under the provisions of this
act—"state public body shall mean
any city” (I can understand that)
“town” (I can understand that)
“county” (I can understamd that)
“municipal corporation” (I can un-
derstand that) “plantation” (and
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I can understand that) “village”—
now I do not know what a village
is. I know we speak of the village
of South Berwick. I do not know
what the legal definition is. “cor-

poration”—I know what a cor-
poration is——“district”— I do not
know what a district is. I do not

know if there is any legal defini-
tion of a district. It adds to that
“authority.” I have heard of all
kinds of authority but I do not
know what they mean by authority
here. And then it says, apparently
thinking they had not included
enough, ‘“other suhdivision or pub-
lic body of the state.”

I am not going to talk any long-
er. I do not stand here and say
I know this bill is going to do any
harm. The proponents, themselves,
say they do not believe they could
do anything under the bill if it was
passed. I do not -believe there is
any need for it. I do know it is
beyond understanding and I think
it should be indefinitely post-
poned.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from York, Senator

Varney, that this bill be indefi-
nitely postponed.
The motion prevailed, and the

bill was indefinitely postponed in
non-concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Bragdon of
Aroostook, the Senate voted to take
from the table, bill, “An Act Re-
lating to Revolving Funds for the
Payment of Taxes in Certain Cases
by the Department of Health and
Welfare” (H. P. 1171) (L. D. 626)
tabled by that Senator earlier in
today’s session pending passage to
be engrossed.

Mr. BRAGDON or Aroostook: Mr.
President, I don’t know that I wish
to appear in opposition to this bill.
I haven’t given it the study that I
should have and I don’t wish to
hold up this legislation but I felt
this merning that the Senate need-
ed further information on it. It
didn’'t seem to me that we had in-
formation so that I could vote in-
telligently on it and it looked like
a fairly important matter.

In order to bring it to a discus-
sion, that I may ask discussion and
perhaps get that information, I will
make the motion that it be indefi-
nitely postponed. It won’t hurt my
feelings whichever way the Senate
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sees fit to vote on it but I want the
information before I vote on it. Now
in this bill it says, “There shall be
provided from the general funds of
the state and set up in the Depart-
ment of Health and Welfare a sum
of $50,000 to be known as a ‘Tax
Payment Revolving Fund.” This
fund may be used for the payment
of taxes upon the real estate of
recipients of old age assistance.”
Now in regard to going that far in
the bill T wish to state that so far
as I know in my own town and the
few towns near me it has always
been the custom, when old age as-
sistance has been granted, that the
municipal officers, the assessors, be
asked to abate the taxes on the
real estate owned by these parties.
I don’t know that that has been the
uniform custom but it does look to
me as if it might be a good one
and I think that in most any mu-
nicipality the selectmen or city of-
ficials might perhaps usually be
willing to go that far in lieu of
some old people being granted as-
sistance. Perhaps someone can an-
swer that question. If it has been,
it would appear to me that there is
no need for a fund to pay taxes as
long as the old people in question
are still alive.

It goes on further to say: “or the
estates of deceased recipients.” Now,
who owns the property in the case
of a deceased recipient? I under-
stand, and here again is more or
less of a question because my in-
formation perhaps isn’t very defi-
nite on it, but 1 understand that
under the present law in the case
of a deceased old age recipient that
some department of state has a
lien on the property, the real estate
of the recipient who has been re-
ceiving old age assistance.

Now my knowledge of the law is
very limited. But here again is the
question, if they have a lien on this
property, haven’t they sufficient
funds, at the time, under the laws
of the state, the same as a mort-
gage holder has, to pay the taxes
and still retain their title to that
property. If that is true then where
is the need of this fund?

I think perhaps those are the
two questions that I would like an-
swered and if they are answered to
my satisfaction I feel that I will be
perhaps in a better position to vote
on this kill than I was this morn-
ing. I was ready to go along with
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any good explanation but I fail to
fee) that it has been made to the
Senate.

Mr. SANBORN of Cumberland:
Mr. President, as a member of the
Welfare Committte, I will be very
glad to lay before the Senate the
understanding that I derived as to
the purport of this bill. In the first
place, as I understand it, if we are
rendering old age assistance to a
given person who may own a small
home, the department keeps an ac-
count of the amounts paid from
month to month or year to year and
upon the decease of the recipient
the state has a claim against the
property owned by the recipient at
the time of his death, to be reim-
bursed.

Now I don’t understand that it
is a universal practice—it may ob-
tain in some towns—but I don’t un-
derstand that it is & universal prac-
tice that application is to be made
from year to year by these recip-
ients for abatement of taxes but
rather that the towns go ahead and
either by lien process or advertising
sale dispose of the property and
deprive the owner of his title. Now
when that procedure begins the
state, in order to protect its claim,
must step in and pay those taxes.
It is a fact that the state does have,
the department does have, the
Fower at the present time under the
aw to make those payments but
if they make those payments they
must make them out of the funds
at their disposal which otherwise
would be to the benefit of the re-
cipient, and it cuts down the
amount available to the old age as-
sistance.

Secondly, to avoid cutting into
that fund, which we all understand
is too small, to avoid that they ask
that a sum of $50,000 be set aside
and they term it here a Revolving
Fund, which may be perhaps an
inept designation but its is called a
Revolving Pund, out of which pay-
ments may be made from time to
time as occasion arises to preserve
the title of the old age recipient to
his real estate so that upon his de-
cease the property will be there and
the state can be reimbursed. And
this bill provides that in thosc cas-
es the state will not only be reim-
bursed for such sums as it has paid
for old age assistance but for such
sums as it has advanced from year
to year for the payment of taxes.
And those amounts, when returned,
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will be put back into the revolving
fund, of course theoretically, what
we know never will be true in fact,
keeping the fund intact.

The question has been asked
about th.e matter of a deceased re-
cipient. It occurs to me that the
answer is this: uppose that dur-
ing the month of J uly following and
before the tax is paid the recipient
dies. There you have a deceased re-
cipient but the property, the tax is
assessed against it, and nothing be-
ing done it will be sold for taxes
or the lien will be perfected and
the state will be deprived of its re-
imbursement out of that property
Enless it comes in and pays those
axes.

As I understand it—I may be all
wrong—but as I understand it the
only change this law makes from
the present situation is that it re-
lieves the approprlatlon of the
monies which are now available for
distribution among old age recipi-
ents: it relieves that fund from be-
ing drawn upon to the extent of a
few thcusand dollars a year, few or
many as the case may be, for pay-
ment of these taxes, where in the
absence of such payment the state
would lose its rights against the
property.

It seemed to the members of the
commitiee that this was not ask-
ing too much of the state, to have
that sum set aside.

The question has been raised as
to whether the sum of $50.000 was
too larze a sum because that means
it cannot be used for other purposes.
Well, we are deaiing in millions here
and it doesn’t seem to me that $50,-
000 is perhaps too large a sum but
the view has been expressed, I am
told by the department, that if the
only objection is to the amount of
that sum. since they can get along
without anything, that that sum
could be made $25,000 or $30,000 and
the department would appreciate
having that amount set apart to be
used for these appropriations.

I don't know whether I have an-
swered the inquiries of the dis-
tinguished Senator or not but I have
undertaken to set out the under-
standinz that I have, such as it is.

Mr. VARNEY of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, by way of attempting to
answer some of the questions, I
think there is a little misunder-
standing among many of us as to
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whether or not the state has a claim
on the property of a recipient of old
age benefits. Now, Brother Sanborn
referred to the claim which the
state has on the property of a re-
cipient. Now you have got to dis-
tinguish between a lien claim and
a claim against his estate and per-
haps I can explain it best by giving
you an example.

Take the case of a man who owns
property worth a thousand dollars
and the state begins to pay him old
age assistance and they pay him
that assistance for three years, and
we wili say that over that three
years they have given him $400 in
the way of old age assistance. Now,
any time during his lifetime, as long
as he lives, the state of Maine has
no claim on his thousand dollar
piece of property at all and if he
wants to sell it, if he wants to
mortgage it and raise a little money,
if he wants to go out and contract
a debt. his creditor can attach it
and take it away from him but
when he dies if he still owns the
property then the state can come in
for the money 1t has advanced to
him, for the $400 and file a claim
against his estate. And an admin-
istrator would be appointed and
would take over the thousand dollar
piece of property. I can’t give you
the exacl order from my head but
in substance, first would be paid the
expenses of his funeral and last sick-
ness if any. the doctor’s bills of the
last sickness and if they came to
$300 the administrator would take
that $300 from the thousand. Then
would be paid his taxes, either to
the state or the federal government,
if there were any taxes then due,
and if that were $500, for illustra-
tion, there would be $200.00 Ileft.
Then would be taken out the ex-
penses of administration including
attorney fees and administrator’s
fees and then you get down to the
class of general creditors, if there
is anything left.

Now, as I understand it, the state’s
claim for old age assistance—and I
am not sure on this point——comes
prior to common creditors but they
do have no lien on this man’s prop-
erty while he lives.

Now under this bill exactly the
same situation exists. This same
man with a thousand dollar piece of
property cannot pay his taxes be-
cause he hasn’t got the money so the
town pays it, and I think it takes
them two years to complete the title
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in the town. If the Department of
Heaith and Welfare saw fit they
could step up to the town and pay
the $200 taxes. Now that man might
live thiee years more, or five or ten
years more, Oor one year more, but
during any time that he lived after
the state had paid that tax he could
sell his property to me, he could
deed it to me for a dollar, he could
mortgage it and borrow on it or he
could contract a bill and his cred-
itor could attach it and take it away
from him. And when he died all
the state of Maine would have to
get back their money that they paid
for these taxes would be what was
left, and if he mortgaged it for the
thousand dollars there wouldn’t be
anything left, if he had sold it there
wouldn t be anything left, and even
if he kept it and hadn’t sold it if a
creditor had attached it for $500
there would be only $500 left and
the administrator would then also
have to pay, first, his funeral bills,
his bills for last sickness, the ex-
penses of administration, and then
the state of Maine would have a
right to take whatever was left to-
ward their tax.

Now, to me, the bill itself pro-
vides that the department will not
pay a tax unless in the opinion of
the department it is financially
beneficial to the state. I cannot see
how the department could ever de-
cide, while a man is living who owns
a thousand dollar building, that it
was going to be financially beneficial
to the state to pay that man’s taxes,
unless the bill provided that the
state should have a lien on his place
so that he couldn’t sell it or dis-
pose of it before he died.

Therefore, having the greatest
confidence in our present commis-
sioner, 1 personally believe that he
would never use any of this $50,-
000 and therefore I think it is im-
material whether this bill passes or
whether is doesn’t. The only dif-
ference I can see that it is going to
make so far as we are concerned is
that if it passes we are going to
pay $50,000 away from whatever bal-
ance we may have and put it over
into the Health and Welfare De-
partment where it is going to stay
and where I hope it will be when we
come back here two years from now.

Mr. SANBORN of Cumberland:
Mr. Presicdent, it occurs to me that
the suggestions made by the Sen-
ator from York, Senator Varney,
that if they have any force against
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the passage of this bill they have
equal force against ever permitting
the department to pay taxes on any
of this property because such haz-
ards as have been set out here cer-
tainly do obtain when they do pay
taxes, as they do from time to time
now out of the general fund. It
may be that we ought to take that
into consideration and legislate
against giving them the power to
pay any taxes at all.

But if they have that right, using
their discretion, I am frank to say
I don’t know that it would be wise
for the department to pay any of
those taxes. The danger may be
too great. But if they can pay them
at all I still see no reason why they
couldn’t pay them out of this re-
volving fund or why the harm
should be any greater than paying
them out of the general fund as
they can at the present time.

Mr. VARNEY of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to straighten out his
point because I understood very
definitely from the department—
and I am sure I am right about
this—that under the old age assist-
ance law the department does have
the right to pay taxes at the present
time but up until the present time
they have never paid a tax for an
old age recipient and if they did
pay it at the present time the fed-
eral government would contribute
one-half of it and is perfectly will-
ing to do so.

Now, in some of our other states,
our old age assistance laws specific-
ally provide that for all old age
assistance paid the state has a lien
on recipients property, a lien as
distinguished from a claim to col-
lect it however, if and when he has
any property and after he dies.

Now the department explained to
me that they didn’t want to go into
the policy of paying taxes out of old
age assistance now because if they
say they are going to pay one man’s
tax then they must pay taxes for
old age recipients and they have
no lien on their property and by and
large they would never get the tax
back.

Mr. FRIEND of Somerset: Mr.
President, as I understand it—and
I may be wrong on this—the state
has never, or at least very seldom,
exercised its right of lien on the
property of an old age pension reci-
pient after he has died, of taking
the property.
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So far as I know that right of
lien has; never been exercised on the
part of the state. If it has, it has
been done so little that it amounts
to practically nothing. Therefore
it would lead me to believe that if
the department of welfare went into
this matter and had this $50,000 and
began paying these taxes that in
probability whatever taxes they paid
would be lost. It would really
amount to so much more old age
assistance that they paid to that
particular individual.

Mr. HARVEY of York: Mr, Presi-
dent, it seems to me that there are
quite a few questions at law that
should be studied before we can
come to an intelligent conclusion
and I would ask at this time, in
order to give some of the Senators
a chance to do that additional
studying, that this matter be laid
upon the table until tomorrow.

Thereupon, the bill was laid upon
the table pending indefinite post-
ponement and especially assigned for
tomorrow morning.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table, Senate Report
from the Committee on Legal Af-
fairs, Majority Report “Ought to
Pass in New Draft A,” Minority
Report “Ought to Pass in New
Draft B,” on hill “An Act Amending
the Charter of the City of Lewis-
ton” (S. P, 177) (L. D. 238) tabled
by that Senator on March 24th,
pending acceptance of either re-
port.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, at the request of the Chair-
man on Legal Affairs, I would ask
to have both these reports, these
new drafts rather, returned to the
Committee on Legal Affairs, in or-
der, as I understand it, to have a
correction made. I understand that
both of these reports have errors
in them and the committee desires
to make corrections.

Thereupon, the bill and both re-
ports were recommitted to the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table Senate Report
from the Committee on Legal Af-
fairs on bill “An Act Amending the
Charter of the City of Lewiston”
“Ought to Pass in New Draft” (S.
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P. 465) tabled by that Senator on
March 24 pending acceptance of
the report.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, again at the request
of the Chairman of the Legal Af-
fairs Committee, I would ask that
this matter be recommitted to the
committee so that corrections may
be madec on this new draft.

Thereupon the bill and report
were recommitted to the Committee
on Legal Affairs.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table Senate Report
from the Committee on Legal Af-
fairs, Majority Report “Ought Not
to Pass”, Minority Report “Ought
to Pass in New Draft” on bill, “An
Act Relating to Appointment of
Police Commission for the City of
Lewiston” (S. P. 54) (L. D. 17D
tabled by that Senator on March 24
pending acceptance of either re-
port.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I move the accept-
ance of the Minority Report and
sustaining that motion, I would like
to make a statement.

Many of the members of this Sen-
ate, who have had occasion in the
last few weeks to address you, have
prefaced their remarks with a state-
ment that they were reluctant to
speak.

I want to state at the very be-
ginning of this discourse that I do
not share any such reluctance.

I plead for your indulgence, in
giving careful attention to what I
have to say, for I am going to ask
you to solve a question of Justice,
and Fair Play.

The question, in plain language,
is “Will the good citizens of Lewis-
ton have the opportunity, by refer-
endum, of deciding whether the
Governor of this State or the Mayor
of Lewiston shall appoint the police
commissioners of Lewiston.”

At the outset, I want you to un-
derstand that I have all the respect
in the world for the office of Gov-
ernor, and especially for the amiable
gentleman who now occupies the po-
sition.

It is the principle of Home Rule
that T am demanding for my home
city. I am not asking you to take
away from the Governor any power
which will seriously handicap the
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conduct of his office. I am merely
asking you to give back to the peo-
ple of Lewiston their reasonable and
constitutional rights.

The majority of the members of
the Legal Affairs Committee have
reported their opposition to these
principles, and to these rights of the
citizens of Lewiston.

I believe that they were influenced
in their decision by partisan poli-
tics, and that they forgot that their
duty is to protect the best interests
of the majority of the citizens by
allowing them their Democratic
rights of settling this question the
American way—by the ballot box.

As free citizens, in a free state,
and a free country, the citizens of
Lewiston should determine what
they want in way of municipal gov-
ernment, and that includes the po-
lice commission, which is now a fifth
wheel in Lewiston, a state controlled
board in the midst of smooth work-
ing home-selected boards, in a gov-
ernment that is giving Lewiston
sound, efficient management—gov-
ernment of which we have the right
to be proud.

Is this Legislature going to refuse
Lewiston its legal rights of a refer-
endum? Shall the will of the peo-
ple of Lewiston be ignored and the
will of the Legislature be imposed?

Four years ago, Lewiston voted in
a referendum to give itself a new
charter.

I sponsored that charter bill,
through the Legislature, and after-
wards I became the chairman of a
citizens’ committee that worked for
acceptance of the new law.

At that time I requested that the
provision be made in the charter,
that the police commissioners be ap-
pointed by the mayor.

The charter committee, appointed
by the then-mayor to draw up the
charter, could not agree on this
question, so they asked me to leave
this controversial question out, so
as not to endanger the adoption of
a new charter.

I agreed, with the understanding
that after a few years, when the new
charter had proved its worth, this
change would be made.

_The charter committee was re-
vived last year, to make necessary
amendments.

At the request of the charter
committee, I submitted this same
question to them.
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The committee had previously
agreed not to sponsor any amend-
ments on which they were not
unanimously agreed.

When a vote was taken on my
amendment, six were in favor of a
mayor-appointed police commission,
and three favored retention of the
present system.

I believe that the result obtained
in that committee, a six to three
vote, would be reflected in a local
referendum on this question. Two
thirds of the citizens of Lewiston
want their own police commission,
not one appointed in Augusta.

I speak of a referendum. I am
convinced that if this Legislature
does not pass my bill, and give Lew-
iston Home Rule, the citizens of
Lewiston will demand action, and
through initiative and referendum,
demand a change in the situation.
I would much prefer that this Leg-
islature, of which I am a member,
would grant Lewiston its just rights,
than to force Lewiston to take ex-
pensive and drastic steps to arrive
at the same inevitable end.

You gentlemen must recall what
Biddeford did, when the Legislature
tried to impose Augusta-controlled
policing on its citizens. Biddeford
got results. Lewiston can.

_Why must Lewiston be the only
city with a governor-appointed
commission? Why must Lewiston be
different from all the other cities in
Maine?

This is a Democracy. What applies
to one city should apply to all,

Some of you have sons and broth-
ers—-—yes, and daughters, too—in
the service of our country. What
are they fighting for?

I tell you, gentlemen, they are
fighting for our privilege to govern
ourselves. They are giving their
blood and their young lives for the
very principles which I am asking
you to support—Home Rule.

Lewiston is now policed by remote
control, to speak, Not only are the
police  commissioners appointed
from Augusta, but one of them at
the moment is conducting his busi-
ness from New York.

A governor-appointed police com-
missioner—and I must say a Demo-
crat~—is now living in New York.
Yet he will not resign from the
Lewiston Police Commission. I ask
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you, gentlemen, is that fair to the
citizens of Lewiston? Is that fair
to the policemen of Lewiston?

In this Legislature, in this Senate,
many words have been spoken, in
this and at previous sessions, in
opposition to Federal control of
State affairs. Some of you gentle-
men have spoken against the
acceptance of Federal Grants, be-
cause federal control often accom-
panies such grants.

Is it any better for Lewiston to
be controlled in its home affairs
by the Governor in Augusta than
for Maine to be controlled by Wash-
ington? Gentlemen, I fail to see
any difference, and what’s more, we
in Lewiston are the ones who pay
the bills, We pay our police salaries,
buy their equipment, take care of
all the expenses. Yet we cannot
have anything to say about who
shall be our police commissioners.

We have to come to Augusta to
ask for deserved raises for our
police officials and patrolmen. I
contend, gentlemen, that such
matters should be settled at home,
in Lewiston.

I have here with me the names
of over 1600 of Lewiston citizens
who want to have their police com-
mission appointed by the Mayor of
their city.

I present these names to you, on
petitions, to show you that all Lew-
iston does not agree with those who
wrote letters in favor of the pres-
ent system.

I urge further that we should
look in to the method in which
many of these letters introduced
by Lewiston police were secured.

Lewiston policemen, on duty, paid
by the city, solicited such letters.
Uniformed policemen visited beer
vendors, and others who have rea-
son to want the friendship of the
police, and asked for letters of rec-
ommendation. I know, that some of
the men who signed such letters,
will vote for Home Rule, when the
question comes up in a free refer-
endum. They were afraid to refuse
“the cops.”

I call such action by the police
“playing politics,” and I don’t even
consider such politics as fair
politics.

Against the weak argument pre-
sented by such letters obtained un-
der questionable pretenses, I pres-
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ent the demands of Lewiston peo-
ple who know what they want: To
govern themselves.

I refer you particularly to the de-
sires of the Vigilants, a non-par-
tisan Lewiston association of young
men so interested in their own
government that they paid the bills
when the Lewiston new charter was
drawn up. They spent their own
money to fight for a new charter
that would give Lewiston good gov-
ernment.

The Vigilants are not interested
in political considerations. They
agree with the principle existing in
Lewiston government, providing for
split control of all boards, so that
no majority party can have ex-
clusive control of any one board.

I will go further. If it is neces-
sary to assure passage of my bill,
I will agree to an amendment, pro-
viding for rotation of majority con-
trol of the mayor-appointed police
commission. Under this plan, as at
present, no party could have more
than two members of the three-
man board. But this change would
be made: When any commissioner’s
term expired, he would be replaced
by a man of another party, not a
member of his own party. In that
way, the Democrats would have
two members for six years, then
the Republicans would have the
control for the next six years, and
S0 on.

I urge you, gentlemen of the
Senate, do not dismiss the Home
Rule bill as a party proposition.
Think of it seriously. Think of
Home Rule from the point of view
of the Lewiston citizens. Would you
in Portland, in Augusta, in Bangor,
and elsewhere, like to give up your
locally controlled police? We in
Lewiston ask for nothing more than
what you have already—Home
Rule.

Members of the Senate of Maine,
I am not asking you to take upon
yourselves the responsibility of
making a change. I am asking you
to show by your vote on this Home
Rule bill that you believe in the
Democratic principles and ideals
upon which our great country was
founded. I am asking you to give
the people of Lewiston a chance
to decide for themselves whether
they want a change.

The people of Lewiston have
never had such a chance, gentle-

903

men. The people of Lewiston de-
serve that chance, and they should
not be robbed of it because an or-
ganized minority seeking political
favors has been able to play petty
politics with Lewiston’s liberties.

Remember well, Senators of
Maine, that it was an organized
minority which put Mussolini at the
head of the government of Italy.

Recall also that it was another
organized minority which put Hit-
ler in the driver’s seat in Germany
and thereby opened the road to this
most horrible of all wars.

Re-affirm your belief in the
American right of self-government
by your vote for Home Rule for
Lewiston.

And, Mr. President, I have here
petitions containing some 1500
names that I would like to file with
the Secretary of the Senate, and
when the vote on this question is
taken I ask for a Yea and Nay
vote.

Mr. SANBORN of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I certainly dislike to
feel obliged to inflict myself again
today upon your patience and I
dislike even more to take issue
with the distinguished Senator
from Androscoggin who has just
spoken and for whom I entertain
feelings of highest respect and of
deep personal friendship, but I feel
constrained to call the attention of
the Senate to some matters which
lie back of the measure which is
before us.

It is well within my recollection,
though perhaps not within the
recollection of many of the younger
members of the Senate, and it is
not disputed by the proponents of
this bill, that quite a number of
years ago there had developed in
the city of Lewiston a very unde-
sirable and unsavory political situ-
ation so far as related to the police
(tiepartment in the city of Lewis-
on.

The situation was such that no
man could obtain a position upon
the police force without putting
himself into position first where he
was under such obligations that he
never could discharge the obliga-
tions of his office properly. It had
come to be a stench in the nostrils
of all the decent citizens of Lewis-
ton, and because of that and be-
cause of the entirety of the situa-
tion, a legislature felt compelled
to act and did act by legislating so
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that the police commissioner of
Lewiston should be appointed by
the Governor.

It does, to be sure, infringe upon
what is thought of as the right
of home rule, but there was a rea-
son for it and it has been the uni-
versal testimony, as far as I know,
of the people of Lewiston, both in
-and out of official life, that that
legislation wholly clearea the situ-
ation and made possible the build-
ing up of a police force in Lewis-
ton which is not only a credit to
the city but is a model for any
city in the state of Maine.

I think the people of Lewiston
will agree today, and I know that
so far as our committee has heard
from them they are unanimous in
saying, that they have a model
police force. It is headed by a
chief of police than whom I do
not believe a more capable or effi-
cient chief of police exists any-~
where in the state of Maine. He
is a gentleman, a scholar, a man of
conscience, a man of force, who
administrates his duties in the
highest possible manner. No charge
has been brought, so far as I have
been able to learn, against the effi-
ciency of that department, against
the integrity of the chief or of the
members.

Now, the fear exists as we have
been toid repeatedly, the fear ex-
ists not only within the department
but without the department that
if any change is made the ultimate
result will be a return of the de-
plorable conditions which necessi-
tated the present legislation.

One officer who appeared before
the committee, an upstanding,
splendid looking man said substan-
tially this, “I can go on my beat
today knowing that if I discharge
my duty I have nothing to fear. If
the change is made so that the
police commission of Lewiston is
created by the mayor, I feel cer-
tain it will be only a question of
time when I cannot hold up my
‘head, when I cannot perform my
duties without paying tribute and
this situation I do not appreciate.
In fact, I would resign from the
force.” As I recall it, those were
his words, “I would resign from the
force because I would know I could
not go ahead and perform my
duties in accordance with my con-
science.”

The majority of the committee
were thoroughly convinced that it
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would be dangerous and that was
not because of any question about
the acts of the present mayor of
Lewiston. If we could be assured
Lewiston would always have a
mayor of the character of the pres-
ent encumbent, we might feel dif-
{eljent, but of that we are not cer-
ain.

It is an unpleasant duty I am
performing. It sounds, I know,
like an interference with a town
with whose affairs I should have no
concern, but knowing the history as
I do and having listened as I did
in that committee to the views of
the prononents and opponents of
this bill, convinced as they were
that the change back would result
in a very short time, in a recur-
rence of all the political skulldug-
gery and fraud that was obtaining
in those days, and convinced as I
was, I could do nothing but sign
the majority report “ought not to
pass.”

Reference has been made to Bid-
deford. I do not know it is any
argument here and I know it is
water over the dam, but when it
comes to the argument that certain
persons appeared or certain per-
sons did not appear and certain
opposition was not heard, I am by
no means certain that Lewiston is
not today much better off under
the present system than the city of
Biddeford. To be sure, they got
what they want, their relief, but
this appears to have been the fact
that persons of standing, persons
of means, persons representing the
large taxpaying corporations and
large taxpayers themselves who
strongly favored the change by ask-
ing that the governor recreate their
police commission, those people who
did not appear did not appear for
the reason that notice was served
on them if they did show their
heads here their valuation would
go up and taxes would be so great
in the future they could not stand it.
It may or may not be true but it is
an illustration of the methods em-
ployed when the opportunity is
open.

I seriously urge this Senate to
see to it no change is made in the
present set-up. The chief argument
I have is the admission of all con-
cerned that they have a police de-
partment today that is beyond
reproach and above criticism, and
the judgment of their chief and
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all their members that the change
would result in its being demoraliz-
ed. If that isn’t reason enough, I
do not know any stronger one that
could be adduced.

Mr. PETERS of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, I do not know as I can add
very much to the able discourse of
the Senator from Cumberland, Sen-
ator Sanborn, but at the outset I
want to say I was extremely sorry
to hear my colleague, Senator
Boucher accuse the committee of
playing partisan politics with this
question. I believe the make-up
of the committee will, of course,
annul any such accusation. I be-
lieve the committee acted in good
faith and only upon evidence pre-
sented before it.

Now gentlemen, a very brief his-
tory. 1n 1917, 25 or 26 years ago
the city of Lewiston did have, as
Judge Sanborn said, a very deplor-
able situation in its police depart-
ment. Police jobs were sold for
three and four hundred dollas and
so on I am told. The policeman
could not perform his duty. I want
to add a little to what Senator
Sanborn said about the policeman
who stood up and impressed him
so much. That policeman Senators,
had been a man in uniform under
the old system and he stood up and
if I remember his words he said,
“Y do not speak English very well
but I think I can make myself
understood. Under the old system
when I arrested some person in the
morning when I went to court
sometimes that man was not there
because of some political pressure
perhaps that was put on him. As it
is today I can hail the mayor or
aldermen and I know when I get
back to court in the morning that
worthy gentleman will be facing
the charge. I can do my duty as
a policeman and if we revert back
to the old system I am certain I
shall resign my job.”

Now, before this committee the
proponents and the opponents, as
Judge Sanborn told you, agreed that
the Lewiston Police Department
was the best department in the
state of Maine, and as a matter
of truth, one of the best in the
United States. It has had a 25-year
test and it has proven very satis-
factory. Why make a change?
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The wcrthy Senator from Andros-
coggin, Senator Boucher, talks
about home rule. T want to remind
you here now that the police com-
missioners are Lewiston people. The
personnel in the Lewiston police
department are Lewiston people.
True, the police commissioner is
appointed by the Governor.

Again, T want to tell you another
admission that both proponents and
opponents made to the committee,
that during the 25 or 26 years our
several governors had been making
appointments to the police com-
mission in the city of Lewiston,
there wais one possible appointment
they could not point to which may-
be did not meet with their approval.
In my opinion, that is a good bat-
ting average. I want to remind you
that theyv said “maybe” about this
police commissioner,

The Committee on Legal Affairs
had presented to them 469 letters
from taxpayers in the city of
Lewiston. It was computed the
people behind those letters repre-
sented 51.6% of the entire commit-
inent of taxes of the city of Lewis-
on.

Now, again, in order to dispel
partisan politics from anyone’s
mind, I would like to read two
letters:

“Gentlemen. This is to protest
against the act to amend the char-
ter of the city of Lewiston to pro-
vide for appointment of members
of the Police Commission by the
mayor.

“The present law was enacted to
correct a highly unsatisfactory con-
dition by removing the police de-
partment as far as possible from
local politics. The need for some-
thing of the sort at that time and
the success of the law in effecting
the improvement of the department
are now unanimously recognized.

“Proponents of the proposed
amendment among the members of
the Charter Committee were frank
to say when the matter was under
discussion recently, that they would
not go back to the old methods, or
abolish the Commission for the old
practice of control of the police de-
partment by the Board of Mayor
and Aldermen. The argument was
that the appointment by the mayor
of the various Commissions, other
than those having to do with police,
had worked well, and should work
well in that case.”



906

I do not want to go further in
reading the letter but it goes on to
endorse the present system. It is
signed by a venerable old gentleman,
William B. Skelton. I do not think
Billy Skelton would stoop to petty
politics in this or any other matter.

Here is another letter:

“I understand that a bill affecting
the appointment of the Lewiston
Police Commission is now before
your Committee for consideration, so
that the appeintment of the Com-
mission will be made by the Mayor
or Municipal Officers of the City of
Lewiston.

“For good and sufficient reason
the Legislature saw fit to take the
appointment of the police officers
of Lewiston out of the hands of the
Municipal Officers many years ago.

“Under the present system a
splendid police force has been built
up.

“It is my firm conviction that no
change should be made at present.”

That letter is from Frank T. Pow-
ers, three times county attorney in
Androscoggin County, and gentle-
men, 1 submit, one of the leading
Democrats in the city of Lewiston.

I could go on and on and point
out these letters to you. Senator
Boucher says these letters were
brought out by force or threat. I
do not believe that the majority of
the merchants and this type of peo-
ple can be intimidated by any po-
licemen. I do not believe that they
will be prone to write letters over
their signature unless they thought
it was the proper thing to do.

Now gentlemen, I have a short
editorial appearing in the Lewiston
Evening Journal entitled “Home
Rule Camouflage”, “The ‘home rule’
tag which has been used by those
who favor shifting the power of ap-
pointing the Lewiston Police Com-
mission from the governor to the
mayor is clever political camouflage.
It is nothing less than a political
phrase which sounds well, and is in-
tended to fool the people who may
be swayed by an appealing name or
a popular slogan.

“The way proponents of the bill
that would place appointive power
in the mayor spoke of ‘home rule’
at yesterday’s hearing before the
Legislative Legal Affairs Committee,
one might get the impression that
they were representatives of some
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British colony pleading with the
mother country’s Houses of Parlia-
ment for ‘home rule’.

“The proponents make loose use
of the ‘home rule’ argument in an
attempt to mislead the Legislature
and the citizens of Lewiston.”

I won’t read the whole thing. It
isn’t necessary, but it winds up by
saying, “When Lewiston has a Police
Department so well managed that
even those who want to gain politi-
cal control of it can find nothing
to criticize, where is the need for
a change? Again the Journal re-
peats, ‘Let’s leave well enough
alone’.”

I am reminded again of Senator
Harvey’s statement a few days ago,
“Where is the necessity?”

With those few remarks, gentle-
men, I submit Lewiston has a splen-
did police department. The people
of Lewiston want to keep that same
police department intact. We don’t
want to take any chances on any-
thing happening to that department,
and when the vote is taken whether
by yea and nay or by division, I
hope the motion of my good brother,
Senator Boucher will not prevail.

Mr. BOUCHER: Mr. President and
members of the Senate, the gentle-
man from the Committee on Legal
Affairs brought in an argument
which I did not touch upon in my
remarks because in the history, very
ancient, I didn’t want to go back 26
years ago. I do not believe for one
thing that the other senator from
Androscoggin, Senator Peters was in
Lewiston 26 years ago, and he doesn’t
know the conditions at the time. I
was there. I was a citizen, lived there
and was of voting age. I will admit
26 years ago conditions in Lewiston
in the police department probably
were not very good but probably as
good as conditions that exist now
in other cities of the state. Twenty-
Slx years ago was 1917. Today is
1943. Are we of Lewiston going to
pay for the mistakes made by those
of another generation? Are we going
to keep on paying, generation after
generation, for mistakes made in
1917? I do not believe that is a fair
proposition.

They have mentioned the oppon-
ents at the hearing. I am glad
they did. I would not have brought
the matter up again but as long as
they have introduced it I shall take
up the challenge. At the hearing the
proponents and opponents were



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, APRIL 1, 1943

about the same number, all Lewis-
ton people from the proponents’
side; but on the opponents’ side it
was another picture. Two of those
who addressed the committee at
the hearing were Auburn residents
and voters—two attorneys from Au-
burn and I would like to know, Mr.
President, what right the city of
Auburn has to try to manage the
affairs of the city of Lewiston. I
also want to state that 90% of the
opposition was the police depart-
ment of the city of Lewiston. I
want to know why the servants of
the city of Lewiston have a right
to come in here and express their
opinions against citizens who are
paying them for being on duty in
Lewiston.

Now, the famous letters mention-
ed here, some 400 of them—I have
not counted them, but I offer 1600
names collected by an organization,
non-partisan. I agree with Sen-
ator Peters, it is a non-partisan
force. I can say the committee was
on partisan lines but not Lewiston.
This was the Vigilante committee
and is composed of Republicans and
Democrats and those not enrolled
in either party. It is backing this
measure.

I want to call to your attention
that T am Mayor of the city at this
time. That is true. I want to call
to your attention that this bill was
introduced over a year ago when I
was not Mayor, and at the time
had no intention of running for
Mayor.

We are not asking for a change
in the police set-up in Lewiston.
They have told you we are satisfied.
We are. We didn’t bring any argu-
ment that we are not satisfied with
the police department. We have
made no charges. We admit we
have a good police department. That
is not the question to be decided.
The question is, should we have the
right to pick our own commission-
ers in Lewiston. That is the only
question here.

In those famous letters they have
mentioned, several letters were Au-
burn residents, several were from
the chain stores in Lewiston, and
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, I shall not use this but
should I chose to use those letters
against those merchants or those
chain stores and those outside the
corporation, those merchants who
permitted themselves to send such
letters to the legislature I believe
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I would endanger their position. T
will not stoop to do it. They say
they have over 51% of the taxes
paid. Of course they have. They
have taken the corporations, large
corporations, and have asked them
to endorsz the present police de-
partment.

Mr. President, I want to go on
record as endorsing the present po-
lice department. 1 have no brief
with the present police department.
That is not the question at issue.
It is a question of home rule. It is
a question whether the mayor shall
appoint the police commissioners
like he appoints members of other
boards or shall the Governor ap-
point them?

They have told you of the sins of
26 years ago.

I have gone over the matter also
but I change, Mr. President. I do
not want to go back 26 years. I
want to go back four years. I think
Lewiston has redeemed itself under
the new charter. I believe and agree
with thc statement made by Sen-
ator Peters and Senhator Sanborn
that Lewiston is probably the best
of any city in the State. The fiscal
year ending yesterday, to the best
of my knowledge, will leave us with
a surplus of $175,000 with a tax rate
of 38 mills on a very low valuation.
If it is not good legislation I want
to know where other cities and
towns have done better.

They have told you of police of-
ficers being able to hail aldermen
and the mayor into court. I have
lived tliere 43 years and never been
hailed intc court. I believe the ma-
jority of our people in Lewiston are
as good as I am. I do not believe
the changing of appointment of
commissioners is going to change
anything in the police department.
Those police officers they have men-
tioned so often—-I have had occasion
to talk with these people. They are
not afraid of me and I am not
afraid of them. Several of them
have told me they didn’t care to
go nut and collect these letters but
they had orders to do it and they
had to follow those orders.

The guestion to settle here this
afternoon is not a question of what
happened 26 years ago, but it is a
question of fair play. It is a ques-
tion of home rule. They don’t like
to call it home rule, but it is true,
it is home rule. All I am asking
you gentlemen of the Senate is to
give the people of Lewiston a chance
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to vote on this question. They claim
Lewiston doesn’t want it. They
came with 470 letters and say that
proves Lewiston doesn’t want it. In
two weeks the Vigilantes went out
and got 1600 votes without hiring a
paid worker to do it. That is the
answer whether they want to vote
on this question or not. I am not
telling you, Mr. President, that Lew-
iston will change the way of ap-
pointing. but I am telling you they
want the chance to vote on it.
Twenty-six years ago it was forced
down their throat against their will.
They have never had a chance to
express themselves. I think we are
living in a democracy and I think
they are entitled to that right. I
think they are free citizens and
they have the right to express by
ballot which way they want com-
missioners of police appointed.

_That is my final word, give the
citizens of Lewiston a chance in
referendum to express their opinion.

Mr. PETERS: Mr. President, I
just wanl to state the two Auburn
residenss who appeared before the
committee in opposition to Senator
Boucher's bill did live in Auburn.
They were former county attorneys.
In turning around now I can see at
least three former county attorneys.
They certainly should know some-
thing about the situation in their
own county and they came to tell
the committee what they thought.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Androscoggin,

Senator Boucher, for acceptance of

the minority report “ought to pass”
on An Act Relating to Appointment
of Police Commission for the City
of Lewiston. That Senator has asked
for a Yea and Nay vote. To order
a roll call the affirmative vote of
one-fifth of the membership of the
Senate is required. Is the Senate
ready for the question?

A division of the Senate was had.

Less than one-fifth having arisen,
the Yeas and Nays were not ordered.

Mr. BROUCHER: Mr. President,
being deprived of the right to have
a yea and nay vote, I now request a
division.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Boucher, to accept the mi-
nority report, “Ought to pass”. Is
the Senate ready for the question?

A division of the Senate was had.

Six having voted in the affirm-
ative and twenty-two opposed, the
motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Sanborn of Cumberland, the Ma-
jority report, “Ought not to pass”
was accepted.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Elliot of Knox
Recessed for ten minutes.

After Recess

The Senate was called to order
by the President.

The PRESIDENT: The Senate is
1p)roceeding under Orders of the
ay.

On motion by Mr. Elliot of Knox,
the Senate voted to take from the
table bill “An Act Relating to the
Board of Trustees of the Jointly-
Contributory Retirement System”
(H. P. 552) (L. D. 287) tabled by
that Senator on March 11 pending
passage to be enacted; and on
further motion by the same Sen-
ator, the rules were suspended and
the Senate voted to reconsider its
former action whereby this bill
was passed to be engrossed and
that Senator presented Senate
It&.mendment A and moved its adop-
ion:

“Senate Amendment A to H. P.
552, L. D. 287, Bill, ‘An Act Relat-
ing to the Board of Trustees of the
Jointly Contributory Retirement
System.

Amend said Bill by adding after
the enacting clause thereof the
following: “Seec. 1.”.

Further amend said Bill by add-
ing at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

‘Sec. 2. P. L, 1933, c. 1, §227-E,
sub-§2, amended. Sub-section 2 of
section 227-E of chapter I of the
public laws of 1933, as enacted by
chapter 328 of the public laws of
1941, is hereby amended by adding
thereto a new paragraph to be
lettered (e) and to read as follows:

‘‘e) Any guard of the state
prison who is a member of this
system and who has creditable ser-
vice of at least 25 years may be re-
tired at one-half of his average fin-
al compensation provided such re-
tirement is requested either by the
member or the commissioner of in-
stitutional service. If any such
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member should become eligible
under the provisions of this sys-
tem, as a result of prior service
and membership service, to a re-
tirement allowance in excess of
one-half of his average final com-
pensation he shall be entitfled to
the higher retirement allowance.””

Mr. ELLIOT of Knox: Mr. Presi-
dent, in explanation of this pro-
posed amendment I would simply
like to say that it merely brings the
guard of the State Prison under
the same system as the wardens of
the PFish and Game Department.
There was a bill before the com-
mittee which did just that and this
amendment has the approval of
the Committee on Judiciary before
which the bill relating to the ward-
ens of the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Game was heard.

Thereupon, Senate Amendment
A was adopted and the bill as so
amended was passed to be en-
grossed in non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Elliot of Knox,
the Senate voted to take from the
table bill “An Act Relating to
Membership in the Jointly-Con-
tributory Retirement System for
State BEmployees Except Teach-
ers” (H. P. 1286) (L. D. 809) ta-
bled by that Senator on March 31
pending passage to be enacted; and
on further motion by the same
Senator the rules were suspended
and the Senate voted to reconsider
its former action whereby the bill
was passed to be engrossed and
that Senator presented Senate
Amendment A and moved its adop-
tion:

“Senate Amendment A to H. P.
1286, L. D. 809, Bill ‘An Act Relat-
ing to Membership in the Jointly-
Contributory Retirement System
for State Employees, Except Teach-
ers.’

Amend said Bill by adding at the
end of the 2nd paragraph of that
part designated (3) of section 1
thereof, the following:

‘Any employee may, if he so elects,
pay into the retirement system
any or all back contributions cov-
ering any or all of the period from
July 1, 1942, to July 1, 1943, and re-
ceive therefor the proper member-
ship ecredit for the period for which
such back contributions are made.’”

Mr. ELLIOT of Knox: Mr. Presi-
dent, in explanation of this pro-
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posed amendment I would like to
state that the Jointly-Contributory
law provides that any state employe
who has become eligible for re-
tirement bvefore July 1, 1945, may
retire without having to contribute
towards retirement, but it has since
developed that by a ruling of the
Attorney General it will be neces-
sary for those who do not sign up
with the Jointly-Contributory Sys-
tem work an additional length of
time depending on how much time
elapsed between July 1, 1942 and
the time they signed up prior to
1943. This proposed amendment
would allow state employees now
desiring to sign up to pay back
contributions without losing any
prior service credit.

Thereupon, Senate Amendment
A was adopted and the bill as so
amended was passed to be en-
grossed in non-concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Elliot of Knox,
the Senate voted to take from the
table Senate Report from the Com-
mittee on Judiciary “Ought Not
to Pass” on bill “An Act Relating
to the Jointly-Contributory Sys-
tem” (S. P. 428) (L. D. 766) tabled
by that Senator on March 29 pend-
ing acceptance of the report; and
on further motion by the same
Senator, the “Ought Not to Pass”
report was accepted.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table Senate Report
from the Committee on Legal Af-
fairs “Ought Not to Pass” on bill
“An Act Relating to the Appoint-
ment of Heads of All Police De-
partments” (S, P, 343) (L. D. 516)
tabled by that Senator on March
19 pending acceptance of the re-
port.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I move the accept-
ance of the report and in so doing
I want to state that I would be
afraid that in order to be consis-
tent the members of the Senate
would have to vote in favor of this
measure and I do not care to im-
pose it on other cities and towns
in the state.

The motion prevailed and the
“Ought Not to Pass” report of the
comrittee was accepted.

Sent down for concurrence.
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The PRESIDENT: The Chair
would like to point out to the
members of the Senate that dur-
ing the past several days, the Chair
has been making the motion on
behalf of the Senate that the rules
be suspended and once this after-
noon the Chair departed from that
practice, and the Chair would like
to say that the Chair will continue
to depart from that practice where
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there is any measure on which
there is controversial debate. If
after controversial debate, any
member wants the rules suspended
and the bill speeded on its way, the
motion will come from the floor
and not from the Chair,

On motion by I\II: Elliot
. Adjourned until tomorrow morn-
ing at ten o’clock.





