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SENATE

Tuesday, May 6, 1947.
The Senate was called to order by
the President.
Prayer by the Reverend H. F.
Rigby of Hallowell.
Journal of yesterday read and
approved.

From the House

Bill “An Act Amending the Char-
ter of the Town of Dixfield School
District.” (H. P. 1750

‘Which was received by unanimous
consent, and under suspension of
the rules read twice and passed to
be engrossed without reference to a
committee, in concurrence.

House Committee Reports

The Majority of the Committee
on Taxation on Bill “An Act to De-
fine ‘Distributor’ in the Gasoline
Tax Law,” (H. P. 1639) (L. D. 1327)
reported that the same ought not to
pass.

(signed) Senators:
NOYES of Hancock
ELA of Somerset
HASKELL of Penobscot
Representatives:
LOMBARD of Yarmouth
BURTON of Milo
JORDAN of Saco
ELLIOTT of Corinth
MORISON of Wilton

The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter
reported that the same ought to
pass as amended by Committee
Amendment “A”.

(signed) Representative:
Burgess of Limestone

Comes from the House, the Mi-
nority report accepted and the bill
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Committee Amendment “A”.

In the Senate

In the Senate:

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I am going to move the accep-
tance of the Minority Report as
amended by Committee Amendment
A. Committee Amendment A re-
moves most of the objections to the
bill, and as long as Committee
Amendment A stays on the bill, the
members of the Committee on Tax-
ation will not oppose it. What this
committee amendment does, it lim-
its the losses on gasoline that may
be allowed to the oil companies to
one percent, and in a measure will
offset the losses that would be al-
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lowed to the distributors who re-
celve gasoline by tank truck. This
bill defining gasoline distributor al-
lows a distributor who received gas
by tank truck a loss of one percent
as against a distributor who receives
gas by a tank car. The state loses
a small sum of money from the dis-
tributors’ end of it and under the
amendment they will save money
from the oil companies, and as long
as this amendment is adopted, we
offer no objections to the bill.

The motion prevailed and the
Minority Report “Ought to pass as
amended by Committee Amendment
A” was adopted in concurrence, and
the bill was given its first reading;
Committee 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 en-
grossed in concurrence.

The Majority of the Committee on
Labor on Bill “An Act to Prevent
Strikes Against Public Ut111t1-°s and
Municipal Corporations,” (H. P.
1303) (L. D. 886) reported the same
in a new draft (H. P. 1744 (L. D.
1486) under a new title, Bill “An
Act to Prevent Strikes Against Pub-
lic Utilities and Municipal Corpora-
tions and the State of Maine,” and
that it ought to pass.

(signed)

Senators:

HOPKINS of Kennebec

SPEAR of Cumberland
Representatives:

BROWN of Unity

CHASE of Cape Elizabeth

MARSHALL of York

SHARPE of Anson

COLLINS of Caribou

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

(signed)

Senator:

HASKELL of Penobscot

Representative:

LEAVITT of Old Town

Comes from the House, the Ma-
jority Report read and accepted, and
the bill In new draft passed to be
engrossed.

Mr. HOPKINS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I want to speak very briefly on
the two labor bills which are before
us this morning. I think, in con-
sidering other legislation ‘that has
been before us I may have spoken
more extensively than I should. I
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am sure the Senators are aware that
the so-called labor problem dealing
with union security and the rights
of employers and employees dealing
with one another, is one problem,
and any action which the legislature
takes in passing or amending legis-
lation of this type is one problem,
and should be treated as one prob-
lem, and we should attempt to com-
plete our work with a coordinated
program. We should have law re-
maining on the books when we are
through, that is consistent and rea-
sonable.

I am principally interested, of
course, in the interest of the public
in this type of legislation. We want
to protect the workers and want to
protect the employers and particu-
%.arly, we want to protect the pub-
ic

I want to speak very briefly on
the first bill which we have before
us and perhaps a little more ex-
tensively on the next bill for con-
sideration. This bill is An Act to
Prevent Strikes Against Public Util-
jties and Municipal Corporations
and the State of Maine. It is a
simple measure, one that is short
and easy to read and easy to un-
derstand. It doesn’t permanently
enjoin strikes in public utilities but
simply sets up the procedure where
strikes can not be called on short
notice. If you have a copy of the
bill before you, you will notice that
Section 16 reads: “Strikes against
the state, political subdivisions, pub-
lic utilities and municipal corpora-
tions. It shall be unlawful, as
against the public interest,” and
then farther on in the bill it gives
conditions under which strikes can
be permitted. I might mention to
the Senate that in the third line
from the bottom of the first page
the word “jurisdiction” is a misprint.
The word should be “justification”.
The second section deals with pub-
lic utilities and says, “In the event
of a strike or imminent threat of a
strike by employees of the state,
its political subdivisions or agencies
or by the employees of a public util-
ity, the governor may declare a pub-
lic emergency after due hearing.
Such declaration shall prohibit the
calling or authorizing of a strike or
lockout and shall provide that work
shall continue under existing con-
ditions until new conditions of em-
ployment shall be determined by
mediation and voluntary arbitra-
tion, except that such prohibition
shall not be effective for a longer
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period than 90 days from the date
of such declaration of public emer-

gency.”

I think that the public interest
requires such legislation. T would
agree with any Senator who would
express the view that most public
service and public utility employees
are loyal people and would not
thoughtlessly quit their jobs and
allow the public to suffer. I think
they know, just as the Senators
know, if you shut down public util-
ities it is a matter of life and
death, in the case of some members
of the public at least, and they
would be loyal and try to find a way
to continue the services.

I think the history of the Pitts-
burgh power strike shows that even
people in public services do leave
their employment and do cause un-
reasonable injury ito the public.
That thing could happen to the
people in the State of Maine, of
course. I think that legislation of
this sort is desirable. It doesnt
take away the right to strike and it
doesn’t take away the right to bar-
gain. It simply sets up the neces-
sary protection so that the public
is given due consideration when
such emergency does exist. I think
this bill is good law. I think it is
consistent with other law on the
books although we have very little
law on ‘the statute books which
has to do with union security and
union legislation.

I move acceptance of the Ma-
jority Report “Ought to Pass” of
the Committee.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I will be equally brief in de-
fending my action in signing the
“ought not to pass” report on this
bill. In the first place, I saw no
demand from utility operators or
from the municipalities atthe hear-
ing and since the hearing I have
heard no demands from utility oper-
ators or from municipalities for
the bill. In the State of Maine,
and we can be very proud of it, I
think, municipal strikes and strikes
against public utilities are practi-
cally unheard of. With the excep-
tion of the unfortunate incident in
Portland I think we have been
free of labor difficulties in munici-
palities and public utilities. :

I'd like to comment briefly on the
bill, itself. I don’t acree with the
Senator from Kennebec, Senator
Hopkins, that strikes are not per-
manently prohibited under this bill.
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If you will read Section 16-B you
will note that a strike can exist
only when it has been certified by
the state Board of Arbitration and
Conciliation. No one in the utility
business can conceive of any in-
stance under which a strike is
justified in the public utility busi-
ness and we cannot conceive of the
State Board of Arbitration and
Conciliation justifying a strike in
the public utility business. If it
does occur, I am confident the in-
junctive provisions given to public
utilities under our existing statute
amply protect the public.

I think that the bill is poorly
drawn in that if the State Board
refuses to justify or certify the
strike the Governor may declare a
public emergency and after 90 days
have passed, regardless of the
action of the State Board, the
strike goes on. That, I think, is
dangerous to the public and I
think dangerous to management
and I don’t think it is a thing the
employees ‘want.

Looking at it in the broad sense,
this legislature had before it the
Barlow bill, and this is a re-write
of the Barlow bill, I think. The
Barlow bill is going to the public
in referendum and they will deter-
mine whether or not they will want
to ban closed shops, boycotting and
sympathetic strikes and accept all
the provisions in that all inclusive
bill that is going to referendum.

You all know in <Congress now
we have restrictive legislation that
seems almost certain of passage,
and certainly it is adequate to take
care of public utility business in
the State of Maine because almost
without exception we are in inter-
state commerce.

Are we coming here as a Repub-
lican legislature and saying because
there was a strike down in Pitts-
burgh, which was very unfortunate,
we suspect labor in the State of
Maine, and suspect it to the extent
that we will put onto our books the
same type of thing that is before
you here today?

I have had the privilege of sit-
ting across the conference table
and bargaining with many groups,
many public utility groups in this
State and other States, and I am
not anxious to sit on my side of
the table and say, “You come to
my way of thinking because you
cannot strike” I am inclined to
kelieve such a provision in our laws
would make for more labor difficul-
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ties than under the conditions un-
der which we are now operating,
where we are both free. I cannot
believe it will make for labor peace
in the State of Maine to give me a
tool I do not have now. I have got
to sit there and deal fairly with
them, and they have the same rights
employees in other organizations
have, and as far as my dealing with
utility labor is concerned, I am will-
ing they have it because I have
confidence in the men and confi-
dence in the leaders that they have,
and believe they have the same
conscience to the public that we,
on the other side of the desk have.

I think to put this sort of thing
on the books and smear then with
the suspicion of this legislature, is
an obviously unfair thing. If at
some future session you could point
back to some action of some labor
leader in the State of Maine that
was not reasonable and fair with
the public, I would be the first to
rise to support such a bill but if the
proponents of the bill must go to
Pittsburgh to find an example of the
thing they want to stop, I cannot
believe the 93rd Legislature wants
to impose that sort of thing on an
honest, fair, sincere and coopera-
tive group of employees that are in
organized labor in the utility busi-
ness in the State of Maine. I sin-
cerely hope, for the sake of sound
labor relations in the State of
Maine, the motion of the Senator
from Kennebec, Senator Hopkins,
does not prevail.

Mr. SPEAR of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I signed the majority
report “ought to pass” because I
think that the public interest is
greater than the interest of any
group or any party. I don’t believe
that anyone has a right to strike
against the public interest any time,
any place, any where.

Mr. HOPKINS: Mr. President,
when the vote is taken, I ask for a
division.

The PRESIDENT: The question is
on the motion of the Senator from
Kennebec, Senator Hopkins, to adopt
the majority report “ought to pass.”

A division of the Senate was had.

Five having voted in the affirma-
tive and nineteen opposed, the mo-
tion to adopt the majority report

* failed.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Haskell of Penobscot, the minority
report, “ought not to pass” was
adopted in non-concurrence.
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Sent down for concurrence.

The Majority of the Committee
on Labor on Bill “An Act to Pro-
tect the Right to Work and to Pro-
hibit Secondary Boycotts, Sym-
pathetic Strikes and Jurisdictional
Strikes,” (H. P. 1184) (L. D. '754)
reported the same in a new draft
(H. P. 1743) (L. D. 1487) under a
new title, Bill “An Act to Protect
the Right to Work,” and that it
ought to pass

(signed)

Representatives:

Senator: HOPKINS of Kennebec
BROWN of Unity
CHASE of Cape Elizabeth
MARSHALL of York
SHARPE of Anson
COLLINS of Caribou

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

(signed)

Senator: HASKELL of Penobscot
Representative:
LEAVITT of Old Town

Comes from the House, the Ma-
jority Report read and accepted,
and the bill in new draft passed to
be engrossed.

In the Senate:

Mr. HOPKINS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I will again move the adoption
of the Majority “Ought to Pass”
Report. When we last considered a
labor bill we considered the bill
providing for the State Labor Re-
lations Board. That bill was pre-
sented by the Committee because of
the demands which were made for
it at the hearings. The employers
pretty generally did not express
themselves much at the hearing
and labor came with a single rep-
resentative in favor of the bill
which we had before us at that
time. The redraft of the bill was,
of course, very complicated and an
extensive piece of legislation, one
which was hard to understand and
one which the Senate decided it
was not wise to enact, and they
probably decided wisely. It still is
a fact that if we are going to con-
tinue with a competitive economy
we will eventually have to have
such legislation on both national
and state levels. I am certain of
that in my own mind. There can-
not be a monopoly of labor any
more than there can be a monopoly
of management. The rights and
responsibilities of employees and
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employers to each other and to
the public will eventually be writ-
ten into law.

The bill which we have before us
is also rather a short bill, not quite
so short as the public utility bill,
but a short document. It is easy to
read and understand and I am sure
all the Senators have read it and 1
assume we understand it. It pro-
hibits closed shop in ways which
are monopolistic and in ways which
are in restraint of trade. It de-
fines the broad rights and responsi-
bilities of both employers and em-
ployees and then makes exceptions
which provides for union-shop
agreement. I have said, and I think
moest of the Senators who have
spoken on labor legislation have
said that they approve of union
shop agreements properly regulated.
The bill which you have before you
sets up protection to the workers
under union shop agreements. It
ties into the existing Board of
Arbitration and Conciliation and
does not require any new ma-
chinery on the state level.

It might be of interest to the
Senators, although I believe most
of you know it, to say a word about
the powers and activities of the
Board in recent years. The three
members of the Board are William
S. Nutter of Sanford, Raymond
Malone of Portland and Philip T.
Place of South Portland. In con-
sidering the reports of the Depart-
ment of Labor in which the re-
ports of the State Board of Arbi-
tration and Conciliation are sup-
posed to be published, I can find
no reference to the Board at all, so
I think we can assume they are
doing no work, which I am sure
the opponents of this bill will say
is an indication that there is no
need for such legislation as we are
now considering. That doesn’t
necessarily follow, in my mind. I
think because we have a situation
whereby labor has been pretty gen-
erally at peace in the State of
Maine during recent years is not
a, reason for saying there is no
need for the protection of workers
and employers and the public under
the laws of the state.

The Board of Arbitration and
Conciliation is a three man Board,
one member from the employers,
one from organized labor and the
third not specified. Their powers
are very loosely provided for, or
designated, under the law. In case
of a threatened strike, municipal
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officers shall notify the State Board
of Arbitration and Conciliation and
such notification may also be given
by the employer and employees ac-
tually concerned in the strike. If
a strike is submitted to the Board
it shall investigate and ascertain the
blame-worthy party and the Board
may make and publish a report and
shall, upon the request of the Gov-
ernor, investigate and report if in
his opinion it threatens to affect
the public welfare. The Board shall
hear interested parties and advise
what ought to be done but you will
notice that a dispute does not have
to be submitted to them. ‘Their
decision is binding for six months
on parties who joined in the ap-
plication but as long as they are not
required to join in the application
the Board doesn’t work and I sup-
pose in any kind of real labor con-
troversy the Board would very sel-
dom have it submitted by either of
the parties.

An application for inquiry may
be signed by the employers or by
a majority of the employees or by
both parties and the application
shall contain a statement of the
matter in controversy and a promise
to continue at work without strike
or walkout until the decision of the
Board, if such decision is made
within three weeks after the date
of filing the application. That is
the law which we have on our books
today, with some additions.

Of course, as I mentioned when
I spoke before, we have in Section
36 Chapter 95 a provision which
provides for temporary or per-
manent injunction and denies is-
suing injunction without hearing
although temporary restrainer may
be issued in case of threat of pro-
perty damage and I suppose this
would apply in case of threat of
personal injury.

Early in the session we passed an
anti closed shop bill. That bill said
that membership or non-member-
ship in a labor union shall not be
a determining factor in securing a
job, and that is all it did say. Of
course I assume that the Senators
must have favored that type of
legislation or they wouldn’t have
voted for it. I would like to say
that such legislation is absolutely
meaningless unless you enact with
it the conditions under which union
shops may exist. An unrestricted
union shop obviously could have all
the excesses and abuses of a closed
shop. It is useless to say to a man
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looking for employment that he
can or cannot have employment be-
cause he is or is not a member of
the labor union if when he goes
into employment and joins the
union, the union can charge him
unlimited dues, can fine him with-
out just cause or hearing, can expel
him  without right of appeal or
just cause, or do most anything it
wishes to do to him because his
job is dependent on his union mem-
bership. ~ He holds his job merely
because of the good will the union
has for him, so unless you give
him some protection under union
shop agreement he may be subjected
to many abuses.

I see no way at all that one can
consistently think that we should
prohibit the closed shop in language
such as we have enacted in the bill
which has been favorably voted
once here and is now on the table,
and at the same time take the view
that we should permit union shops
without any regulation at all. The
Senator from Bangor in discussing
the other bill stated that the em-
ployers had not expressed them-
selves. They haven't on any of
these bills. The employers have
generally kept away from expressing
themselves publicly. I think they
do not want to take a view one way
or the other. I have letters, in fact
quite extensive correspondence from
employers expressing themselves
both ways on these measures.

I will say that people who advo-
cate any type of labor legislation,
including members of this Senate
who are advocating writing into
legislation the rights of employers
and the interests of the public, are
generally and falsely accused by la-
bor leadership. I don’t think con-
sideration of these bills is so much
a matter between the workers and
the state as it is between the lead-
ers and the state. I can easily con-
ceive of conditions arising under
unregulated union shop agreements
where workers in large numbers
would be here asking us why labor
excesses are permitted under the
laws of the State of Maine. Letters
have been sent out over the state
advising union members as to which
members 6f the legislature are ad-
vocating writing in to legislation the
rights of the workers and the rights
of employers in the interests of the
state and we are pretty generally
branded as anti-labor. That is of
course a false accusation. I don’t
think there is anybody who supports
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these bills would yield to any other
member who votes against them by
admitting that they are less inter-
ested in the fair treatment for labor
than other people. We definitely
are not. I think just as good a case
can be made for this bill in the in-
terests of protection of labor as
could be made against it by saying
that we are against labor.

The opposition comes from the
labor leadership, of course, and you
might well expect that. The leader-
ship does not want any regulations
set up. They want full and free
rights to do as they wish and that
is natural enough. I don’t blame
them for it, and neither do the Sen-
ators blame them for it, I am sure.
I have mentioned some of the ex-
cesses which can exist in union shop
agreements. I am sure the oppo-
nents will admit the abuses can ex-
ist and that they do exist in union
shop agreements in many places in
the country, tho not so much here
in Maine to be sure. When I spoke
before, I mentioned that in some
parts of the country, membership
fees in round figures were as high
as $1500. I am told one union in
Maine charges $500. 1 don’t know
whether that is true or not but such
admission fees are obviously pos-
sible because if a man must have a
job and labor unions hold a monop-
oly on jobs, they can charge an ex-
orbitant fee. We read in the daily
papers statements of all kinds of
excesses that exist under union and
closed shop agreements. Last night
a newspaper stated that twelve un-
ion members had been fined a total
of $177,000 for crossing a picket line
in this country. I don’t suppose
any twelve workers in Maine could
pay any such fine. WNeither does
this appear to me to be indicative
of what might happen in Maine,
but it shows what fines can be im-
posed. There are plenty of instanc-
es in which fines have been imposed
which have taken homes away from
workers and all that sort of thing.

I gave the statistics earlier in the
session on the attitude of workers
toward closed and unregulated
shops. They show definitely that
workers over the country are being
imposed upon by union excesses and
that they don’t like it. They want
the unions controlled. If this is gen-
erally true elsewhere, I think that
such legislation should be enacted
here. In other words workers should
be protected in their democratic
rights under any kind of monopolis-
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tic working agreements and a law
that does that is not anti-union,
not anti-worker; it is just setting
up proper protection for people who
work under union agreement.

As I said before, I am unable to
see how one can consistently sup-
port an anti closed-shop measure
unless he also supports regulations
for union-shop, because one is sub-
ject to just as great excesses as the
other. I think this bill is good legis-
lation. I think the time has come
when such legislation should be put
on the books. If it isn’t done now
it will be done later and I would
rather do it now when we are not
having serious labor trouble than
have to do it later when we are
having more labor trouble than we
are today.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President, and members of the Sen-
ate, I apologize for speaking a third
time in defense of minority reports
on labor bills, The bill before you
is the Meloon bill which was de-
bated a week or two ago in the
Senate without the new court; sub-
stituting the Board of Arbitration
for that new court. It attempts to
do the same things that the Meloon
bill attempted to do in defining the
rights of labor and management, but
as I said in the debate on the
first Meloon bill, I doubt the ability
of any State legislature, and I am
not too confident of the ability of
our Congress, since it is a problem
our Supreme Court has played with
the last 20 years without any defin-
ite path being hewn, so I am not
too confident that we can sit down
here in the legislative session and
fairly define all the rights of labor
and all the rights of management.

I am hesitant in taking your time
in pointing out to you the dozens of
inequities that come in the liberal
application of the law. 1 tried to do
it when the Meloon bill was first
presented. As I see it, 90% of the
things this bill provides are things
we sit around the conference table
and work out. I am not disturbed
about conditions that the union
shop has agreed to with employers
and employees, must be spelled out
by this legislature.

We have ability around the con-
ference table to work out these
things and particularly in the State
of Maine I think we have demon-
strated this ability. Again the spon-
sors of the bill have got to go out
of the State to find justification of
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this type of legislation in the State
of Maine in the year 1947. They
will seek in vain, I think, to find
a single industry in our State that
needs this type of legislation, and
on the other side, management and
employers can point to this bill and
tell you dozens of conditions they
do not agree in collective bargaining
practice that you seek to put in by
legislative action. As I indicated
in_ earlier debate, these things are
being considered at the national
level and when you consider sub-
stantially all organized employees
of the State are working for em-
ployers in interstate commerce, and
therefore, are subject to federal
laws, T am sure this problem is go-
ing to be solved and solved satis-
factorily at the federal level, and
I sincerely hope on the basic rea-
sons I submitted on the Meloon bill,
that the motion of the Senator from
Kennebec, Senator Hopkins, does
not prevail.

Mr. HOPKINS: Mr. Presi@ent, I
am sure I hope the Senator is cor-
rect when he says that labor prob-
lems will be solved on a federal
level. I, too, hope they will be solved
on the federal level. But even then
there is need for this type of legis-
lation on the State level. He is cor-
rect in stating that the principal
industries of Maine are in interstate
commerce and subject to federal
law, but there are substantial num-
bers that are not. I like to think that
the State of Maine has leadership
and that we have the courage to
look at this problem and to enact
legislation which we think is needed.
It will be quite a long time before
the labor difficulties in the country
are adjusted. There is not consis-
tency In the various states in the
handling of labor problems. I am
certain that if the monopolistic
practices continue in labor, we shall
see our prices go so high and pro-
duction will begin to suffer and we
will be out of balance and the whole
nation will suffer. The point I make
and which I have made over and
over again—I don’t think we can
set up a labor monopolies so they
can bargain even on statewide level
and still maintain our freely com-
petitive industrial system. That is
the principal reason I have advo-
cated these bills here this year.
They seem to me to be good meas-
ures and I think they should be put
on the books. They are not anti-
labor bills, as I see them. They are
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not against the worker, though I
know they are not what the labor
union leaders wants. The worker will
eventually understand that they are
for the protection of the public, the
employees, and the employers, and
that the interests of all three are
intimately bound together. Such
laws constitute what we know to be
necessary in order to continue the
free economy under which this coun-
try has operated and under which
we hope to continue.

Mr. SPEAR of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I do not think that this
legislation is expedient at this time.
I didn’t sign either report for that
reason. I didn’t want to sign a sep-
arate report. There is a bill going
to the voters that all parties and
groups can vote for or against and
if this legislation should pass it
seems to me it would further com-
plicate matters, and for that reason
I shall not vote for the bill.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Kennebec, Sen-
ator Hopkins, to adopt the majori-
ty report of the committee.

A division of the Senate was had.

Five having voted in the affirma-
tive and twenty-one opposed, the
motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Haskell of Penobscot, the minority
report of the Committee “ought not
to pass” was adopted, in non-con-
currence.

Sent down for concurrence.

Taxation on Bill “An Act Impos-
ing a Personal Income Tax to Raise
Additional Revenue and Equalize
the Tax Burden,” (H. P. 1552) (L.
D. 1186) reported the same in a new
draft (H. P. 1742) (L. D. 1489) un-
der a new title, Bill “An Act Im-
pesing a Personal Income Tax to

Raise Additional Revenue,” and
that it ought to pass.

(signed)
Senator: HASKELL of Penobscot

Representatives:
BURGESS of Limestone
ELLIOTT of Corinth
BURTON of Milo
LOMBARD of Yarmouth
Report “B” of the same Commit-
tee on the same subject matter re-
ported that the same ought not to
pass.
(signed)
Senators: NOYES of Hancock
ELA of Somerset
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Representatives:
JORDAN of Saco
MORISON of Wilton

Comes from the House, Report
“A” read and accepted, and the
bill in new draft passed to be en-
grossed.

In the Senate:

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, I move acceptance of
the minority report, “ought not to
pass”. Briefly, I will explain to the
Senate why I voted “ought not to
pass” on this measure. In the first
place, I would have it understood
that I am not opposed to an in-
come tax. I do feel that the in-
come tax that we now have is al-
ready too high, therefore I cannot
consistently vote to increase that
tax. There are many here who dis-
agree but it is my contention that
when the income tax reaches a
certain level it tends to remove the
incentive for a man to go out and
take chances with his money and
effort to make money, it is a bad
situation, and I believe we have
reached that stage in our present
high level of income taxes in this
country. True, there are other
countries with higher income taxes
than ours but I ask you, who would
like to swap places?

I remember back in the campaign
of 1932 when a certain gentleman
was running for President for the
first time he stated in his campaign
very effectively that taxes are paid
by the sweat of the brow of every
man who labors. That is true of
the majority of taxes regardless of
whether sales tax or income tax—
it is the laboring man who is foot-
ing the bill, and it is my conten-
tion that the federal government
instead of going into the high level
of income taxes and had gone into
the same tax field the demand for
government services would not be
as great as they are today.

I point out to you in that con-
nection that this country of ours
and especially the New England
States are founded on a basis of
local self-government, and let me
point out to you that local self
government today is costing the
people about $40 per capita and
government at a state level about
$50 per capital, and the federal
government with a budget of thirty-
three, thirty-five, or thirty-seven
million dollars figures over $200 per
capita. Our government is becom-
ing top-heavy from the national
level and if the prosperity of this
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country is to continue there has
got to be some local responsibility
and local government, and the fed-
eral government costs today brought
nearer into line,

There is also this to be said here
about income tax in the State of
Maine. We have thousands of
people who have moved to Maine
in the past because we haven't an
income tax. Hancock County has
a large percent of those people and
we collect inheritance taxes when
those people die, and it will yield
the State roughly a million dollars
a year, and I question whether at
this time following w@a period of
prosperity in which we have found
a great many people in this country
have become wealthy during the
war, those people are going to be
looking for a place to live and if
the State of Maine can offer a
place to live, and no income tax,
there is one additional incentive
for those people to come to Maine,
and we are going to get some of
those people.

Another point to be considered
in levying an income tax on the
State of Maine, it would be neces-
sary for us to duplicate the federal
set-up. The administration and
collection of an income tax in the
State of Maine would be as great
or greater than it would be to ad-
minister a wsales tax. For these
reasons and for the further rea-
son that I believe it is time we
buried some of the tax bills. I
hope the motion to accept the min-
ority report prevails.

Mr. ELA of Somerset: Mr. Presi-
dent, in view of the consideration
of another tax measure, I move at
this time that this bill be laid on
the table pending consideration of
either report.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Somerset,
Senator Ela, that the report and
accompanying papers lie on the
table pending the motion of the
Senator from Hancock, Senator
Noyes, to adopt the minority
“ought not to pass” report.

'A viva voce vote being had, the
motion prevailed.

Order
On motion by Mr.
Aroostook, it was
‘ORDERED, that the Secretary of
the Senate be directed to send
flowers to the Honorable Dwight

Welch of
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Dorsey who is in the hospital con-
valescing after an operation.

Senate Committee Report

Mr. Batchelder from the Com-
mittee on_Public Utilities on Bill
“An Act Creating a Sewer District
for Town of York,” (S. P. 450) (L.
D. 1254) reported the same in a
new draft, (S. P. 550) (L. D. 1497)
under the same title, and that it
ought to pass.

Which report was read and
adopted, the bill read once and
under suspension of the rules.

Orders of the Day

On motion by Mr. Batchelder of
York, the Senate voted to take from
the table Senate Report from the
Committee on Motor Vehicles, Ma-
jority Report “Ought to Pass”; Mi-
nority Report “Ought Not to Pass”
onn bill, An Act Relating to Height
and Width of Motor Vehicles and
Trailers (H. P. 1573) tabled by that
Senator on March 21st pending
adoption of either report.

Mr. BATCHELDER of York: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, this bill calls for an increase of
width of six inches as to body and
chassis for busses from the present
standard of 96 inches. In the earl-
ier days of our state highway sys-
tem the pavements were 12 or 14
feet wide, and as the use of our
highways has increased, so has the
width of our highways increased.

Much of our mileage is 20 feet
or more in width, especially on main
routes starting at our Maine border
and extending to some of our cities
the entire roadway is at least 20
feet in width.

Motor busses are now limited to
96 inches in width, and this is out-
moded in that this legislation was
enacted in earlier days of our state
highway system. Then it was lib~-
eral; today it is obsolete for much
of our highways. If 96 inches was
a safe limit for busses in the early
years of state highway systems, a
bus only six inches wider, operated
on our present highways several
feet wider certainly presents no in-
creased hazard today or tomorrow.
The slight additional width will
provide for many additional ele-
ments of safety.

A greater width of seat or aisle
will help avoid certain types of mis-
haps and accidents. Increased width
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of the bus will permit the tires to
be spaced further from the axle
center and increase resistance to
overturning. Brakes could be made
larger and wider. Tires could be
spaced further apart to provide for
cooler operation and decrease the
danger from blowouts. Spring cen-
ters could be increased, which would
create greater resistance to side
sway, decrease danger and increase
riding comfort.

A bus of 102 inch width, using
wider tires, would have less impact
upon the highway. This would still
further reduce highway wear, as
well as increase public safety by
minimizing the tendency to skid on
wet or icy pavements. A wider bus
will also permit the use of tires
of greatly improved design and
strength.

For the many communities and
traveling public that have no other
means of transportation a few inch-
es more in bus width, to allow wider
seats and wider aisles, will mean
much greater comfort.

It may be said that some of our
bus lines are not asking this addi-
tional increase in width and are
well satisfied with our present law
of 96 inches width, yet there are
others who recognize and Dbelieve
the tendency of the traveling pub-
lic is for more modern convenience
if it can be accomplished with safe-
ty. The Eastern Greyhound Bus
Company, now operating upon our
highways recognize this need and
desire legislation which will allow
them to build and construct better
busses.

The intercity bus industry does
not desire to operate wider busses
over highways that are not suited
to their operation, and with this
in mind if the majority report of
the committee is accepted I promise
to offer an amendment to limit the
use of wider busses to highways of
20 feet or more in width, and not
permitting their use upon highways
of lesser width except if permission
is first obtained from our Public
Utilities Commission. This, I be-~
lieve, removes much of the objec-
tionable features from the bill.

It may be argued that much of
our highway system is under 20
feet in width, and this may be so
in the northern part of our state
but in the southeast part of our
state which is.the gateway through
which much of our tourists and
traveling public enters from our
more populated communities of ad-
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joining states, and for distances
greatly into the interior of our
state, we have the 20 feet width of
highway.

With that in mind, I would say
that going over Route One from
Kittery to Brunswick, the highway,
as I understand it, is 20 feet wide
or more. Coming from Portland
through Lewiston I understand the
width to be 20 feet or more. There
is a small stretch of road in the
vicinity of Winthrop which is 18
feet in width. As I understand it,
there is some road in the process of
construction and when that is com-
pleted it will leave approximately
three miles of road not completed.
As I understand it, plans are under
way to complete that road through
Winthrop so it will take care of
practically all of that road with 20
feet or more in width. This would
permit busses to operate over that
road through to Augusta. Now from
Augusta to Bangor, as I understand
it, there is only approximately about
5.3 miles of highway 18 feet or more
so it leaves the great proportion of
the highways 20 or more feet wide
from Kittery to Bangor. I under-
stand it is so practically through to
Ellsworth.

It may be said that some of our
adjoining states have not as yet
enacted this legislation and there-
fore would be of no value to us
as they would not be able to reach
our state, yet I say to you, all
states do not and cannot enact
legislation at the same time and
some states have to be the first
with others following. We have had
similar barriers affecting our trucks
both as to weight and length and
have come to recognize much of this
is wrong, and now seek to correct
this legislation.

Now, the amendment which I
propose to offer calls for a width of
102 inches of busses with this ad-
dition at the bottom: “Provided,
however, that no passenger bus
which is wider than 96 inches over
all shall be operated upon any way
or bridge, the traveled portion of
which is less than 20 feet in width,
without first obtaining a permit
from the public utilities commis-
sion to operate upon such way or
bridge. The public utilities com-
mission shall, in its discretion, de-
termine whether or not such per-
mits shall be granted and the
length of time for which such per-
mits shall be granted.
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Now, if the report of the com-
mittee, the majority report, is ac-
cepted, I propose to offer this
amendment. At this time I move
the adoption of the “ought to pass”
report.

Mr. DUNBAR of Washington: Mr,
President and fellow Senators, I
hope that the motion of the Senator
from York, Senator Batchelder will
not prevail, and when the vote is
taken I ask that it be taken by a
division. Perhaps it may be well at
this time to give you a little history
on this bill which I consider purely
private and special legislation in
that a similar bill of this nature was
before this legislature in the session
of 1945, and was very emphatically
turned down and we have it back
here today sponsored by the same
party that sponsored it two years
ago; namely, the Grey Hound Bus
line that operates busses through-
out the greater portion of the United
States, a foreign corporation, if you
please, with offices located in Cleve-
land, in the State of Ohio.

No bus line operating within the
State of Maine has asked for this
legislation. They are, as I under-
stand 1it, all opposed to it and op-
posed to it for the reason that this
legislation does not make for safety
upon the highways of this state.

I realize that this legislature has
become more or less of a trucking
legislature and that little interest
has been paid up to now, to the
great traveling public back home,
and it is for that group this morn-
ing that I want to speak, and in
speaking for them, I am speaking
for myself because I use the high-
way in Maine in traveling in an
automobile and I want to travel
with what degree of safety I can
and at the same time give to the
trucking interests the rights they
ought to have. I checked with the
Secretary of State’s office this morn-
ing and found that up to now they
have issued in this state approxi-
mately 152,000 licenses for registered
automobiles and that they expect
before the session is over that that
figure will go to 165,000 and it is for
those people traveling as I have said,
upon the highways of the State
that I want to speak today.

The good Senator from York,
Senator Batchelder has told you
that if this motion prevails and this
bill passes, he intends to offer an
amendment to the bill that they
cannot operate on highways less
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than 20 feet in width unless by
special permit of the Public Utili-
ties Commission. Well, that in itself
is an admission that the original bill
is wrong to start with, and the
amendment, Senators, to my mind,
does not lessen the hazard, not a
single bit. And he says, if I under-
stand the amendment, that it limits
it to 20 feet in width on the traveled
portion of the highway. Now the first
question that comes to my mind is,
what is the traveled portion of a
highway? I wonder whether or not
in this proposed amendment there
is not a serious joker that we will
be led into a trap. Naturally you all
probably say at the beginning that
the traveled highway is the tarred
portion or the macadam portion or
the cement portion, and the shoulder
outside is not the- traveled portion
of the highway. Well, our Court has
not yet, if I am reliably informed,
has not yet ruled upon that question
so if the court should rule that the
traveled portion of the highway is
not only the treated surface but
the shoulder outside also, then you
have got 20 feet of highway and
would be operating busses upon the
treated surface that was less than
20 feet wide. I say that the shoulder
of the road is the traveled portion
of the highway and but for those
traveled portions of the highway,
the shoulder of the road—only yes-
terday in riding to the capitol and
within two miles of here, between
here and Belfast, the car in which I
was riding and which was driven by
Representative Haywood, was forced
off the treated surface of the road,
and if we had not taken to the
shoulder of the road, we would have
been run into by two trucks. So we
were using the shoulder of the road
for the highway and fortunately for
usftthat shoulder of the road was not
soft.

Senator Batchelder has said that
when this width was set up, it was
years ago and we have outmoded
it, and we ought to change it. but
the other 46 states of the union
have not outmoded it and when you
roll into Massachusetts and see the
beautiful wide highways that they
have there, that state is not allow-
Ing more than eighteen feet of bus
or of trucks and only on April 1,
1946, the American Association of
State Highway Officials adopted this
as their policy. On page five when
it gets down to the standard recom-
mended width as follows: “No ve-
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hicle, unladen or with load shall
have a total outside width in ex-
cess of 96 inches.” That is what
they say if you are going to travel
the road with safety.

I have said here this winter and
I am permitting for the sake of the
trucking interest in Maine a longer
truck, I believe going from 40 feet
to 45 feet, a higher truck and a
truck that increases the load over-
all from 40,000 pounds to 50,000
pounds. I don’t know what the
effect of that is going to be. I am
fearful of it. I am fearful of such
a truck passing across the bridge
in the town of Caribou for instance,
but I don’t want to go further and
permit busses carrying live cargo,
not dead cargo, trying to pass each
other upon the roads of this state.
They are fortunate in York County
and Cumberland County and I am
glad for them. Because of the set-
up in our highway system they
were able to get their roads built
sooner and wider than we in the
rest of the state. I think the sys-
tem was right and proper.

The Greyhound Bus line travels
from Kittery to St. Stephens in the
Province of New Brunswick across
the bridge from Calais. Let me tell
you what we have down there., From
Ellsworth to Calais is 121.30 miles
and in that distance of 121 miles,
we have only 29.50 miles of 20 foot
highway. The rest of it runs from
13.20 miles of 16 foot highway, 5.80
miles of 17 foot highway, 54.80 miles
of 18 foot highway and 16.10 miles
of 19 foot highway. That is the
situation down there. Are you going
to leave us a chance down there
s0 that we can got out in our own
automobiles and have a chance to
travel with some degree of safety,
or are you going to vote to put on
us and this state, requested by this
foreign corporation alone, without
the busses in Maine wanting it,
what really amounts to eighteen and
a half feet of busses?

Now this is peculiar legislation
and an outside corporation, a for-
eign corporation comes to our state
asking for this privilege, to operate
these busses 102 inches in width
over our narrow highways as we
have them in Maine, and in doing
so they know, Senators, that there
are only two states that permit over
96 inches of busses, or eight feet as
applied likewise to trucks, and those
two states are Tennessee and Ver-
mont. If you should pass this law



1624

today and it should become opera-
tive today, the Greyhound Bus
could not get on to the highway of
the State of Maine because they
could not come across either Massa-
chusetts or New Hampshire into
Maine. What they would have to
do if they wanted to give the people
of this state the benefit of a wider
bus, would be to have their bus left
in Kittery, and when the 96 inch
bus rolled into Kittery, the driver
thereof would say to his passengers
“All change for all points east. You
will now be accommodated by wid-
er and more comfortable busses
over more dangerous highways.”

Now if I am informed correctly,
the U. S. engineers have said that
with our present width of eight feet
of trucks, busses which should have
at least, for safe traffic and safe
travel to the rest of the public, a
roadway at least 24 feet wide for
clearance purposes. You want to
remember this and you undoubtedly
do, that busses are carrying a live
cargo and they are passing each
other often. In addition to the
eight foot bus, which results in six-
teen feet when they pass each
other, they have also a mirror stick-
ing out of the bus that will be nine
to ten inches more on each Dbus.
That would be a foot and a half
so you have eighteen and a half
feet of bus trying to pass each other
on a 20 foot highway, and busses
won’t take to the shoulder of the
road. They don’t dare to do it with
that live cargo.

I found some Senators, and I
have talked with them who are go-
ing along with this bill. They say,
“We are in a box. We are going
along with it because we want
eight and a half foot trucks with
load. I don’t like it. I don’t like
this bus proposition but unless I go
along with the bus people I am
afraid we may not get the other.”
I am reminded of the slogan in the
campaign of 1924 and that came
from a good friend of mine from
York County who in appealing to
his Republican friends who felt be-
cause of the Klan issue that was
then before them, to keep the party
in line “Hold your nose and vote
the ticket” so I cannot help from
feeling as I have talked with those
Senators who want eight and a half
feet of truck with load saying, “I
don’t like it but I am going to hold
my nose and vote for it.”

There is a difference there if you
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would analyze it. There is a wide
difference between busses loaded
with passengers and passing each
other, and a truck that has a load
of eight and a half feet, because
that truck load is either going to
the mill to unload its load or to the
depot to put it on the train. They
are going in one direction carrying
eight and a half feet but the empty
truck is going back carrying eight
feet which makes a considerable
difference.

I don’t want to speak too long.
I know when I stood up here that
every one of you knew just how
you were going to vote. It is really
a waste of time, of energy and of
breath to try to convince anyone
here but I do want it in the record
for the future, that I believe in
safety on our highways. We have
by-laws in this state to make the
highways more safe for travel and
let’s not say to those 155,000 people
who are now operating automobiles
“Get off the road, the bus is com-
ing, the eight and a half foot truck
with load is coming. Get off or
else take to a baby Austin or a
scooter.

Mr. BATCHELDER: Mr, Presi-
dent, I notice in the remarks made
by the Senator from Washington,
Senator Dunbar, he mentioned the
traveled portion of the highway. I
might say why it was not stated it
is the hard surface part, is due to -
the fact that if pieces of road are
in repair it might not be possible
to have something to determine
them. In talking with the highway
department, I understand the
traveled portion of the highway is
recognized as that portion which
has a solid base and not the
shoulders, which may be quite safe
but on which it might not be pos-
sible for anyone to run a car with-
out the possibility of getting into
the ditch.

I notice he says there are two
states in the Union with similar
laws, but I understand there are
other states that have passed such
legislation and there are legisla-
tures before whom a similar bill
is pending, and possibly there may
be several enacted a little later. At
the present time a bill is before the
New Hampshire legislature but as
yet I don’t know as any action has
been taken in relation to it.

It has been mentioned, the fact
that we have come here with
amendments, that this bill in its
original form is wrong. I say if
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that is the case practically all legis-
lation we have put out in this legis-
lature is more or less wrong. A
great many bills come before our
committees and have to be amended
there and are amended in both
branches. If it has not so it would
be practically impossible to pass
any legislation.

I understand it was mentioned
that many of our highways are
quite narrow. That is true. Quot-
ing the American Association of
State Highway Officials, I might
say ‘they recognize the fact that
many unimproved roads are not
96 inches and that being so they
have stated that with, meaning
trucks, should not be operated with
wider width.

A few days ago our good Sena-
tors offered an amendment to al-
low six inches on the right hand
side of trucks to permit hauling
pulp and logwood. That legisla-
tion later was defeated. It has
been said here the American As-
sociation of State Highway Offi-
cials recommends operating busses
on a 24-foot wide road. If I under-
stand correctly, and I believe I
have the same booklet the Senator
was quoting from, I might read
what they say: “The highway
transportation congress held in
Washington in September 1946
adopted a declaration supporting,
in program of the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway Officials
and recommending the wider bus.
This has become part of the gen-
eral program of the National High-
way Users Conference. Your com-
mittee recommends the adoption at
the coming sessions of the state
legislatures of laws permitting the
operation of intercity buses 102
inches wide. Vehicles of this width
shall be restricted in their opera-
tion to those highway routes where
the highway surfaces is 20 feet or
more wide and they shall operate
on highway segments of less width
only with the expressed permission
of the state highway authorities.”

I believe it is in line with the
proposed amendment I will at-
tempt to offer if this majority re-
port is accepted.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, T hate to oppose the Sen-
ator from York, Senator Batchel-
der, but I believe this legislation
is unnecessary. It is for one com-
pany outside of the State and un-
der our regulations they are not
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allowed to pick up passengers in
the State of Maine to deliver in
the State of Maine. They must
pick them up outside the State.
They can drop them in the State.
They can pick them up here as
long as they are delivering them
outside of the State. The one trip
that they take is from Kittery up
to St. Stephens. It is admitted by
everybody that the road from Kit-
tery to St. Stephens is not wide
enough for them to travel. In
other words, not only have they
got to change drivers at the border
because they cannot go through
New Hampshire, but when they get
somewhere on the road, perhaps
Bangor, they have got to shift
again and put the passengers on
a narrow bus and go the rest of
the way.

Other companies in the State of
Maine are satisfied with the pres-
ent law. I believe Maine, of course,
should show leadership but I can-
not see any reason why this is
leadership to allow a company to
transport buses in here by rail to
Kittery than can be used on a very
short portion of our road and have
to shuttle back and forth as test
runs for the rest of the country.
If they want to make this run, let
them make it in Massachusetts or
New Jersey or New York where
they have great, wide, beautiful
highways, and not here in Maine
where our highways are not suf-
ficiently wide to handle these bus-
es

Mr. DAVIS of York: Mr. Presi-
dent, we believe the roads in our
section of the State at least, over
which the buses run, are well able
to take care of this desired increase
in width and I am quite sure any-
one who has used this mode of
travel would not have any objection
to increased room in the buses and
I would remind the Senator from
Washington, Senator Dunbar, that
there is a turnpike being built
which I believe you will agree will
be able to take care of this in-
creased width.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I disagree with one statement
that Senator Dunbar made and that
was the one where he said that he
did not believe anyone could change
any votes of the Senators present.
I believe the Senators, if they had
the facts which we had presented
before us at the Motor Vehicles
Committee public hearing would
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certainly vote against this bill and
I will give you those facts as they
were presented to us and the facts
which prompted me to sign the Mi-
nority Report “Ought Not to Pass.”

Now this bill, as has been pointed
out to you, has been with us for
many, many sessions of the legisla-
ture. It happened we had the bill
in 1945 and it was rather strange
to me, at least, that the State High-
way Commission two years ago op-
posed this bill very strenuously and
rightfully so, and they opposed it
on the basis of safety of the public.
They pointed out to us that the
roads in Maine are narrow in most
cases and not suitable for a wider
bus. They pointed out to us that
under snow conditions which exist
here in Maine are such that on a
twenty foot road in the winter there
usually was less than sixteen feet
that was usable during the snow
period in winter. They pointed out
to us that in the ploughing of our
roads there is bound to be an addi-
tion to the height of the edge of the
road which will throw the bus into
a dangerous angle when passing an-
other, so that where you have two
busses or two trucks passing they
will incline toward the center of the
road and create a much wider width
than the actual width of the bus
or truck.

Those conditions have not chang-
ed. We have not constructed any
roads since 1945. We are still
ploughing our roads in the same
manner. The same dangercus con-
ditions are there and I was rather
amazed that the Highway Commis-
sion did not oppose this bill at this
time. Also in opposition two years
ago -was the State Highway Police.
They have always opposed this bill
on a standpoint of safety. I think
the only reason they did not oppose
it this year was because of the ill-
ness of Lieutenant Shaw, who was
unable to be there, but who has
since registered his opposition to the
bill. Those facts were presented to
the committee along with other
facts which were these: That the
Maine bus lines are perfectly satis-
fied with the present width and are
very much opposed to any addition
on the standpoint of safety. They
gave us repeated instances of busses
of their own which in passing an-
other vehicle, particularly trucks or
other busses, had had the rear view
mirror stripped from their bus and
they said the maintenance of rear
view mirrors was a costly problem.
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When a bus passes so closely as to
strip the rear view mirror from an-
other bus, that is getting too close
for the safety of the occupants.

We have produced figures, as Sen-
ator Dunbar has given you, of the
narrowness of some of our roads in
Maine. These facts are absolutely
true and it will be years bhefore we
can correct this situation and until
such time does arrive I don’t think
this law is expedient.

‘When other states with much
wider roads have seen fit to keep
the 96 inch width, I don’t think in
this case we should lead the way
in changing this width. In this
amendment I don’t agree that this
would help the situation. You still
have bottlenecks on every highway
north of Portland, over which these
busses operate and these bottlenecks
consist of eighteen feet or less of
traveled road. In the city of Au-
gusta the main route to Waterville
on which busses have to operate, has
five miles at least of 18 foot ma-
cadam surface and this 18 foot sur-
face is in such bad condition that
I doubt if there is sixteen feet of
passable macadam surface in any
portion of that five miles. Any of
these roads which the busses will
travel on will be very heavily trav-
eled because they are main arteries
and as you know, no bus travels
with a minimum amount of speed.
I never encountered one unless there
was traffic on the road and I would
like to point out to you in a report
from the Highway Police in regards
to _motor accidents. In one por-
tion of the report it says that side
swiped collision constitutes the larg-
est number of accidents involving
motor vehicles. The other point we
were concerned with in committee
was the point which has been men-
tioned of other truck bills in here
regarding the height, weight and
width of trucks. We have one major
bill which involves two of the fac-
tors, but not the width. These truck
companies told the committee they
would very much have liked to ask
for an extra six inches of width but
felt that the roads in Maine were
not in proper condition for them to
ask for that privilege.

If you do grant this to the bus
companies I am quite sure that
next session of the legislature you
will be confronted with a request by
the truck operators for an extra
six inches of width and I would like
to point out to you that to the
truck interest, that extra six inches
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is pay load and would make a sub-
stantial increase in revenue, but the
extra six inches to the bus is not
pay load—they cannot get in any
more seats by increasing the width
—they can get more comfort but I
don’t think that comfort should be
put against safety. I would rather
arrive slightly cramped and in one
piece than run the risk of accident.

I don’t believe that this Senate
is going to vote to take upon them-
selves the responsibility of putting
on the books of this state legis-
lation which may result in the death
or injury of some of the people of
the state. I would like to point
out to you just how, you as Sena-
tors, would feel if after passing
this law, there should be a serious
bus accident involving a bus of 102
inches—and if there is an accident
it will be serious—and that you
would feel that it was your re-
sponsibility, that you had voted to
create the condition which had
caused the accident. I personally
don’t wish to do so and that is one
of the reasons why I signed the
Minority Report “Ought Not to
Pass” and I hope that the motior
of the Senator from York, Senator
Batchelder will not prevail.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Penobscot:
Mr. President and Senators, The
Senator from Washington, Senator
Dunbar, said something about hold-
ing your nose and voting. I did it
once this session on the beautiful
bill that would add six inches to
thought if other things were being
the right side of the truck. 1
added, I thought I might as well
add logs also. I am glad the House
was not disposed to pass it.

I don’t think buses are in the
same category. This amendment is
asking that on the highways they
could operate eight foot, six inch
buses safely. Now, we have talked
a lot about rtarrow roads. We are
operating trucks elght foot
width on any road in the State of
Maine. I have nothing against 1t
We all like to do it. It is an eco-
nomic necessity of the Stata I
think you will find the trend is get-
ting so you are going to operate
and have a width of 81 feet. I
think it is pointed out to you that
it would be safe to operate an 8%
foot vehicle, in fact, much more
safely than you can operate an 8
foot on many other roads in the
State such as those roads in the
county of my good friend tne Sen-
ator from ‘Washington, Senator
Dunbar, and in my own county. I
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cannot see anything so bad about
this particular act. It is true, ap-
parently, tl.ey cannot operate a bus
0I this size at the present time
until another Stute, New Hamp
shire, passes a similar bill.

I think it is amusing that we ra-
fer to Maine and Vermont as states
that hold to themselves, but Ver-
mont has already enacted this leég-
islation. I think maybe it is one
time we could go along with Ver-
mont, and the reason I would,
would be this: As I understand it,
the Greyhound bus lines bring lots
of tourists to the State of Maine,
especially that section south of
Portland, and return them to their
homes. If they wish to produce
more comfortable buses I think we
should be with them to do it and
give them the opportunity because
certainly we do want the tourist
trade to come to Maine, and so
let’s not erect barriers against any
comfort in fraveling by bus.

Mr. McKUSICK of Piscataquis:
Mr. President and memipers of the
Senate, I also signed the minority
report “ought not to pass” and my
reasons for signing it have been
pretty thoroughly brought out both
by the proponents and opponents.
I would call your attention to the
old saying that a chain is only as
strong as its weakest link, and it
has been brought out that these
are through bus lines and there are
many narrow places in the roads,
and I think the narrow places in
the roads should be the determin-
ing factor to decide the width of
the through buses.

Another thing the Senator from
Penobscot, Senator Williams, just
mentioned in regard to operating
trucks on narrow highways — 1
would call to his attention those
trucks are not operating on sched-
ules. It is possible for them vo
slow down for a car to pass them
but through buses are operating on
a schedule and are obliged to make
certain time, and they operate quite
rapidly to make the time and pass
other conveyances at full speed,
which makes necessary a wide road
in order to have complete safety.
For those reasons I wish to defend
my stand.

Mr. DUNBAR: Mr. President, in
answer to the Senator from Penob-
scot, Senator Williams, in which he
attempted to joke about the amend-
ment I orfered to the trucking bill
of the extra six inches on the
right hand side of the truck, please
let me say it was not my idea. It
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didn’t originate with me. It origi-
nated with a trucking man and he
was a gentleman from my own
county, Mr. George Frye, who said
to me and the  chairman of the
highway commission that it was the
way he always hauled—six inches
more on the right hand side. I took
it up with people around the legis-
lature representing the trucking in-
terests and they agreed to the
amendment and they took it up
with engineers and they reported
it would not be an unsafe.thing to
do. I was informed the Great
Northern Paper Companhy have
been hauling that way all the time,
so after all, it was not such a
joker amendment.

One other thing I overlooked in
my original talk to you—if you are
going to create this hazard, you are
going to get more accidents,—and
I feel you are going to get them—
the insurance companies have got
to pay more insurance to people
who become injured, or property
that becomes damaged, and those
insurance companies are not going
to lose a single penny because if the
hazard and damages and injuries
increase in the State of Maine, your
insurance rates which you pay on
your automobile will likewise in-
crease.

Mr. CROSS: Mr. President, I as-

sure you, and the members of the
Senate, I will be very brief. I did
want to point out the fact which the
committee has taken into consider-
ation on those pulpwood trucks we
hear about. We consider it has ab-
solutely no bearing on the present
problem. The buses travel on the
main highways of the State, such
as they are, and at high speed. The
pulpwood trucks operate primarily
on the back roads where traffic is
very light and where speed is not a
factor, and certainly buses traveling
at 50 and 60 miles an hour and
trucks loaded with pulpwood trave-
ling at 20 or 25 miles an hour are
two entirely different things. The
speed limit on trucks, as you know,
is 25 miles an hour on the open
highway.
. I still believe that this legislature
is here to legislate for the health,
peace and safety of the majority of
the people of the State of Maine
and I don’t think we should vote
for legislation which will affect a
minority of the people to the detri-
ment of the health, peace and safety
—particularly the safety—of the
majority of the people on the roads
today.
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The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from York, Senator
Batchelder, to adopt the majority
report of the committee. The Sen-
ator from Washington, Senator
Dunbar, has requested a division.

A division of the Senate was had.

Eleven having voted in the affir-
mative and nineteen opposed, the
motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. Cross
of Kennebec, the Senate voted to
accept the minority report of the
committee “ought not to pass.”

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Ela of Somer-
set, the Senate voted to take from
the table House Report from the
Committee on Taxation, Report A
(Ought to pass in new draft as
L. D. 1489); Report B “Ought Not
to Pass” on bill, An Act Imposing
a Personal Income Tax to Raise
Additional Revenue and Equalize
the Tax Burden (H. P. 1552) (L. D.
1186) tabled by that Senator earlier
in today’s session pending the mo-
tion of the Senator from Hancock,
Senator Noyes, that the Senate
adopt the Minority Report “Ought
Not to Pass”.

Mr. ELA of Somerset: Mr., Presi-
dent, at the time that I tabled this
bill, the other major tax bill was in
an active status but has since been
tabled waiting the action of the
Senate on this one so it would seem
wise to state my motion on this one
to take it off the table.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I rise in opposition to the mo-
tion of Senator Noyes and my
reasons for doing this are sub-
stantially that I think this bill
ought to be passed to the engrossing
state in the Senate” and go back
to the other Body for their con-
sideration. Realizing it is too late,
I will try to be brief and tell you
that I have the permission of the
Senate members of the Committee
on Appropriations to attempt to
give you a resume of their appro-
priation figures as nearly as they
are up to date.

You have in your books, L. D.
1475 which is the tentative appro-
priation measure and calls for gen-
eral fund appropriation of, in round
figures, $38,400,000; general revenue
for the next two years $39,400,000
again in round figures, so that if
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the Appropriation Committee has
correctly estimated income and if
the appropriation provided for in
that report are accepted by the
legislature we would appear to be a
million dollars in the black in the
general fund for the biennium.

However, L. D. 1475 does not in-
clude, again in round figures, items
of two million dollars that were
temporarily and correctly left out
of the bill and those are the pension
items which were left out pending
the action of the legislature on a
bill to correct certain inequities that
is in the process of consideration.
So that since at least a million per
year of this that is left out is basic,
the appropriation bill when finally
passed appears to be a million dol-
lars in the red without any con-
sideration whatever of any of the
new expenditure bills being con-
sidered by this legislature. I apolo-
gize for citing these expenditure
problems but I think they are essen-
tial in the consideration of any
revenue measure.

Now on the table in the Senate
are bills calling for appropriation of
$8,000,000 having been enacted in
the other branch and tabled here
pending final enactment. In pro-
cess there are a million two hun-
dred thousand dollars of additional
bills and they include several essen-
tial ones, one of the major ones
being the amount of money neces-
sary to collect on these major taxes,
another being money for legislative
expense, another being the Pownal
bill and there is still another group
with “Ought Not to Pass” reports
including the medical school at the
University of Maine, Freedom Acad-
emy, Portland Junior College and
so forth.

Starting off with a million odd
deficiency and using your own good
judgment as to how much of this
eight million will likely be Killed,
it seems to me that enough of the
bills not at the enacting stage are
going to be passed or are destined
to be passed so that in considering
revenue measures we should be
considering measures to the tune of
about nine million dollars for the
biennium. In addition to that there
is a real problem—and I think the
Appropriation Committee recognizes
that problem and that is the ac-
curacy of the forecasted revenue.
They have a budget of $14,700,000
as income from liquor. That is
within a hundred thousand dollars
of what we are likely to get in the
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two years that end next June and
I think there is a real question as
to whether liquor revenues for the
next biennium will be within a hun-
dred thousand dollars which is less
than one percent of what have
been the last two years. And as
evidence of that, for the last three
weeks, we saw in the week of April
12, liquor revenues dropped ten and
a half percent, in the week of the
19th twenty-five percent, and in the
week of the 26th seven percent.
There was a seasonal factor involved
in the twenty-five percent, but I
think it is fair to say that cur-
rently liquor revenues in Maine are
running five to ten percent off from
what they were in the corresponding
period of last year. So there may be
a real doubt as to the safe ac-
curacy of the income estimate of
$39,400,000. Put them all together
and I think this legislature is going
to wind up facing a problem that
will have a minimum of nine mil-
lion dollars.

In speaking in opposition to the
motion of Senator Noyes that the
“Ought Not to Pass” report of this
bill be adopted, I believe that the
other branch of this Ilegislature
should continue to have before it
for its consideration, both the sales
tax and the income tax bills. I
don’t mean by that that both tax
bills must be passed. Both taxes
are necessary only if the state is
to take itself out of the nine million
six hundred thousand dollar take
which we received from real prop-
erty in the municipalities but cer-
tainly one or the other has got to
be passed if these estimates have
any accuracy and if this legislature
wants to pass any of the bills which
are piled up here on the Senate
table, having seen the effort in both
branches to kill those that seem to
some of us less desirable and hav-
ing seen them fail to pass, I am
one who is confident that we should
face the issue.

Now to debate the merits of the
sales tax versus income tax, is of
course, another problem and I have
been reminded several times that it
is a problem of the lower branch
but in their consideration over
there I think they may be impressed
by the fact that while 24 states now
impose a sales tax, 31 states im-
pose an income tax. I think they
may also be impressed over there
with the argument that the taxes
paid at the state level as income
taxes are deductible from the fed-
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eral tax reserve under your federal
taxes and probably some thirty or
forty percent of what the State of
Maine taxpayers pay as state in-
come tax will in effect be paid by
the federal government.

In the states imposing an income
tax the state capitols collect five
hundred millions of dollars and the
tax experts state that of that two
hundred millions of dollars are in
effect withheld from the federal
government so that those state
capitals are saying to the federal
government, “We are going to have
those dollars to spend on our state
services.”

I think that the other Body may
also be impressed with the fact
that there is justice and fairness
in imposing a tax to yield the dol-
lars necessary to support the serv-
ices to the people of the state who
want them, in a manner that is
fair to both the higher bracket
earning persons and the lower
bracket earning persons.

I think there will be a great deal
of opposition to insisting that all
of this need have new revenue com-
ing from a sales tax type of reve-
nue measure. I think there is a
great deal of justice in the argu-
ment that it is a retrogressive type
of tax where the persons in the
lower income bracket pays the high-
est percentage in the new tax
measure. What the lower branch,
or this branch in Committee of
Conference with the lower branch
will work out, we don’t know, but
I am very hopeful that this Senate
will accept the minority “Ought to
Pass” report and keep the bill alive
and send it back to the House so
they will not lose one of the two
major tools with which they can
solve the real problems that they
want to solve for the people, and
for that reason I hope the motion
will not prevail.

Mr. CLEAVES of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I am opposed to the
income tax bill but I would like to
make a little addition to the very
fine speech of the Senator from
Penobscot, Senator Haskell who so
ably presented to you the up-to-
date picture on our financial situa-
tion, but I believe this is the right
time to bring this in. I have asked
the liquor Commission to give me
in detail their rates of projection
and I will read one paragraph:
“Consequent]y, our current analy-
sis is that, if the Legislative Com-
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mittee on Appropriations is work-
ing on the $7,500,000 profit projec-
tion for the fiscal year of 1947-48,
the trend definitely denotes that
the actual income will be about
$300,000 short of that figure.”

So we may safely assume from
that that in the biennium we will
be $600,000 short of our projection
and I think I can say that will be
a minimum. I wanted to bring that
to the attention of the Senate to
use in their deliberations and con-
sideration of all of these tax bills.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I don’t intend to debate the
merit of this bill although I would
like to point out to you the very
obvious fact that a sales tax is not
only an income tax but is paid by
those least able to pay. Personally
if we have a choice of two evils, I
prefer the income tax. I do think
from the standpoint of procedure
and safety that we should go along
with Senator Haskell and keep this
bill alive for a few days more, a very
few days. I hope.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I wish to support
Senator Haskell in his move to keep
this bill alive. I do hope, though,
that he will, for the record, tell
what the estimated revenue from
the two bills might be, that is, from
1t:he income tax and from the sales
ax.

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. President,
provided the sales tax goes along
without any substantial change in
exemptions—and so far the action
in both branches has indicated that
there will not be any substantial
change-—the gross picture should be
at least $13,000,000 for the biennium.
I think $6,500,000 is the maximum
that we can safely expect from the
bhill with the present exemptions.
That doesn’t mean $13,000,000 avail-
able for the general fund because in
the sales tax bill there is a provi-
sion that only $3,500,000 or $7,000,000
for the blennlum will be available
for the general fund. The balance
is to be distributed to the towns in
proportion to population. I am not
disturbed by the fact that $7,000,000
appears to be less than the dollars
necessary because I am confident
that both branches will recognize
that you cannot operate with $7,-
000,000 and have it meet a $9,000,000
or $10000 000 need. I point it ‘out
as requiring an amendment of some
sort if the sales tax will solve the
problem.
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On the income tax side, it is writ-
ten with one to six percent rates,
and is more accurately estimated,
I think, in that we do have block
data on the federal tax returns and
are using a year which seems to be
closest in general economy to the
next two years; and the estimate is
$4 500 000 per year from the income

Mr NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, I don’t agree with the
Senator from Penobscot, Senator
Haskell, on the percentage of this
tax which has been saved to Maine
taxpayers because as he has told
you, $500,000,000 is collected by some
other states and some $200,000,000
is lost by the federal government as
the taxpayers deduct that amount
from income taxes. I would remind
the Senators it is due to the large
income bracket. When you get into
a State that has a great many peo-
ple of high income, where they are
in the high bracket with the federal
government taking 50% to 85% of
their income the Senator’s figures
would be true; but in the State of
Maine it is my contention that you
don’t have many of the higher in-
come. The income comes from low-
er income groups and the percent-
age will not be as high as the Sen-
ator estimated, in my opinion.

I further agree with the Senator
from Cumberland that an income
tax is fairer than a sales tax, but
at the same time I would remind
the Senate that the income tax i$
already up to $150,000,000 that the
federal government took from the
State of Maine last year. It seems
to me the people in those brackets
are paying enough and this item of
four or five million dollars from
sales or income tax in the percent-
age basis is very short. If you col-
lect six and a half million dollars
from sales taxes as against $150,-
000.000 from income taxes, it doesn’t
seem to me you are are out of pro-
portion,

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland: Mr.
President, it doesn’t seem to me the
figures of the Senator from Han-
cock, Senator Noyes, hold together.
Earlier he told us that people came
to the State of Maine with large in-
comes to avoid large income taxes.
So if that statement is true, we have
a large percentage of people with
high incomes. Also if the State of
Maine is paying these tremendously
large taxes to the federal govern-
ment it does prove we have a large
percentage of high bracket people,
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because you do not get much income
taxes from people iIn the small
brackets.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Hancock, Sen-
ator Noyes, to adopt the minority
“ought not to pass” report of the
committee.

A division of the Senate was had.

Thirteen having voted in the af-
firmative and seventeen opposed,
the motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by
Haskell of Penobscot, the “ought to
pass” report of the committee was
adopted in concurrence, and under
suspension of the rules, the bill was
given its two several readmgs

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr. Pres-
ident, I offer Senate Amendment
“A” and move its adoption. This
amendment would strike out that
part designated as the third para-
graph under Section 283—in Section
1. That section provides that a
certain percentage of the income
tax collected shall be held by the
state tax assessor for administra-
tion and collection of this measure.
The state assessor has told me he
would prefer to obtain the money
direct from the Appropriations
Committee, and has made arrange-
ments with the Appropriations com-
mittee, if the bill passes, to get di-
rect appropriation for the adminis-
tration of the bill.

The  Secretary read Senate
Amendment “A”.
Senate Amendment “A”  was

adopted, and the bill as so amend-
ed was passed to be engrossed in
non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Cross of Ken-
nebec,

Recessed until this afternoon at
two o’clock, Standard Time.

After Recess

The Senate was called to order by
the President.

On motion by Mr, Cross of Ken-
nebec, the Senate voted to take
from the table, Bill, An Act Re-
lating to Determination of Valua-
tion of Property With Relation to
Inheritance Tax (H. P. 1069) (L.
D. 700) tabled by that Senator on
March 14th pending enactment.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I tabled this bill some weeks ago
as there were several questions in
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my mind as to the way it was drawn
up. These have all been clarified
at the present time with the ex-
ception of one. If you will notice
it allows the reverse of the pro-
cedure of assessments and puts the
assessments of inheritance taxes of
estates under the probate court and
the tax commissioner then has a
right to change this valuation and
appeal and under the original bill
he had 30 days to do this thing.
It was amended to 60 days but I un-
derstand even 60 days doesn’'t give
them sufficient time to draw up an
appeal to get all the facts and fig-
ures properly before them. .

I have prepared this amendment
with the approval of the Judiciary
Committee—or at least some mem-
bers of them as I have not had time
to see them all—to change it to 90
days which is the same amount
which the decedent’s relatives have
to appeal the ruling of the com-
missioner. It seemed to me what
was fair to the relatives was fair
for the State. If 90 days was fair
for one it was fair for another. If
you will allow me to reconsider the
engrossing of this bill I will offer
this amendment and I think it is
agreeable to the committee.

I therefore move we recede from
our action whereby we passed the
bill to be engrossed.

Thereupon, under suspension of
the rules, the Senate voted to re-
consider its action whereby the bill
was passed to be engrossed in con-
currence.

On motion by Mr. Cross, the Sen-
ate voted to indefinitely postpone
Senate Amendment “A”; and that
Senator presented Senate Amend-
bent “B” and moved its adoption.

The  Secretary read Senate
Amendment “B”:

“Senate Amendment ‘B’ to H. P.
1069, L. D. 700. Amend said bill by
striking out the underlined figures
“30” in the ninth line thereof and
inserting in place thereof the un-
derlined figures ‘900’ ”.

Senate Amendment “B” was
adopted and the bill as so amended
was passed to be engrossed by Sen-
ate Amendment “B” in non-con-
currence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Morrill of Cum-~
berland, the Senate voted to take
from the table, House Report from
the Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on Resolve in
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Favor of Portland Junior Colloge,
Majority Report “Ought Not to
Pass”, Minority Report “Ought to
Pass” on Resolve in Favor of Port-
land Junior College (H. P. 414) (L.
D. 244) tabled by that Senator on
April 24th pending consideration of
the reports.

Mr. MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I move that the Sen-
ate adopt the minority report
“ought to pass” of the committee
on this bill. Portland Junior Col-
lege was founded in 1933 during the
depression at a time when a great
many students found it impossible
to avail themselves of an education
due to their finanical condition and
a group of students got together
and by a great deal of effort found-
ed this college without any physical
building and have carried it up to
the present date. They have mov-
ed, I think, four different times.
They have been on the second floor
of the Y. M. C. A, they have been
in the Granville Lee building and
they have been in South Portland,
trying to find a home.

This bill calls for an appropriation
of $100,000 out of the post-war
fund. It is not a recurring appro-
priation—just once, to get establish-
ed in a home. Since January, 1946,
90% of the students have been vet-
erans, who are at Portland Junior
College. Omne sixth of the popula-
tion of Maine lives within commut-
ing distance of the college. 30% of
the students have come from outside
of Cumberland County during this
period and during the months since
January, 1946. 400 veterans have
availed themselves of the college.
By it program on the college level
during the current year, Portland
Junior College served the needs of
180 students unable to gain admis-
sion to Maine colleges.

Business administration training
meets the needs of a large number
of veterans and is available in
Southern Maine only at Portland
Junior College. The program given
at Portland Junior College meets
the requirements for transfer to
third year standing at Boston Uni-
versity College of Business Admin-
istration. Ten years of experience
with the program has proved its
value as a terminal program of
training for those who cannot con--
tinue beyond the sophomore year.
the present trend as is evidenced
by the statement of President Con-
ant of Harvard in his last annual
report. I quote because I think it



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, MAY 6, 1947

is a good recommendation: ‘For
many types of students a terminal
two-year education beyond the high
school, provided locally, seems bet-
ter adapted to their needs than that
offered by a traditional four-year
residential college. The difference
in cost between the two, of course,
is very large. Many who have stud-
ied the problem intensively feel that
the further demands for advanced
education should be met largely by
the rapid expansion and develop-
ment of such terminal two-year col-
leges. 1 see no reason why some
of the money flowing to the states
should not be used in supporting
the local two-year terminal colleges.
At all events, to the extent that
such educational facilities are rap-
idly expanded and improved by the
use of state and Federal money, the
increased demand for post-high
schtool education might be largely
met.

I think most of the senators are
familiar with this college and what
it has done and that a great many
students from all over Maine, vet-
erans, have availed themselves of
it, and as I have said before, I
hope my motion will pass and I
may further state at the present
time this bill has an emergency
measure on it and I have an
amendment which I will offer at
the proper time which will strike
out the emergency preamble inas-
much as if the money for it were
appropriated it could not be used
until fall, when it would be avail-
able without the emergency pre-
amble.

Mr. McKUSICK of Piscataquis:
Mr. President, when I first saw
this bill and the heading of it I
was somewhat opposed because I
felt it was just another case of
someone trying to get money out
of the State Treasury, but since I
have become more acquainted with
the situation and looked into the
matter, I must say I am definitely
in favor of it. I will give my rea-
sons.

At our special session we went
very definitely on record as favor-
ing an educational program for
our Maine veterans and we placed
ourselves on record as being willing
to do everything in our power to
furnish those G. I. boys with an
education. Qur other colleges .are
crammed full. In the University of
Maine they are taking care of all
they can possibly take care of.
Colby, Bates and Bowdoin with
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smaller facilities are crowded and
there are still boys who cannot gain
admission.

The reason I am in favor of this
bill is the fact that there are some
three or four hundred veteran stu-
dents who are obtaining their first
two years of college education at
this institution and I understand
as far as scholarship standards are
concerned, they are doing a very
good job and upon graduation they
will be accepted with full standing
at Maine colleges. If they are tak-
ing care of three or four hundred
students at an expenditure of only
once, $100,000, and comparing that
with what they are spending at
other institutions, I think it would
be a good purchase—a good buy. 1
call attention to the fact that after
the 'G. I’s have graduated and this
emergency is gone, there will still
be demand for this. One reason I
have for believing it is from the
fact that Maine at the present time
ranks very low in the number of
high school students who go fto
college, and anything we can do
to furnish permanent facilities for
our Maine students, I believe will
be a step in the right direction. T
believe we will make a serious mis-
take if we do not give this measure
favorable consideration.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Morrill, to adopt the mi-
nority ‘“ought to pass” report of
the committee.

A viva voce vote being doubted
by the President, a division of the
Senate was had.

Pifteen having voted in the affir-
mative and thirteen opposed, the
motion prevailed, and the resolve
was given its first reading.

Mr. Morrill presented Senate
Amendment “A” and moved its
adoption:.

“Senate Amendment ‘A’ to H. P.
414, L. D. 244. Amend said resolve
by striking out all of the emer-
gency preamble. Further amend
said resolve by striking out at the
end thereof the emergency clause.”

Senate Amendment “A” was
adopted; and under suspension of
the rules, the resolve was given its
second reading and passed to be
engrossed as amended by Senate
Amendment “A” in non-concur-
rence.

Sent down for concurrence.
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On motion by Mr. Bishop of Sag-
adahoc, the Senate voted to take
from the table, Bill, An Act Relat-
ing to Conveyance of Elementary
School Pupils (H. P. 1681) (L. D.
1392) tabled by that Senator on
May 2nd pending motion by Mr.
Denny of Lincoln to indefinitely
postpone in non-concurrence.

Mr. BISHOP: Mr. President, I
arise to oppose the motion of in-
definite postponement. This is a
harmless bill that clarifies the law
and you have, no doubt, read the
newspaper reports whereby this hill
has had three favorable reports,
passages, and it seems wrong to in-
definitely postpone a measure that
sets out to do a good service. It is
purely a matter of local option, a
matter of home rule. If a school
committee sees fit to haul elemen-
tary school children on an estab-
lished bus route and it is to their
economic and social advantage to
do so, they should be permitted to
do that. It simply clarifies the
present existing law that has been
on the statue books for 50 years, a
law that says a committee shall
haul them when, in their discretion,
it seems right and proper. It has
never been imposed upon.

Less than 15% of the elementary
school children are being hauled
and it is definitely an economic
saving to many towns to haul these
children if they see fit. It is not
a case of using public funds for pri-
vate institutions because no town
in the State that shares in the state
equalization of school funds have
any private elementary schools
within their borders. So the only
place private schools would be af-
fected is in a locality where it is
purely a matter of local option.
There are several towns do it and
it is to their advantage to do it.
It saves them money. If they had
to provide school facilities for all
the children they had within their
borders it would run into hundreds
of thousands of dollars, and they
might have to haul them besides.
It seems to me it is a case where
it should be permitted and it is up
to the local school committee. I
hope the pending motion to in-
definitely postpone does not prevail.

Mr. MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr. President, the other day when
we debated this bill for the first
time I did not speak on it. The
opposition expressed to it by Sena-
tor Denny was that private schools
should bear their own cost of trans-
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portation and cost of operation in-
asmuch as they are in a purely
voluntary position. During the de-
bate one of the Senators—who it
was I do not remember—made the
statement that the religious issue
did not come into the bill. I did
not arise at that time and hoped
I would not have to, but in my
opinion I think it is directly in-
volved in this bill.

We live in a democracy where
majorities rule, On the federal level
and state level our state funds are
involved in this bill and it seems to
me this is the type of legislation
similar to other bills we have had
before us which are not necessary
on our statutes. I think the issue
here can be solved locally. I hawve
talked with a number of proponents
of the bill and they say that with-
out this legislation on our statutes,
in some instances children are be-
ing hauled to private schools. If
that is the case I cannot see any
need for such a law on our books.
I hope the motion of the Senator
from Lincoln, Senator Denny, pre-
vails.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President, as a member of the
Committee on Education who signed
the “ought not to pass” report on .
this bill, I feel I should say some-
thing. Senator Bishop has said
this is a simple thing and that there
is nothing much involved.

This bill had an honest hearing
before the Committee on Education
and there were a great many op-
ponents to the bill. Most of the op-
ponents felt that the issue brought
up by our forefathers, that this
country should keep church and
state separate, was involved, and
after they got through with their
discussion, which lasted two or
three hours, we agreed this bill
should not be passed. I support
the motion of Senator Denny that
we do not pass this bill.

Mr. BISHOP: Mr. President, I
will agree with Senator Leavitt that
a bill we had before the Committee
on Education did have a lengthy
hearing. It devoloped into a relig-
jious controversy. It came out of
committee unanimously “ought not
to pass” and it came back to the
Senate and the report was accepted.
We are not dealing with that bill,
however. We have an entirely dif-
ferent set of documents. The one
he has reference to was Legislative
Document 210, a bill presented by
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Representative Woodworth of Fair-
field. It had not too long a hear-
ing. It had proponents and oppon-
ents—as a matter of fact, there
were several proponents. That bill
did have a divided report and the
committee was unanimously against
it finally. But the bill we are dis-
cussing today is Legislative Docu-
ment 1392 which is a new draft of
No. 210. No one in the committee
was in favor of No. 210 but 1392 is
a very simple, one-statement affair
and I will read it: “The superin-
tending school committee of any
town, in its discretion, may permit
any child of school age to ride on
school busses which travel on estab-
lished school bus routes.”

Now, let’s not confuse this with
any religious issue or any bills which
were reported ‘“ought not to pass”.
This is another bill which should
live or die on its own merits.

Mr. LEAVITT: Mr. President,
Senator Bishop was not present at
the first of the hearing on the sec-
ond bill and the opponents of the
bill stated they had not been in-
formed, or at least were not awake
in time to come there to oppose the
first bill, but the opposition they
voiced to this bill here which Sena-
tor Bishop mentioned were equally
applied to the other bill, and they
wanted us to thoroughly understand
they opposed both bills because the
same principle was involved in each
bill. I will admit that Senator Bi-
shop was not there when it was
said so perhaps he was not cogni-
zant of it, so I will now inform him.

Mr. McKUSICK of Piscataquis:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, as a member of the school
board in a small town, I can see
very serious possibilities in this
measure. As you know, the matter
of school transportation is one of
the hardest things a school board
has to handle. The matter of trans-
portation is left almost entirely to
the decision of the school board and
very often it is very controversial.

I can see a situation where some-
thing like this might occur: Sup-
pose you have a 40 passenger school
bus traveling an established route
and if this measure is passed, 1
can see the possibility of perhaps
eight pupils who attend a private
school, coming out of a cross street
to that bus route. There are just
four vacant seats on that bus, and
I‘d like to ask you what the school
board is going to do. Will they pick
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up four scholars and leave the rest,
or are they going to leave them
all? It will be up to the school
board to decide. It is one of the
questions. I can assure you that
if people know that the school
board may grant transportation, you
will have people demanding trans-
portation and the people on the
school board will have to make some
very difficult decisions.

I would also call to your atten-
tion that there is a great possibil-
ity that your town will be buying
some extra buses and going to con-
siderable expense to transport pri-
vate school pupils.

Along that line I'd like to call
attention to the fact your school
buses are as much a part of the
system as the buildings and teach-
ers and if you are buying school
buses and transporting private
school children you will be asked
to hire private school teachers, with
as much justification.

Our public schools are supported
by public funds and are for the use
of all our pupils and if certain of
our citizens vote of their own choice
to send pupils to private schools,
I believe they should bear the ex-
pense, and no part be borne out of
public funds.

Mr. BISHOP: Mr. President, it
is true I didn’t serve as chairman
on the first part of the hearing.
It was held in Museum No. 1. I
was in Museum No. 2 attending an-
other hearing but I did hear all that
was going on in that room. The
voices were rather loud.

I'd like to read a portion of the
school law that was passed in 1897,
just 50 years ago: “The superin-
tendent of schools in each town
shall procure the conveyance of all
elementary school pupils residing
in his town, a part or the whole of
the distance, to and from the near-
est suitable school, for the number
of weeks for which schools are main-
tained in each year, when such pu-
pils reside at such a distance from
the said school as in the judgment
of the superintending school com-
mittee shall render such conveyance
necessary.”

Now, if we have lived under that
rule for 50 years I can see no rea-
son to be alarmed at this other bill
which is purely permissive and up
to the local school committee.

When the vote is taken I ask it
be taken by division.
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Mr. DENNY of Lincoln: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I cannot agree with Senator
Bishop when he says it is a harm-
less bill and that it will not affect
the economy of the towns. If I am
correctly informed, I was told by
someone who attended the hearing
that the town managers of both
Portland and Bangor stated that it
would double their transportation
costs if this idea was developed.

I call your attention once more
to the fact that we have our public
schools supported by public funds
and they are to be used as public
schools; and also to the fact that
a parent. who chooses to send his
child to a private school assumes
responsibility of the entire expense.
1 believe it is a mis-use of public
funds to go into this field of trans-
porting children to private schools
when there are public schools avail-
able.

The PRESIDENT: The question
is on the motion of the Senator
from Lincoln, Senator Denny, to
indefinitely postpone this bill. The
Senator from Sagadahoc, Senator
Bishop, has asked for a division.

A division of the Senate was had.

Eighteen having voted in the
affirmative and thirteen opposed,
the motion to indefinitely postpone
in non-concurrence, prevailed.

Sent down for concurrence.

Mr. Cleaves of Cumberland was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the Senate.

Mr. CLEAVES: Mr. President and
members of the Senate, I want to
call your attention to a little sheet
placed on your desks which is the
latest statement from the Appro-
priations and Financial Affairs
Committee, showing the present
status of the bills before us, This
shows, as of last night, $300,000 that
is in committee in process of con-
sideration. We have $644,745 in
process between the House and Sen-
ate that no disposal has yet been
made of. We have already killed,
if we may put it that way, $3,351,851.
We have on the table in the Senate,
awaiting disposal, $9,488,957, and
these are “ought to pass” reports
of committees. We have also on
the Senate table “ought not to
pass” totaling $340,000, and we have
had signed by the Governor $37,388.

This is the latest up to date state-
ment, and we would certainly ap-
preciate it if you would study it
very thoroughly in your considera-
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tion of such tax measures as come
before you.

On motion by Mr. Haskell of
Penobscot, the Senate voted to take
from the table, Bill, An Act Pro-
tecting the Right of Members and
Non-Members of Labor Organiza-
tions to the Opportunity to Work
(H. P. 1652) (L. D. 1346) tabled by
that Senator on April 11th pending
passage to be engrossed.

Mr. HASKELL of Penchbscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, this bill is the Tabb bill, so
called. It was tabled on the 18th
of April pending a clarifying amend-
ment which sought to permit the
union shop. It has stayed on the
table pending consideration of other
labor bills, which other labor bills
sought to more clearly define the
different types of union security.

As 1 interpret the wishes of at
least some of the members of this
Senate, we are confident that the
labor legislation that is going to be
passed at the federal level will solve
our problems. I am sure we can
be secure in the thought that anti-
closed shop legislation will be in-
cluded in whatever is passed at the
federal level, for in both the House
labor bill and the Senate labor
committee bill in the Congress, the
anti-closed shop provision is in-
cluded, and such part as I have
read of the congressional debate—
such attacks as have been made by
friends of labor, have not attacked
the anti-closed shop provisions.
While I signed the “ought to pass”
report I had the feeling if we must
pass anti-labor legislation here in
the session this was the thing we
brobably ought to consider yet the
action of the congress during the
last six weeks and particularly the
action during the last week now
thoroughly convince me we ought
not to pass this bill.

I think some of us are convinced
this Republican legislature can well
adjourn without enacting any anti-
labor legislation, and if that is the
feeling, and I think it is the sound
and right feeling, and I think it is
the thing labor in this State de-
serves and is entitled to from their
record, and I think the proper pro-
cedure in the last of the labor bills
is to indefinitely postpone it, and I
therefore move that Legislative
Document 1346 be indefinitely post-
poned.

Mr. HOPKINS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
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ate, I am glad Senator Haskell
classified this as anti-labor legisla-
tion. I am sure you didn’t, when
you voted for this legislation before,
consider yourselves as “anti-labor”
and I am sure I do not consider
myself as anti-labor.” I do not be-
lieve it is “anti-labor” legislation to
say that American citizens before
they take jobs must first join a un-
jon and pay dues, dues without lim-
it except those placed by the leader-
ship. Personally, I think people who
support legislation which provides
such imposition against the working
men of this country are not anti-
labor.

When we had this bill before us
before, I think I told you that as
near as I was able to determine
something less than 5% of the un-
ion security contracts of the State
of Maine are closed shop contracts.
I don’t know just how many there
are. I doubt if anyone else knows
the exact number of closed shop
contracts in the State of Maine. I
also said that most of the excesses,
the worst excesses being carried on
in this country by labor leadership
are in closed shop contracts. This
morning I said that an unrestricted
union shop contract should and
sometimes did bring excesses against
the workers which were almost as
severe as those which exist under
closed shop contracts. I gave you
information before which showed a
large number of organized labor,
itself, do not favor closed shop con-
tracts. I gave you some informa-
tion showing what it did to costs,
unrestricted costs on some phases
of labor, and brought it to the State
of Maine, admitting the figures I
gave you were subject to such ad-
justments as you might find they
needed as result of your study.

Of course this bill before us will

not protect the workers unless you
also have with it regulations of un-
ion shop contracts which definitely
deliniate the rights of labor leader-
ship, of workers, employer and the
public. T am sure I know how the
members of the Senate feel about
closed shop contracts. I personally
am against them and I hope the
motion of the Senator from Penob-
scot, Senator Haskell, does not pre-
vail. T ask for a division.
. The PRESIDENT: The question
is on the motion of the Senator from
Penobscot, Senator Haskell, to in-
definitely postpone.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fourteen having voted in the af-
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firmative and sixteen opposed, the
motion did not prevail.

Mr. Haskell of Penobscot present-
ed Senate Amendment “A” and
moved its adoption:

“Senate Amendment ‘A’ to L. D.
1346: Amend said bill by adding at
the end of the first paragraph of
that part designated section 41-A
the following underlined paragraph:
‘Nothing in this section shall pro-
hibit the execution, performance
and enforcement of a union shop
contract, so-called, wherein an em-
ployed person shall be required as
the condition of continuing employ-
ment by the State or any subdivi-
sion thereof, or any corporation or
individual or association of any kind
to join and maintain membership
in any labor organization, provided
however, that an employed person
shall not be required as condition
of employment to join a labor or-
ganization during the first 30 days
of his employment’.”

Mr. HOPKINS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I'd like o say in regard
to this amendment that it has been
under consideration for a long
time. When the committee report-
ed out the Tabb bill it wrote the
bill and made it as brief and con-
cise as possible. We thought we
had a bill which was good law and
which was not subject to any dis-
sertation @as far as interpretation
was concerned. After the bill had
been approved by both houses of
the legislature the question arose
as to whether or not the bill was
good law without any time factor
in it. Some attorneys expressed the
view it was not. Others expressed
the view that it was. I think at the
present time that most lawyers, al-
though I am not sure, would agree
that the bill as now written is good
law. It does say in very simple
English that you shall not withhold
work from a man because he is or
jsn’t a member of a labor organi-
zation. That is all it says in its
present form. Had we passed a law
that deliniated the conditions under
which union shop agreements could
be entered into in the State of
Maine, I think there is no question
but the present Tabb bill would
be good law. I have talked with
the assistant attorney general about
it on different occasions and he
has expressed the view that the
law is all right in its present form.
There is nothing in the statute to
prohibit union shop contracts at
the present time. \A large number
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of such contracts are in operation
in the State of Maine.

I see no reason at all in confus-
ing the Tabb bill by hanging this
amendment on it and it doesn’t
seem to me it would accomplish
anything. All the amendment asks
for is permitted under the law and
is being practiced in the State of
Maine in a quite general way. I
think I told you that 20% or more
of the new security contracts at
the present time are union shop
agreements, so we know there are
a large number of these agreements
being used in Maine today. The
Tabb bill is simply a gesture, any-
way. It simply says, as I previously
stated, that you shall not refuse
to hire a man for a job because he
is or is not a member of a labor
union. That simple statement on
the law books of Maine is good
enough for me. T think it is mean-
ingful enough and I don’t think it
is necessary to add the amend-
ment because all the amendment
asks for is now being practiced. I
hope the motion to adopt the
amendment will not prevail.

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. President,
the amendment that has been sub-
mitted, in the opinion of the legal
representatives of many employers
in the State is essential if you want
to protect union shops in the State.
There are all our major industries
that are organized and operating
under union shops and not closed
shops and the reasons they submit
to me for wishing clarification to
permit the continuity of union
shops are these: In the first place,
their labor relations under union
shop conditions, in the opinion of
employers, have been excellent and
they do not want the union shop
relationship disturbed.

Senator Hopkins has indicated
that there is nothing in the sta-
tutes that prohibits that. He is
quite correct but I think there will
be something in the statutes 90
days from the date the legislature
adjourns, by virtue of this Tabb
bill. In the first place, it provides
that no person shall be denied the
opportunity to obtain employment.
That word “obtain” must stand the
test of court adjudication as to
time. Will the ruling be that it
means the act of getting a job or
will the courts rule it means get-
ting a job and keeping it? ‘That,
I think, is a minor objection.

The major objection, I think, is
this: If I am an employer and hire
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a man, telling him when I hire him,
that I am operating a union shop
and as a condition of employment
he must join the union three or six
months from the date of employ-
ment along with other employees,
and agrees and begins employment;
and then he refuses to join, or hav-
ing joined refuses to pay his dues.
According to union shop agreements
I must terminate employment. I
call him in and remind him it is a
union shop and he has not paid his
dues and he says, “I am sorry” and
goes on his way. He comes back
the next day and says, “I would like
a job”. Naturally I would say, “I
am sorry, you are not a member of
the union.” He looks at the laws
passed by the 93rd Legislature and
reminds me I cannot deny him the
right of employment because of the
membership or non-membership
provision. It is that which is dis-
turbing to many employers who
have asked me to state if the legis-
lature is sincerely desirous of con-
tinuing union shops under which a
substantial part of Maine industry
and a substantial part of Maine’s
$400,000 payroll in this State oper-
ate successfully, They say “please
see that our union shop is protected,
and in our opinion it will protect
those successful union shops, but
without it those union shops will be
placed in real hazard.”

Mr. HOPKINS: Mr. President
and members of the Senate, the
point which Senator Haskell raised
would indicate that he interprets
the only reason anybody could bar
a man from employment was be-
cause he was or was not a member
of a union. It is, of course, an ab-
surdity. If union security had been
negotiated in Maine, and it can, re~
quiring an employee when he goes
to a union plant, to join a union,
and that employee does not join the
union, I wonder if there is any
Senator here who believes that em-
ployer would have no other cause
for denying him a job, if he came
and asked reinstatement in his job,
other than the fact that he was not
a member of a labor organization.
I am sure it is an absurdity. You
could say to the man, “You don’t
keep your word and we are not
interested in hiring people who do
not keep their word.”

Mr. BARNES of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I think sometimes it is
difficult for us to narrow our view
on matters of labor legislation in
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this State and I think sometimes
we are bothered by national prob-
lems. I know when my coal bin, as
it has in the past two years, got
nearly ‘empty I could not help
thinking of the national problem.

I am quite amused that the chair-
man of the Labor Committee would
oppose this amendment. He says
in one breath that we don’t intend
to interfere with union shops and
the next breath when the amend-
ment is presented, opposes passage,
because of the fact that lawyers
who have studied it say there is
some doubt in the statutes on the
point. He says we don’t want the
amendment. I voted against the
Tabb bill, in the original form with-
out the amendment but I certainly
hope the Senate will adopt the
amendment. I don’t like the rea-
soning of saying that we won’t touch
union shops and in the next breath
saying that we don’t want the
amendment either. I come from a
county which depends largely on
pulpwood products for income and
if the Great Northern Paper Com-
pany with their paper companies in
Maine want union shop contracts, I
for one, in my county, say we ought
to make it possible for them to do
so. I most sincerely hope this
amendment which, from the mouth
of the chairman of the Taxation
Committee, we have heard is exact-
ly what he wants—I hope this
amendment will be adopted.

Mr. HOPKINS: Mr, President, I
thought I made myself clear when
I said that I opposed this amend-
ment because I believed it was en-
tirely unnecessary. 1 have said
from the start that union shop con-
tracts were acceptable to me and I
wanted to see them protected in
Maine and properly regulated, and
the rights of employers and em-
ployees properly defined under the
law. I see no reason at all for this
amendment because it is just an
addition which has no value.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President, the only possible ob-
jection I have to this amendment
is the fact that I think it will call
for further amendments. If we
can force a man to join a union in
30 days you could even bar him
from the union by making him pay
five or six hundred dollars initiation
fee to the union, and some men
who wanted employment could not
afford to pav the initiation fee at
the end of 30 days would not you
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be barring him from employment?
Now, I know certain unions that
have union initiation fees that run
as high as $500. If this amend-
ment goes on, unless there is a
further amendment which says the
dues cannot be exorbitant or be-
yond a certain figure, you are doing
exactly the same thing—vou are
losing the entire effect of the Tabb
bill by forcing a man to join a
union in 30 days and making him
pay more than he can possibly af-
ford, and therefore, preventing him
from getting work.

Mr. HOPKINS: Mr. President, I
ask for a division.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, amendments serve a number of
purposes. Sometimes they sincere-
ly improve the bill and sometimes
they are intended to becloud the
issue. It seems to me the Tabb bill
is a very simple, uncomplicated
document. You could take it or
leave it. A child could understand
it, If you complicate this thing
with amendments I don’t know how
far the amendments would go. I
think the bill itself is sufficient to
do what we intend it to do. I
think we feel it accomplishes a
useful purpose. I rather doubt
with this amendment it would ac-
complish that purpose.

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. President, it
certainly was not my intention to
becloud the issue. It is simply my
intent to take my understanding
and that of every member of the
Committee on Labor and interpret
it into this bill so that there is no
question as to the legality of the
union shop. I have no particular
pride in the words proposed to you
in that amendment but I do take
at face value the insistence of every
member of the Committee on Labor
in passing out this bill, that they
had no intention of disturbing in
any way the union shop contracts
in the State of Maine. Certainly
it is not my intent to disturb the
bill in any way as far as closed
shops are concerned it is my real
hope that you do not disturb the
union shops. I think to insure em-
ployers and employees continuity
of their contracts you do need this
amendment,

Mr. LEAVITT: Mr. President,
through the Chair I'd like to ask
Senator Haskell if he would answer
whether a union could charge an
exorbitant rate and therefore make
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it impossible for a person to seek
employment?

Mr. HASKELL: Mr. President, I
will say as the Tabb bill is written
without the amendment, there is
absolutely no limit on what a union
can charge. The amendment in no
way, shape or manner changes that.
The Tabb bill puts no restriction on
union fees. I have heard no evi-
dence in the State of Maine of any
exorbitant union fzes or dues. As a
matter of fact, those excesses cited
usually go to Chicago and some-
times New York City in the build-
ing trades, but it is not a problem
in the State of Maine. As far as
the amendment is concerned, the
problem is not changed one iota.
The Tabb bill, as you have it be-
fore you, protects in no way what-
soever the union fees or dues, so it
makes no change in that.

Mr. MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr, President, sometime ago I went
on record as favoring the Tabb
issue, the clear issue of closed shop.
Senator Haskell, in offering this
amendment, in my opinion, is be-
clouding this issue. He has raised
a point on the use of the word
“obtain,” and the consequence of
a man through non-payment of
dues who sought employment again
and was turned down and the re-
sults therefrom. I realize the final
interpretation is for the courts, but
I have talked with the assistant
attorney general and have -confi-
dence enough in his judgment to
be satisfied when he tells me the
Tabb bill as it stands now does not
do a thing to harm the union shop.
I hope the motion to adopt the
amendment does not prevail.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Penobscot,
Senator Haskell, to adopt Senate
Amendment “A.” A division has
been requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Thirteen having voted in the
affirmative and seventeen opposed,
the motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion of Mr.
Hopkins, the bill was passed to be
engrossed, in concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Cleaves of
Cumberland, the Senate voted to
take from the table, Resolve in
Favor of Knox Memorial Associa-
tion, Inc., for Support and Main-
tenance of “Montpelier” (H. P. 1045)
(L. D. 684) tabled by that Sena-
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tor on May 2nd pending adoption
of House Amendment “A” to Com-
mittee Amendment “A”; and on
further motion by the same Sena-
tor, House Amendment “A” to Com-
mittee Amendment “A” was adopted
in concurrence, and under suspen-
sion of the rules the bill was given
its second reading and passed to
be engrossed in concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table, Senate Report
“Ought Not to Pass” from the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs on Bill, An
Act Relating to Police Commission
of the City of Lewiston (S. P. 322)
(L. D. 870) tabled by that Senator
on March 7th pending adoption of
the report.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I wish to move to
substitute the bill for the report
with the intention of offering an
amendment, if that is successful,
which will attach a referendum to
this matter to let it be decided by
the citizens of Lewiston. I realize
this is a controversial matter. I
knew it at the hearing and I knew
it was before I introduced the bill.

If you will bear with me a very
few minutes I would like to give
you the history and background of
the new set-up in Lewiston under
this form of government. Lewiston
has had, since 1939 a unique way of
conducting the municipal govern-
ment. It still has a mayor and al-
dermen who makes laws and by-
laws and ordinances for the city of
Lewiston, and the administration or
the executive department as I would
call it is handled by the creation of
six different boards. One is the
Board of Pinance with five mem-
bers; there is a Board of Education
with five members; a Board of Pub-
lic Works with five members; Board
of Health and Welfare with five
members. Those members are ap-
pointed by the Mayor of Lewiston
for a term of five years at the time
of the municipal election, the mu-
nicipal inauguration.

The Board of Police which this
bill concerns is made up of three
members and it has been that way
—it was previous to the new charter
—and it has been that way as far
as I can find out, for over 30 years.
At the time of the change of the
charter in 1939 the question of
changing that board to make it sim-
ilar to the other boards of five mem-
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bers was brought up, it was con-
troversial where the board of police
at the time were being appointed
by the Governor, and the matter
was left out of the new charter, so
as not to make any more opposi-
tion to the new charter than there
was at the time and it was a gen-
tleman’s agreement that this mat-
ter be left alone.

If you will recall, two years ago
I did introduce for a second or third
time a bill to have the police com-
mission named by the Mayor of
Lewiston rather than by the Gov-
ernor, and a referendum was passed
and put on that and it passed the
legislature and went back to Lewis-
ton and they carried it three to one
to have the Mayor appoint the
commissioners and it is the law un-
der which the city of Lewiston is
governed.

For the sake of uniformity I
would like to see all commissions
to be five-men commissions so all
appointments would be similar and
all come at the same time. These
police commissioners are now ap-
pointed following a fashion of over
30 years, at different times and for
a term of six years. If my recollec-
tion is right, the last appointment
was last December with no fixed
date in the month of December—but
it was sometime in December. The
Mayor, at the time appointed a po-
lice commissioner for a term of six
years. Now, even with this booklet
of the city of Lewiston, giving the
officials and terms of office, I defy
any member of the legislature or
any member of the Lewiston delega-
tion to give me the exact date when
the commissioners’ terms will expire.
They know the year but do not
know the day of the month the
terms will expire.

The opposition at the hearing
said that a three-man commission
of police was all right. They wanted
it kept that way. Now, I like to be
consistent in my thinking and my
doing. If three-man commissions
are what Lewiston wants, let’s have
all three-man commissions; but if
five-man commissions are what they
want, let’s have all five-man com-
missions. Let’s have them all ap-
pointed for the same term.of of-
fice and expire at the same time.

This is a non-partisan affair be-
cause under our charter, members
of both parties are represented on
these commissions. On the police
commission there is at this time two
Republican members and one Dem-
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ocratic member. Our appointment
comes up in that department next
year. A Republican member will
be going out. I imagine Lewiston
will follow the custom of years and
re-elect a Democrat as mayor and
I also premume that Democratic
Mayor will name another Democrat
to replace that Republican member,
and although he is a good man and
a good friend of mine he will have
to lose his positions as police com-
missioner. Whereas, if this bill went
into effect he could stay there and
I presume the other two members
would be Democrats, which holds
true of the other commissions.
Where there are three Democrats
and two Republicans it seems to
work wonderfully well in the city
of Lewiston.

I believe Lewiston has a right to
settle their own business. I have
no brief for the committee. They
had to take some position. There
were pros and cons. They saw fit
to listen to the cons. I feel I have
as much right to express my opinion
before the committee as do any
other citizens of Lewiston, and I feel
that this committee of the legisla-
ture should not stop home rule. My
intention is to offer an amendment
in referendum form to let the citi-
zens of Lewiston decide whether or
not they want to keep a three man
commission or if they would rather
have a five man commission similar
to the other commissions of Lewis-
ton. It is just a matter of finding
out what the wishes of the people
are. It is not going to change their
capacity in the municipal govern-
ment of Lewiston.

I do hope this Senate will go along
with my suggestion to substitute
the bill for the report and I move
it be taken by division.

Mr. BLANCHARD of Aroostook:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, as a member of the Legal
Affairs Committee, which committee
voted unanimously that this bill
ought not to pass, I wish to state
the reasons for so doing. As Sena-
tor Boucher has stated, there defi-
nitely was opposition to the passage
of this bill, and while we had many
bills before our committee relating
to Lewiston and we did give the
Senator from Androscoggin, Sena-
tor Boucher, favorable considera-
tion on some of the other bills, we
considered this type of commission
had worked well and from the in-
formation given us at this public
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hearing, where everyone had a right
to express himself, we saw no rea-
son why it should not continue in
its present form. I hope the mo-
tion of the Senator from Andros-
coggin will not prevail.

Mr. BISHOP of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, I think it is true most
every measure of a controversial na-
ture will have proponents and op-
ponents. I think we will find it to
be true here. Unless it is so, a bill
usually has very little merit. I have
heard the old saying that “what is
sauce for the goose is sauce for the
gander.” I have always been in
favor of a referendum clause and
letting the people in the community
affected decide for themselves—
home rule.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, just one word to an-
swer the Senator from Aroostook,
Senator Blanchard. I realize as I
said previously, that the Committee
gave us their best judgment, but at
the time, I want to point out to the
Senate, I had no referendum clause.
I think the picture is changed en-
tirely. I ask you to substitute the
bill for the report for the purpose
of offering an amendment which as
it is drawn up, will refer it to the
people. I agree that it is a contro-
versial matter. Let the people of
Lewiston decide for themselves
whether they want a five man or
three man commission.

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 division of the Senate was had.

Seventeen having voted in the af-
firmative and ten opposed, the mo-
tion prevailed and the bill was sub-
stituted for the report and given its
first reading.

Thereupon Senator Boucher pre-
sented Senate Amendment “A” ‘and
moved its adoption.

Senate Amendment “A” was
adopted, and under suspension of
the rules the bill was given its sec-
ond reading and passed to be en-
grossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the Senate voted to
take from the table Senate Report
“Ought Not to Pass” from the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs on bill, An
Act Relating to the Fire Depart-
ment of the City of Lewiston (S. P.
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317) (L. D. 875) tabled by that
Senator on March 7 pending adop-
tion of the report.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, this is a similar bill, only
this time it concerns the fire depart-
ment. That is the other depart-
ment that has a three man com-
mission. As I stated before, we
have six commissions, four of them
are now run by five men and two
of them are now run by three men.
It is true of the fire commission
that it is just a little different than
the police commission. The fire
department of Lewiston has had
everything for a head in the last
twenty-five to thirty years. It has
had a one man commission, it has
had a three man commission and it
has been under the mayor and
lgoard of Aldermen in years gone

Now again we want to proceed in
the same manner and offer a ref-
erendum to be taken up at the
next regular election in the city of
Lewiston to find out whether they
want a three man commission or a
five man commission on this Board.
At this time there is a three man
commission, two of them from the
Democratic party and one from the
Republican party. I presume that
will hold true from now on in that
community and from now on there
would be, if this bill goes through,
three Democrats and two Republi-
cans. If you substitute the bill for
the report, I will offer a referendum
which will allow the people of
Lewiston to decide for themselves
what they want.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Boucher that the Senate
substitute the bill for the “Ought
}G\Iot to Pass” report of the commit-
ee.

A viva voce vote being had

The motion to substitute the bill
for the report prevailed, and the
bill was given its first reading.

Thereupon, Mr. Boucher pre-
sented Senate Amendment A which
was adopted without reading and
under suspension of the rules, the
bill was given its second reading
and passed to be engrossed as
amended.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Spear of Cum-
berland, the Senate voted to take
from the table Senate Report
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“Ought Not to Pass” from the
Committee on Appropriations and
Financial Affairs on Resolve iIn
Favor of Bridgton ‘Academy (S. P.
416) (L. D. 1202) tabled by that
Senator on April 11 pending con-
sideration of the report.

Mr. SPEAR of Cumberland: Mr.
President, T move that the bill be
substituted for the “Ought Not to
Pass” report of the committee, and
in defense of that motion, I would
like to say that what with Portland
Junior College having had favorable
consideration this afternoon and
on many other occasions recently,
educational institutions have re-
ceived favorable consideration, in
order that this institution, which is
located in northern Cumberland,
have the same consideration, I would
like to make a few remarks.

There are 160 students at Bridgton
Academy, forty-two of whom are
veterans. This situation would not
have developed if it had not been
for these returning war veterans.
When we were at war and people
were frightened as to their lives
and property we were willing to do
most anything for these veterans
and now that the war is over and
they are having difficulty in going
to college, and getting into secon-
dary schools, we don't want to
forget them.

I could go on for five or ten
minutes more but I will not take
up your time. However, I hope that
yvou will allow me to substitute the
bill for the report and let it be
brought up through the engrossing
stage for consideration when the
other bills are considered.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Spear, who moves that the
bill be substituted for the report.

A viva voce vote being had

The motion prevailed and the
bill was given its first reading and
under suspension of the rules was
given its second reading and passed
to be engrossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

Additional House Paper, out of
order and under suspension of the
rules:

Joint Orders

_ORDERED, the Senate concur-
ring, that (H. P. 1708) (L. D. 1434)
“An Act Relating to State Normal
Schools’ Reserve Accounts,” be re-
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called to the House from the Gov-
ernor, for further consideration. (H.
P. 1751)

ORDERED, the Senate concur-
ring, that (H. P. 1722) (L. D. 1454)
“An Act Relating to Hunting and
Trapping Seasons,” be recalled to
the House from the Governor, for
further consideration. (H. P. 1752)

Which were severally read and
passed in concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Murchie of
Washington, the Senate voted to
take from the table Resolve in
Favor of the City of Calais to Aid
in Rebuilding School (S. P. 342) (L.
D. 975) tabled by that Senator on
April 23 pending consideration of
the “Ought Not to Pass” report.

Mr. MURCHIE of Washington:
Mr. President, and ladies and gen-
tlemen of the Senate, I don’t know
as this requires much of an ex-
planation. This is an effort on the
part of a city that is somewhat
in distress, They lost their acad-
emy school building by fire a year
and a half ago and have been try-
ing to build a new school. They
have built two-thirds of the school
and it is not yet paid for and they
are trying to raise a hundred thou-
sand dollars to pay it, so that the
town itself can escape a very much
increased taxation rate, and having
in mind Ricker Classical Institute
of last winter and the fact of the
South Portland institute and the
other ones today, I move that the
bill be substituted for the “Ought
Not to Pass” report of the com-
mittee.

A viva voce vote being had,

The motion to substitute the bill
for the report prevailed and under
suspension of the rules, the bill was
given its two several readings and
passed to be engrossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Greeley of
Walde, the Senate voted to take
from the table Senate Report from
the Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs — Majority
Report “Ought Not to Pass”; Mi-
nority Report “Ought to Pass” on
Resolve in Favor of Freedom Acad-
emy (S. P. 375) (L. D. 1059); tabled
by that Senator on April 17 pending
consideration of the reports.

Mr. GREELEY of Waldo: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I should hate to see my resolve
out of line with the rest of the
resolves and I therefore move that
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the Senate adopt the Minority Re-
port “Ought to Pass.”

A viva voce vote being had

The motion prevailed, and under
suspension of the rules, the resolve
was given its two several readings
and passed to be engrossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr, McKusick of
Piscataquis, the Senate voted to
take from the table bill, An Act
Permitting Closing of Banks on
Saturday” (H. P. 970) (L. D. 628)
tabled by that Senator on April 30
pending passage to be enacted.

Mr. McKUSICK of Piscataquis:
Mr. President, I move the indefinite
postponement of this bill and ask
that when the vote is taken it be
taken by division.

Mr. CLEAVES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, this banking bill has given
the bankers of the State of Maine
what is now known as the Sena-
torial Jitters. I spoke last week to
the effect that the bankers were
calling me up. Those who were
opposed to it said that now they
had changed their minds and want-
ed it. As far as I am concerned
there seemed to be an influx of
letters and calls because I had
about 25 calls at my office Mon-
day morning. There is no need to
go over the arguments again pro
and con. I think we are bucking
upstream and we can’t resist this
five day week that is coming to us
all over the United States, before
we get through in your business
and in my business, and I hope Mr.
President, that the motion does
not prevail.

Mr. MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I apologize for rising
again to voice my support of this
bill. I think the bill is a voluntary
measure, It does not necessarily
force any banks who do not so wish,
to close on Saturday. I assume that
some of the executives of the banks
in the smaller towns like to go fish-
ing on Saturday. The fishing sea-
son is approaching. I don’t know if
any of them in opposition to this
bill changed their minds but I
would assume that the vote at
present is lined up about the same
way it has been in the past.

I think that the bill is a worthy
one. I think the change is com-
ing. I think most of the opposition
is based on the fact that the people
opposed to the bill wish to hold off

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, MAY 6, 1947

the change as long as they can
and, as I said before in a previous
speech, I don’t want to be one to
try to emulate the little Dutch boy,
— I forget his name now, I think it
was Hans — but I suppose you all
remember the story. It was quite
interesting.

There was a leak in a dyke in
Holland and Hans stuck his finger
in the hole where the water was
leaking through. Time went on,
the water was cold and Hans’ finger
got cold and the water kept leaking
through and the hole kept getting
bigger and bigger. As the hole got
bigger, Hans’ finger got colder. and
he had to put his entire hand in to
stop the leak. However, the water
kept leaking in and the hole got
bigger and Hans’ hand got colder
and eventually the hole got to big
that Hans had to put his arm in
up to his shoulder. If he hadn’t
done this, the water would have
run down into the town and into
the banks, and probably -closed
them, and gone into the grocery
stores and ruined the foodstuffs and
caused a great deal of discomfort
and inconvenience to the towns-
people.

All this time Hans was crying
for help, but there were very few
townspeople in that vicinity and
nobody heard him. I have forgotten
how the story ended, but I think
eventually somebody came to his
rescue, and I wish the two Senators
who went out would come back to
my rescue so that T can finish this
foolish story, as I am fast running
out of words and breath.

As I say, I don’t want to emulate
Hans to any extent that I might
lose limb or life but I don’t feel
that we should stand in opposition
to this trend at this time. We are
approaching more and more the
five day week. I think the em-
ployees in the state are affected by
this bill, and I hope the motion of
the Senator from Piscataquis does
not prevail.

Mr. BISHOP of Sagadahoc: M,
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I don’t wish to prolong this
filibuster, but inasmuch as it has
been suggested that we are all
coming to a five day week, I will
say that I cannot conceive of the
day when the farmers will enjoy
that privilege. I don’t know wheth-
er little Hans was able to keep
the bank open or the grocery stores
but we still expect the grocery
stores to stay open on Saturday. It
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is their biggest day. This is pri-
marily a rural state and Saturday
is the day we farmers go to town
to do our trading and our banking.
I hope that the motion of Senator
McKusick does prevail.

Mr. CLEAVES of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I note the absence
of three of the Senators who would
like very much to be in at the con-
sideration of this bill, and I move
that this bill be laid upon the table
for a few minutes pending their
return to the Senate.

A viva voce being doubted

A division of the Senate was had.

Fourteen having voted in the
affirmative and thirteen opposed,
the motion prevailed, and the bill
was laid upon the table pending
motion by the Senator from Pis-
cataquis, Senator McKusick, that
the bill be indefinitely postponed.

Bill “An Act Imposing a Sales
and Use Tax to Raise Additional
Revenue.” (H. P. 1731) (L. D. 1470)

(In Senate, on May 2, passed to
be engrossed as amended by Sen-
ate Amendment “A”)

Comes from +the House, passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment “A” and by
House Amendments “D” and “E”
in non-concurrence.

In the Senate, House Amendment
D and E were read.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I move that the Senate
recede and concur with the House
in the adoption of House Amend-
ments D and E.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I think this bill as we
passed it here in the Senate earlier
in the day, is the proper bill and I
hope that the motion of the Senator
from Kennebec, Senator Cross does
not prevail and that we shall con-
sider and carry a motion later on to
insist and ask for a Committee of
Conference.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Kennebec, Sen-
ator Cross, that the Senate recede
from its former action whereby this
bill was passed to be engrossed.

A viva voce vote being had the
Chair was in doubt.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fifteen having voted in the af-
firmative and ten opvosed, the mo-
tion to recede prevailed.

The PRESIDENT: The question
now before the Senate is on the
adoption of House Amendment D.
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Mr. ELA of Somerset: Mr. Presi-
dent, in case it is not clear from the
reading of the amendment, just
what it does, Section 357 reads as
follows: ‘““There is hereby appro-
priated for expenditure by the State
Tax Assessor in carrying out pro-
visions of Sections 284 to 357, a sum
not to exceed 4 percent of the gross”
and so forth. This amendment
strikes this out and in the general
appropriations bill as brought out
by the Appropriations Committee,
there would be an amount sufficient
to carry on the provisions of the
bill. I move the adoption of House
Amendment D.

The motion prevailed and House
Amendment D was adopted in con-
currence.

The PRESIDENT: The question
now before the Senate is on the
adoption of House Amendment E.
The Chair will state for the infor-
mation of the Senate that this is
not the legislative document which
was before the Senate this morning.
The Chair understand that this is
legislative document 1470.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I move that this bill
and accompanying papers be laid
upon the table until we have a
chance to study it.

A viva voce vote being had,

The motion did not prevail.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, as I understand this
House Amendment E, it simply re-
duces the tax from a 2 percent tax
to a 1 percent tax and it necessarily
follows that if we have only a 1 per-
cent sales tax there will be no mon-
ey available for the municipalities.
That is the reason that Section 356
is taken out of the bill. As I under-
stand it, a 1 percent sales tax will
yield between three and four mil-
lion dollars and that would seem to
be in line with the immediate needs
of the state which are some seven
or eight million dollars for the bien-
nium and it is my contention that
if we hope to get a tax measure
through the lower branch by a two-
thirds vote, it would seem rather
poor policy for the Senate not to go
along with it. I therefore move
the adoption of the amendment.

The motion prevailed and House
Amendment E was adopted in con-
currence and the bill was passed
to be engrossed as amended by Sen-
ate Amendment A and House
Amendments D and E in concur-
rence.
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On motion by Mr. Crosby of
Franklin, the Senate voted to take
from the table House Report from
the Committee on Taxation, Ma-
jority Report “Ought to Pass in
New Draft with Committee Amend-
ment A’’; Minority Report A, “Ought
Not to Pass”; Minority Report B
“Ought to Pass in New Draft” on
bill, An Act Increasing the Share
of the State in Pari Mutuel Pools
(H. P. 1730) (L. D. 1460) tabled by
that Senator on May 2 pending
consideration of the reports.

Mr. CROSBY of Franklin: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate as you know the main part of
this bill is to legalize night harness
racing in the Sfate of Maine from
June 15 to August first. The Maine
Agricultural Fair Association feels
that if this is done, with the large
number of horses that will be re-
quired to hold a meet of this size,
that when the fairs come along they
just won’t be able to have the good
horses go around their circuits to
the fairs and put on their races
and if you don’t have good races at
the fairs you just aren’t going to
have any fairs.

The Agricultural fairs in the State
of Maine have been in existence
since Maine was made a state and
I believe they have done a lot of
good for the state. The farmers go
to those fairs and bring in their
cattle to show and their vegetables
and so forth, and they try to win
a prize. That has a tendency to
make good feeling among the farm-
ers. When the fair is over those
who have won a. prize feel proud of
it and those who have not go back
home with the intention of start-
ing in to produce better animals or
vegetable at the next fair and hope
they will win next time.

That has been recognized by the
State as doing a lot of good for
agriculture and we have helped to
finance these fairs. It is also good
for the farmers once a year at
least to get together in these Coun-
ty meetings and swap experiences
and perhaps horses once in a while
but nevertheless the fairs do a lot
for them. They talk with their
neighbors from neighboring counties
and find out that perhaps someone
has had unusual success with some
form of fertilizer or something else
in producing an exceptionally good
crop and they go home and try it
the next year, and I feel that those
fairs have a place in our State of
Maine life.
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Now if this bill passes, you will
be taking away from the fairs all
the good you did in 1935 when you
passed the pari-mutuel law to aid
the fairs which at the time were
nearly bankrupt, and some of them
were. They have come back and
got on their feet financially and are
in good shape now and making
progress. I know of one fair in the
state that has plans for building
new stables, improving their build-
ings and grounds, and if this bill
passes they will feel they haven’t
long to live so why spend the money
for improvement.

Mr. President, I move that this
bill be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, the Committee on Tax-
ation considered this bill together
with a companion measure or an-
other measure involving pari-mutuel
betting and the majority of the
committee reported both |hills
“Ought to Pass”. There was a
division in the committee as to the
percentage that would be taken from
the pool. The report which I
signed would provide that the take
should be upped from the present
ten percent to fifteen percent and
the present law is three and a half
the share of the state which under
percent would be upped to six per-
cent, in other words an increase of
five percent in the take, one-half of
it being given to the operator of
the races and half to the state.

Last year the State of Maine re-
ceived roughly $227,000 from pari-
mutuel pool. Under this measure
upping our three and a half per-
cent to six percent with the same
amount of betting, it would neces-
sarily give the state an additional
$175,000 and with night racing for
a period of six weeks it is felt there
would be additional betting per-
haps to the amount of three mil-
lion dollars, making ten million dol-
lars paid in all and six percent of
ten million dollars would be six
hundred thousand dollars that the
state would receive or roughly an
increase of four hundred thousand
dollars in revenue to the state. I
think the committee realized the
difficulty of passing a tax measure.
I think that has been borne out by
the action taken by the legislature
thus far. The reason that we took
the month of July and two weeks
in June is primarily because it
would not interfere with the fairs.
As the bill was originally intro-
duced for night racing in the
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month of August and the commit-
tee was unanimously opposed to
conducting night racing while fairs
were going on.

Of course there are about four
fairs which conduct races during
the month of July and the Bangor
fair, I believe, is sometimes held
in the latter part of July but other
than that it won't interfere with
the fairs. The sponsors of the
measure, and I think the majority
of the committee, felt that this
would lead to better racing, en-
abling the sponsors to give larger
purses and better entertainment. As
far as the gambling feature is con-
cerned, I can see no difference be-
tween betting after six o’clock at
night and betting during daylight
hours. I hope the motion of the
Senator from Pranklin, Senator
Crosby, does not prevail.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I think the chairman of the
Taxation Committee, Senator Noyes
has presented this case as the com-
mittee saw it. I would like to sum-
marize it as I heard it presented
and as I have heard it discussed
since.

There appear to be three issues
inveolved in the bill. The first is a
moral issue. We were told that
night racing was wrong but those
who submitted that statement agree
with us that we are committed to
the practice as part of our revenue
proeram in the state of pari-mutuel
betting on harness racing. I can-
not agree that night racing changes
that issue a bit.

The second issue is the competi-
tive issue. When the bill was first
introduced I think many of us on
the committee agreed that it was
competitive with the fairs but as it
was amended it interfered with not
a single fair. I think there are one
or two meets conducted by fairs in
July for a short period but other
than that it does not appear to be
competitive to a single fair, and as
a matter of fact, I think it will
strengthen the poesition of the agri-
cultural fairs by increasing the in-
comes of those fairs and to those
who operate races.

I am one who is convinced that
unless the State of Maine does
recognize that the purses being pre-
sented at the fairs in the State of
Maine are so low today that many
people question the honesty of rac-
ine and we may lose that as a
source of income and I think the
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bill is providing an income to the
operator and to the state, divided
fifty-fifty remember, and that you
are making firmer and sounder the
position of the fairs.

The third issue is whether or not
the state wants to turn down an-
other two or three hundred thou-
sand dollars from harness racing. I
think we have heard in the Sen-
ate today, substantial evidence that
we should be extremely hesitant
in passing up any revenue. We
have passed here today bills that
will require many times the amount
of money involved here and I won-
der whether or not we want to
pass up five or six weeks of night
racing when the income from that
racing would do the things that we
in the Senate want done this ses-
sion. I ‘certainly believe that the
bill is a good bill and the motion
to indefinitely postpone should not
prevail.

Mr. WELCH of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the
Senate, I want to go along with
my fellow Senator, Senator Crosby
in the indefinite postponement of
this bill. He spoke of the agricul-
tural fairs. We did have in our
county a fine agricultural fair for
years. Now we have a racing meet
instead; nothing else. If you can
imagine holding an agricultural
fair in Aroostook County in July
when the snow isn’t off the ground
up there yet, we are not going to
have very good products to present
to that fair. I think this is just
another step in the wrong direc-
tion and I, for one, hope that the
motion to indefinitely postpone pre-
vails.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President just one point, as to the
fairs peing held in July. There is
ancther bill which provides for
the fairs to have the same percen-
tage of take as in this bill, and
the counties that hold their fairs
will not be interfered with in any
way.

Mr. ELA of Somerset: Mr. Presi-
dent, as the third member ot the
Taxation Committee which heard
this bill T would like to make a few
remarks. There are really two es-
sential differences in this bill from
the present law. One difference is
that it changes the percentage of
both the new provision of night
harness racing and changes the
percentage of the fairs. I was the
sole member of the committee who
thought that 12% was enough for

'
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the total take. I did go along with
the two percent increase in the
state’s share.

The other essential difference is
that for a period of six weeks, not
for the whole month of July, and
two weeks in June, but for a period
of six weeks next preceding the
last ‘Saturday in July, night har-
ness racing would be permitted.

‘We have many very fine fairs in
Maine. Franklin County has an ex-
cellent one and Somerset County
has what we believe is one of the
best; certainly we believe it is the
largest. I would be tthe last one to
do anything which I thought would
harm that fair, but I fail to see,
outside of some races which we
might operate too late, and which
is in no sense a fair, I fail to see
any way in which night harness
racing at a period which does not
interfere with any fair date now
in existence in the state of Maine,
how that night racing will inter-
fere with the agricultural fairs.

For that reason, while I do not
intend to insist on my thought that
the take should only be increased
to twelve and not to fifteen per-
cent,—I do not think that would
be wise—but I was so far in the
minority T am not going to insist
upon it, so I see no reason to be-
lieve that this six weeks of night
harness racing will hurt the fairs
in any way.

Mr. WILLIAMS of ™Penobscot:
Mr. President and 'Senators, I think
I would oppose this bill, although I
suppose it is not the proper idea
at the present time, in the light of
morals. I believe there are some
valuations in life that go beyond
the dollar. I don’t feel it is any
worse to bet on horses at night race
than it is at a day race, at a fair
or at a track conducted wholly for
personal gain. The only thing is,
in the history of the country, rac-
ing at one of these tracks has been
a great deal different than racing
at an agricultural fair in the State
of Maine so for that reason I be-
lieve that as thinking citizens and
Senators in the State of Maine, we
should oppose this particular type
of bill.

I was interested in an item in the
current Life magazine for May b,
1947. I never looked on Life maga-
zine as a crusading magazine or
one that went too strongly into
the moral conduct of our citizens.
I had placed on your desks this
afternoon this magazine containing
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this article: “The Racing Racket.
‘Though millions of citizens try, no-
body can win on the horses except
track-owners, crooked horse men
and grafting bookies.” I won't try
to read it all but it says: “A good
race track, thanks to the pari-mu-
tuel system of betting, is much more
valuable today than a gold mine.”
This article features these points:
“How the owner of a big Long Is-
land racing track makes a quarter
of a million dollars from admission
fees, how the political machine and
police, prosecuting attorneys and
sheriffs protect bookies from the
law, why the public never knows
which jockies are trying to win,
how a track official will look the
other way when the public is rob-
bed in a fixed race. I mention those
things. I think someone might
point out that that is not the type
of race or track we would have in
Maine and I am inclined to believe
it wouldn’t be at the start but
there is no question but what it
would work into that type of race
within this state. And this article
explains why, and the type of ad-
vertising they have put out: “The
Turf Club in California is in busi-
ness only out of love for dear old
iCalifornia.” One ad headed, “Lit-
tle Red 'Schoolhouse,” pointed out
that the Turf Club was especially
proud to be the source of state
taxes for education. Apparently
that is one of the reasons we wish
to pass this bill at this time, to
educate the children of the State
of Maine. I think the track might
educate many of our young people
in a way we would not wish.

“Bookmakers in the aggregate
make even more money than the
track. The odds in horse racing are
so stacked against the bettor that
almost everybody who wagers on
the horses over a period of time
loses steadily and heavily.”

I think probably some of us who
have observed the fairs in the State
of Maine and the races conducted
would agree that that statement
might contain some truth. There
are a lot of other points here as to
why we shouldn’t allow this bill to
become a law. I will mention this
paragraph: “All the exorbitant
profits of horse racing—from the
enormous dividends of the track
owners to the million-dollar bank
accounts of some bookies, the graft
of the police and political machines
and the spoils that inspire gang
murders—are squeezed out of the
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little fellow, the man who likes to
play the ponies for fun in the hope
of winning a little.”

I think the experiences of these
other race tracks throughout the
country would in a small way be
duplicated in the State of Maine.

Another article in the Saturday
Evening Post of August 17, 1946 is
entitled, “Is Horse Racing Good for
a Community?” It says in part,
“When a race track moves in and
gambling is legalized, what happens
to a city’s economic and moral
structure? Consider this case—
Camden, New Jersey.” That is what
the article is about. I was speaking
with the sponsor of the bill this
afternoon and he asked why I op-
posed it and I said, “Because I am
always against gambling and this,
as we all know, is the best gambling
device that has been presented at
this session of the legislature,” and
of course he agreed.

I don’t know as I should read this
article or take too much data from
it. It tells the story of a soldier re-
turning from his duties in the Pa-
cific and he saw a long line of folks
at a window cashing in their war
bonds. He didn’t think much of the
idea but the article went on to ex-
plain that Camden, New Jersey was
as patriotic as any city in the coun-
try, but this was a different situa-
tion, “This was July, the horses were
running at the Garden State Track
only three miles from the center of
the town and enough folks to make
the point stick were afflicted with
severe cases of the financial short,
an occupational disease endemic in
horse players. The impact of a race
track and legalized gambling on eco-
nomic, social and moral structure
of a community is a national prob-
lem that will command increasing
attention.”

I was impressed with what the
Mayor of Camden had to say about
this big time gambling. Mayor
George E. Brunner who was in the
plumbing business before he was
elected mayor states: “Racing will
ruin Camden when normal condi-
tions return. We haven’t felt the
effects of it yet because there has
been so much loose money floating
around. The track was built dur-
ing the boom and everybody was
making money hand over fist. A
fellow could blow the month’s rent
at the track and get even with him-
self the next week by working over
time. But payrolls are shrinking,
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jobs will be scarcer, and it is a cinch
the little suckers, the guys who get
their brains knocked out will feel
the pinch. I am not a reformer or
a crusader. I like to go to the
track and bet on a horse myself.
Looking at it from the civil-liberties
angle I wasn't opposed to Garden
State at first. I've found out what
a boner that was.”

I think it may be, members of
the Senate, if we do not go along
with the motion of the Senator from
Franklin that we may find out what
a boner we have pulled this after-
noon and from the moral stand-
point for the people of the Stateof
Maine and considering what the
history of racing has been where it
has continued over a period of time
I think it is a reason why this
should be voted down today.

True, it may be no worse to have
six weeks of racing than a week but
I think you all know what the con-
ditions are in a city or town when a
fair is going on, that even before it
has started and up to two weeks af-
terwards and maybe longer, it is all
the interest in that town, thinking
of betting on the horses. The Agri-
cultural part of the fair is forgotten,
as has been stated this afternoon.
I think, Senators, we can do noth-
ing stronger or better for the well-
being of the people of the State of
Maine this afternoon than to go
along with the Senator from Frank-
lin County.

Mr. DUNBAR of Washington: Mr.
President and Senators, I want to
say seriously that I did not intend
to speak on this measure wuntil I
made up my mind a few minutes
ago. I want to go on record as be-
ing in favor of the bill. When my
good friend from Penobscot, Sena-~
tor Welch, stated this moral issue,
I failed to see it. We have legalized
in this state, pari-mutuel betting
and it has been going on now for
fifteen years or more for a guess
and I have never heard any senti-
ments so far expressed against it.

If this bill was in any way going
to affect the fairs of Maine I would
oppose it but it is not going to af-
fect the fairs of Maine. In my
opinion it is going to be a help to
the fairs of Maine. The races will
be conducted during the last fifteen
days of June and during the thirty-
one days in July and then the fairs
come along. At that time we will
have had six weeks of racing and
training of horses in this state in
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night racing and then the fairs
start and those horses won’'t then be
taken out of Maine, they will be
split up and taken around to the
different fair circuits and they will
race there.

Morals? I remember in the ses-
sion of 1943 I was a member of this
Senate and I had the distinction of
debating and carrying through this
branch and later through the other
branch of this legislature, the right
to race horses on Sunday in Pem-
broke in the County of Washington
and that was all I could hear
around here those opposed to it
saying, “Morals.” Why the people
of Pembroke and that vicinity will
be ruined if you permit such a
thing.” It is true we don’t have
pari-mutuel betting and it is true
the admission fee is fixed by law
at thirty-five cents each and they
have been running those races down
in Pembroke, Maine and I think it
is the only place in the TUnited
States where you can race horses
legally on Sunday.

Since that time, since 1943 there
has been no scandal. It has been
good, clean, wholesome sport and no
one has been ruined by it. As Isaid
at that time, they have built up
their track and their grandstands
they have improved their horses.
At that time they had been racing
horses down there legally for a year
or more and as I said to the Senate
in the debate in 1943, the fastest
heat they traveled was four min-
utes but now they have improved.
The last I heard last summer they
had trotted a heat down there in
2:20. If the good Senator from
Franklin, Senator Crosby is afraid
of not being able to get horses, we
have some down in Pembroke,
Maine, all trained and ready to go
to the fairs when he needs them.
Let’s forget the moral end of it.
Pembroke is all right and the vicin-
ity is all right and Washington
County is all right and we have been
racing horses on Sunday since 1943.

Mr. SAVAGE of Somerset: Mr.
President and fellow members of
the Senate, the Skowhegan Fair
Association is unanimously against
this bill. A great deal of their
opposition disappeared when the
month of August was eliminated
from the time for this night racing.
However, they take the stand that
this is the beginning of the end
of the Maine Agricultural Associa-
tion. They say now that these
fairs will not longer be agricultural
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associations, but will be just race
meets.

The second objection is as to the
take. They feel if the take is raised
to fifteen percent it will hurt the
fairs, that the law of diminishing
returns will come in there and
neither they nor the State of Maine
will acquire any more revenue than
they have in the past. However, I
am taking the stand that I must
vote against this bill at this time.
If the bill reaches the stage for
final passage and you in the Senate
feel that the bill ought to pass, I
will not vote against the emergency.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I would like to reassure
the Senator from Penobscot, Sen-
ator Williams as to his worry on
the morals of the people in the
State of Maine. I have been as-
sured by several Senators that if
this bill passes, it will ruin pari-
mutuel betting in the State of
Maine. Their argument has been
that the State of Maine taking
15% will deter people from betting
on the races. They say that if
anyone realizes that they are going
to lose thirty cents out of every
two dollars they put up, they will
not bet. Therefore, I think we had
better vote for the bill and thereby
we will improve the morals of the
people of the State of Maine, so
I am going to vote for the bill.

Mr. BARNES of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I would like to say just a word
here in support of the committee
report on this bill. There has been
a lot of talk here about agricultural
fairs and I think I am pretty well
gualified to speak on them. The
first fair I ever attended was when
I was about six year old and lived
in Oxford County, at South Paris.
Families used to come in by buck-
board loads and stay all day. I
probably wasn’t old enough but I
venture to say there was a little
betting on the side on the horse
races.

My next association was when I
moved to Houlton and I remember
back in the 1920’s when horse racing
in Aroostook was in its heyday
when Presque Isle had its John R.
Braden. There never has been a
better horse. Houlton had a great
horse, Jackson Grattan. The only
trouble with him was you couldn’t
get him to turn. Caribou had a
good horse, Roy Grattan, the broth-
er of Jackson, and they used to
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have some wondetrs that they sent
across the border and we had won-
derful race meets. They used to
close the stores and go up to the
fair grounds in Houlton and go
up to the meet. Then I went to
law school and came back in the
very late 1929’s and shortly after
that I was made treasurer of the
Houlton Fair Association and at
that time we were struggling along
financially and finally in 1933 we
went under but I don’t attribute
that in any way to the horse racing
one way or the other. People got
used to going off in cars and just
didn’t attend the horse races and
then too, the only horse in those
days was John R. Braden, by the
way, the best horse 1 have ever
seen. .

I don’t believe this bill would
hurt the agricultural fairs one bit.
As a matter of fact I think it was
the withdrawal of the month of
August that has helped the agri-
cultural fairs. .

During the last session of the
legislature we put through a seed
potato program down here. Many
in my county were opposed to it
but we became convinced if you im-
prove the seed at the top and con-
tinue to improve it you would im-
prove it at the bottom. A race
meet such as this bill would make
possible would bring in good horses
and encourage the owners to raise
good horses and race them and
keep them in trim so it seems to
me the agricultural fairs would
benefit by it rather than be hurt
by it.

yI don’t believe from what I have
heard today and before that there
are any agricultural fairs held dur-
ing July. Certainly if there were
this main feature of the agricul-
tural fairs, the getting of the farm-
ers to improve their products and
put them in competition with
others, wouldn’t go over very strong-
ly because they are not ready for
exhibition at that early date.

So far as the moral issue is con-
cerned, I agree with Senator Dun-
bar. Before I became treasurer of
the Houltpn Fair Association, I
used to usher in the grand stand
and I venture to say there was as
much betting going on then as
there is now in fairs of equal size,
but the state was not getting a
nickel of it. It was all going to the
bettors. I think this bill in these
trying times of ours will raise
meney.

1651

There was an elderly gentleman
in PFranklin County who said to
Louise Dickenson Rich, the Maine
author, “You know there are only
two kinds of people in the world,
the good and the bad. The trouble
is the good decide which is which.”

Mr. WELCH of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I think I owe a little explana-
tion to the Senate for some remarks
I made a few minutes ago about
our fair being changed from an
agricultural fair to a race meet.
What I meant was that up until
the war, the Northern Maine fair
was held the first week in Septem-
ber. At that time we had a fine
display of agricultural products and
livestock along with some good
racing. Last year they told us in
order to have a good race they had
a race meet but we had no fair.

The same thing is going to be
true this year. The plan is set up
for the first week in August and
as I said before, there will be no
agricultural fair, it will simply be
a horse race and I do hope that
thrg-] motion of Senator Crosby pre-
vails.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Franklin,
Senator Crosby that the Senate in-
definitely postpone consideration of
the committee report.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fourteen having voted in the af-
firmative and seventeen opposed,
the motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Haskell of Penobscot, the Majority
Report “Ought to Pass in new draft
as amended” was adopted, the bill
was given its first reading and
Committee Amendment A was read.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Penobscot: Mr.
President, I move that the report
and accompanying papers be laid
upon the table pending considera-
tion of Committee Amendment A.

A viva voce vote being had, the
Chair was in doubt.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fourteen having voted in the
affirmative and seventeen opposed,
the motion to table did not prevail.

Thereupon, Committee Amend-
ment A was adopted in concurrence
and the bill was given its first read-
Ing and under suspension of the
rules, was read a second time.

Mr. Williams of Penobscot pre-
sented Senate Amendment A ‘and
moved its adoption.
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Senate Amendment “A” to H. P.
1730, L. D. 1460, Bill “An Act In-
creasing the Share of the State in
Pari Mutuel Pools.”

Amend said Bill by striking out
all of the Emergency preamble.

Further amend said Bill by strik-
ing out all of the Emergency clause.

Further amend said Bill by add-
ing at the end thereof a new sec-
tion to be numbered 7 to read as
follows:

‘Sec. 7. R. S, ¢. 7, §12-A, addi-
tional. Chapter 77 of the revised
statutes is hereby amended by add-
ing thereto a new section to be
numbered 12-A, to read as follows:

‘Sec. 12-A. Night harness racing;
local option. The provisions of this
chapter relating to night harness
racing shall not be effective in any
city until the municipal officers of
a city so vote or in any town until
an articles in a town warrant so
providing has been adopted at any
annual or special town meeting.
When a city or town has voted in
favor of adopting the provisions of
this chapter relating to night har-
ness racing said provisions shall be
effective until repealed in the same
manner as herein provided.

The municipal officers of cities
shall take action upon the accep-
tance hereof upon receipt of a
petition therefor signed by at least
100 registered voters in said city
and shall hold such public hearings
thereon as they may deem neces-
sary. The selectmen or other munic-
ipal officers of towns shall insert
an article in the warrant for the
next annual town meeting for the
acceptance of the provisions of this
section after receipt of a petition
therefor signed by at least 25 regis-
tered voters of said town.'”

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I oppose this amendment for
two reasons. That part which
strikes out the emergency provision
would not allow night racing this
summer and we would lose revenue.
If we are going to have night rac-
ing, we might just as well have it
in this month of June as a year
from June. That part of the amend-
ment relative to the municipal of-
ficers giving licenses or one hundred
registered voters approving of it
would simply kill the bill. For those
reasons I move that the amendment
be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
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ate, the remarks of the Senator from
Hancock regarding the emergency
enactment, depend on whether or
not he has the votes to enact it.
The other feature was this: On
everything else we allow local op-
tion today, we allow home rule.
Why not allow the people in the
town or city that are going to have
this race track to vote on whether
or not they want it. Are we going
to take away that right? The rea-
son I asked to table this bill a few
minutes ago was so that we might
talk over this amendment and see
whether it was agreeable to the op-
ponents of this measure. But you
forced me to present it and I didn’t
have the chance to discuss it with
these folks. As far as taking away
the emergency enactment is con-
cerned, I do believe we should allow
local option. Are we going to force
a bill of this type on the communi-
ties of the state?

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President, I think it is important
to remember that in our present
status, if T am reasonably correct,
we do not provide for local option
for race meets in any community
in this state. I think the reason we
don’t is that we have complete con-
fidence in our racing commission.
This bill gives to the racing com-
mission, complete authority to de-
cide whether or not any person shall
have a license to operate a meet
just as they have that same right to
issue a license in any community
that is now enjoying harness rac-
ing. Certainly it is inconsistent to
put in this bill the thing that does
not exist in any other community
that has harness racing in this state.

Mr. CROSBY of Franklin: Mr.
President, I believe at this present
time in our racing in the fair asso-
ciations that it is left up to the as-
sociations if they want pari-mutuel
they have it. And if they don’t, they
hold their fairs without it. It seems
to me only fair to any community
in the State of Maine to give them
the right to vote on this bill as
much as it is to give them the right
to vote on having a liquor store or
beer parlors or what have you.

The PRESIDENT: The question
bhefore the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Penobscot, Sen-
ator Williams, that the Senate adopt
Senate Amendment A.

A viva voce vote being doubted,
A division of the Senate was had.
Eleven having voted in the af-
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firmative and eighteen opposed, Sen-
ate Amendment A was not adopted.

Thereupon, the bill in new draft
was passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amendment
A in concurrence.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I move that the Senate
recess until seven o’clock Eastern
Standard Time.

A viva voce vote being had,

The motion to recess did not pre-
vail,

On motion by Mr. Cleaves of Cum-
berland, the Senate voted to take
from the table, bill, An Act Permit-
ting the Closing of Banks on Satur-
day (H. P. 970) (I.. D. 628) tabled
by that Senator earlier in today’s
session pending motion by the Sen-
ator from Piscataquis, Senator Mc-
Kusick, that the bill be indefinitely
postponed.

Mr. DUNBAR of Washington: Mr.
President, I hope that the motion
of the Senator from Piscataquis,
Senator McKusick does not prevail
and when the vote is taken, I ask
that it be taken by a division.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fifteen having voted in the affir-
mative and sixteen opposed, the
motion to indefinitely postpone did
not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Cleaves of Cumberland, the bill was
passed to be enacted.

On motion by Mr. Cross of Ken-
nebec,

Recessed until seven o’clock this
evening, Eastern Standard Time.

The Senate was called to order
by the President.

From the House

Out of order and under suspen-
sion of the rules:

Report “A” from the Committee
on Military Affairs on Bill “An Act
Providing for the Payment of a
Bonus to Maine Veterans of World
War II and to Provide for the Pay-
ment Thereof by Running Horse
Racing and Dog Racing,” (H. P.
1578) (L. D. 1227) reported that
the same ought not to pass.

(Signed)

Senator: SAVAGE of Somerset
Representatives:
JENNINGS of Strong
ROBBINS of Houlton
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JORDAN of South Port-
land
PAYSON of Union

Report “B” from. the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter
reported the same in a new draft
(H. P. 1736) (L. D. 1478) under a
new title, Bill “An Act Providing
for the Payment of a Bonus to
Maine Veterans of World War II
and to Provide for the Payment
Thereof by Running Horse Racing,”
ahd that it ought to pass.

(Signed)

Senators: BATCHELDER of York
DUBE of Androscoggin
Representatives:
COUSINS of Fort Kent
MUSKIE of Waterville
STEARNS of Hiram

Comes from the House, Report
“B” read and accepted, and the hill
in new draft, passed to be en-
grossed.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Batchelder, the report and accom-
panying papers were laid upon the
table pending consideration of the
reports.

The Committee of Conference on
the disagreeing action of the two
branches of the Legislature on Bill
“An Act Relating to the Salaries
of Various Officers of Pranklin
County,” (H. P. 11698) (L. D. 1415)
reported that both branches recede
from their former positions and
pass the bill to be engrossed as
amended by House :Amendment “A”
submitted herewith.

Comes from the House, report
accepted, and the bill passed to be
engrossed as amended by House
Amendment “A”,

In the Senate, the report of the
Conference Committee was adopted
in concurrence.

The Committee of Conference on
the disagreeing action of the two
branches of the Legislature on Bill
“An Act Relating to the Payment
of Fines and Costs and the Salary
of the Judge of the Municipal
Court in the Town of East Liver-
more, now Livermore Falls,” (H. P.
950) (L. D. 555) reported that the
Senate recede and concur with the
House in passing the bill to be en-
grossed without amendment.

Comes from the House,
accepted.

In the Senate, the report of the
Conference Committee was adopted
in concurrence.

report
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The Committee of Conference on
the disagreeing action of the two
branches of the Legislature on Bill
“An Act Relating to the Salary of
the Judge of the Lisbon Municipal
Court,” (H. P. 186) (L. D. 134) re-
ported that the Senate recede and
concur with the House in passing
the bill to be engrossed without
amendment.

Comes from the House, the re-
port accepted.

In the Senate, the report of the
Conference Committee was adopted
in concurrence.

The Committee of Conference on
the disagreeing action of the two
branches of the Legislature on Bill
“An Act to Amend the Charter of
Winthrop Water District,” (H. P.
1640) (L. D. 1324) reported that
they are unable to agree.

Comes from the House,
accepted.

In the Senate, the report of the
Conference Committee was adopted
in concurrence.

report

Bill “An ‘Act to Change the
Charter of the City of Calais.” (S.
P. 490) (L. D. 1356)

(In Senate on April 30, passed to
be engrossed as amended by Com-
mittee Amendment “B”.)

Comes from the House, Adoption
of Committee Amendment “B” re-
considered; House Amendment “A”
to Committee Amendment “B”
adopted, and the bill passed to be
engrossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment “B” as amended by
House Amendment “A” thereto, in
non-concurrence.

In the Senate, on motion by Mr.
Murchie of Washington, the Senate
vcoted to recede from its former
action whereby the bill was passed
to be engrossed and to further re-
cede from its action whereby it
adopted Committee Amendment B;
House Amendment A to Committee
Amendment B was read and adopt-
ed in concurrence, and the bill as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment B, as amended by House
Amendment A thereto was passed to
be engrossed in concurrence.

Bill “An Act Imposing a Per-
sonal Income Tax to Raise Ad-
ditional Revenue.” (H. P. 1742) (L.
D, 1489)

(In Senate on May 6, 1947 passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment “A” in non-
currence.
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Comes from the House, that body
having receded from its former ac-
tion, and the bill passed to be
engrossed as amended by Senate
Amendment “A” and by House
Amendments “B” and “C” in non-
currence.

In the Senate:

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I move that the Senate
recede and concur with the House
in the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I move the indefinite
postponement of this bill.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Kennebec,
Senator Cross, that the Senate re-
cede from its former action where-
by the bill was passed to be en-
grossed.

A viva voce vote being had,

The motion to recede prevailed,
and House Amendment B was read.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I move that the bill lie
on the table for five minutes while
we recess and inspect this amend-
ment.

A viva voce vote being had,

The motion prevailed and the bill
was laid upon the table pending
adoption of House Amendment B.

The Committee on Appropria-~
tions and Financial Affairs on ‘“Re-
solve, to Provide Punds for Con-
struction and Improvement of
Bangor Airport in Old Town,” (H.
P. 1642) (L. D. 1328) reported that
the same ought not to pass.

Comes from the House, the bill
substituted for the report and
passed to be engrossed.

In the Senate:

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, this bill asks for an appropria-
tion of but $35,000. I point out the
modesty of $35,000 compared with
the apparent deficiency of $9,488,000
we already have in front of us.

The problem that exists in the
city of Bangor is this: Dow Field
has an army installation that in-
cludes one of the largest airports
in the east. We have enjoyed the
service of a commercial airline in
Bangor for the last 14 years and
we have been the terminal from
which service has been extended to
Moncton, Houlton and Presque Isle.
The army has insisted that the
commercial airline in the city of
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Bangor cease as of June 30th. Ban-
gor people are continued hopeful
that the army will rescind that
order and permit the continuity of
commercial service, So far they
have refused to permit that. The
only alternative of the continuity
of commercial airline service for
northeastern Maine is an alterna-
tive landing field in Old Town.
To accomplish it requires a $120,000
expenditure. Bangor officials have
been assured that the federal gov-
ernment will contribute half of
those funds. The county and city
are willing to contribute $25,000 and
the bill asks the State to contribute
$35,000 of the $120,000.

It is not a Bangor bill and not a
Penobscot County bill. It is a bill
to permit Piscataguis County and
Penobscot County and Hancock
and Washington counties to con-
tinue to have commercial airline
service, and I think it is also a bill
that will permit Aroostook County
to continue to have reasonable
commercial airline service, 'and I
hope the Senate concurs with the
action of the other branch in sub-
stituting the bill for the report.

The motion prevailed and the bill
was substituted for the “ought not
to pass” report of the committee in
concurrence. Under suspension of
the rules the bill was given its two
several readings and passed to be
engrossed in concurrence,

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
notes the presence in the Senate
Chamber of Honorable John Ward,
Speaker of the House of Represen-
tatives and asks the Sergeant at
Arms to escort him to the rostrum
where he may occupy a seat at
my right. (Applause)

On motion by Mr. Cross of Ken-
nebec, recessed for 5 minutes.
After Recess

The Senate was called to order by
the President.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the adop-
tion of House Amendment B.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President, T move that the Senate
adopt House Amendment B in con-
currence.

A viva voce vote being doubted,

A division of the Senate was had.

Eighteen having voted in the af-
firmative and six opposed, the mo-
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tion prevailed and House Amend-
ment B was adopted in concurrence.

Thereupon, House Amendment C
was read and on motion by Mr.
Haskell of Penobscot, House Amend-~
ment C was adopted in concurrence.

Mr. Ela of Somerset presented
Senate Amendment B and moved its
adoption.

Senate Amendment B to L. D.
1489. “Amend said bill by adding
at the end of Section 5 thereof, the
words ‘as of December 31, 1947.”

Mr. ELA of Somerset: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate,
this is simply to correct an error in
the bill. The intangibles were left
for a certain period of time without
taxation, and this makes the tax go
off on those at the same time it
goes on under the income tax.

The motion prevailed and Senate
Amendment B was adopted.

Mr. MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I now move the in-
definite postponement of this bill.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobsoct: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I oppose the motion of the Sen-
ator from Cumberland, Senator
Morrill, for substantially the same
reasons that I expressed in hoping
this bill could be kept alive this
morning. Since that time we have
heard some indication that the
other body had committed some
major surgery on another substan-
tial bill to solve the problem we
face in this legislature.

Also since this morning we have
had the Comittee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs present to us
a new summary in which, without
too much modesty, they indicate the
fact that there is $9,500,000 on the
table here in the Senate and since
the reception of that report the ac-
tion of this body has piled this table
up with about $10,000,000 of major
expenditures.

I fail to hear many words of op-
position to measures put on the
table here this afternoon, and if we
do face this problem of $10,000,000
and if we do face the additional
problem of $2,000,000 in basic defi-
ciency in L. D. 1475, the oppropria-
tion measure, and if as the Chair-
man of the Appropriations Commit-
tee told you this afternoon there is
strong likelihood at least, that in-
come from liquor revenue may be
over-estimated by another million
dollars I wonder if you can depend
upon the other revenue measure,
cut in half as I am told it has been,
to solve this problem. I wonder
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whether at this stage you had not
better hold onto this second revenue
measure that you may badly need
if you face any such problem as
these summaries show you are like-
ly to face. If there is strong oppo-
sition to a 2% sales tax you have
the choice of taking a 1% sales tax
plus some odds and ends, and I am
of the firm conviction that previ-
ous legislatures have attempted to
finance the general fund too long
on odds and ends and you may well
receive two basic tax measures be-
fore you acknowledge these appro-
priation measures that you seek to
have passage.

Of course, without exception, the
members of this Senate have bills
they want to have passed in this
legislature. Few of us want to kill
the teachers’ bill certainly. Few
want to Kill the appropriation bills
that make up the total of $10,000,000
Few want to deny the basic educa-
tional requirements, and that will
add another $2,000,000 to the basic
appropriation bill; and few want to
go home with the feeling that the
liquor revenue is overestimated by
the tune of a million dollars. So if
you are facing any such appropria-
tion problem as that and if you are
faced with the fact that another
branch of the legislature wants to
limit you with $3,500,000 that can
come from the present sales tax,
where are you going to end up with
a balanced budget? I am sure it
would be an error at this time to
kill the income tax bill.

Mr., MORRILL of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, in support of my motion to
indefinitely postpone this bill I am
fully cognizant of the fact that we
have piled up on the table a large
number of appropriation bills. So
far I think the Senate has failed to
have a major argument on whether
or not we are going to take a stand
on economy in the State and pass
some of the bills or whether we are
going to pass them all and try to
raise enough taxes to pay for all of
them. It is my opinion if we can
pass the one percent sales tax we
will realize enough income so we
can pass the major proportion of
the appropriation bills and make the
cloth to fit the pattern of the tax,
rather than make the tax fit the
pattern of the appropriation.

I also feel if we have one issue
before us, speaking as the legisla-
ture as a whole, we can concentrate
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on that one issue and arrive more
efficiently and ably at a decision
than we can in the state that con-
fronts us now with two issues before

us.

I hope the motion will prevail.

Mr. BARNES of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, if T were in the water over my
head and could not swim, and had
a log to hang on to, I would
keep hold of it and keep kicking at
least until I got to shore. I would
not push it away and sink. We are
in the water over our heads on
these appropriation measures that
may be passed, and this particular
bill is a log that we should hang on
to a little while longer simply as a
procedural matter. The same mo-
tion that the Senator from Cum-
berland, Senator Morrill has made
can be made at the time of final
enactment of the bill. If we pass
it to be engrossed it will go over to
the House for enactment and then it
will come back here again. I don't
think we ought to push the log
away just yet, and I hope the mo-
tion will fail.

Mr. MORRILL of <Cumberland:
Mr, President, when the vote is tak-
en, I move that it be taken by a
division.

Mr. HASKELL of Penobscot: Mr.
President, I hesitate to speak a sec-
ond time on this, but I would like
to comment on the fact that the
argument presented by Senator
Morrill is a problem that has been
in my mind since we came here on
New Year’s Eve, and that is, which
comes first.

I have a sincere conviction that
the members of this Senate had
better come in here tomorrow morn-
ing and do some killing before we
kill these revenue measures. If you
have the desire to practice economy,
come in here tomorrow morning and
do some killing of the things that
are on the table instead of killing
the vehicle by means of which you
can get out. If that is what we
want to do, let’s take some of these
bills off the table and start killing
them as they come along and then
determine what we want for rev-
enue measures.

I am certainly not convinced that
the right procedure is to kill the
revenue measure and then start in
lobbying to see whose babies are
going to die. Let us come here to-
morrow morning and get down to
economy if you really want economy
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and then let’s decide the tax mea-
sure to fit the situation but let’s
keep the tax measure alive until
you and I have the courage to kill
the measures calling for appropri-
ation. To me, that is sound sense.

Mr., ELA of Somerset: Mr. Presi-
dent, I think I have the courage to
lay some of these bills aside which
we cannot afford. I think my votes
have shown that consistently. I
have not had much luck that way.
I think perhaps the only way_ peo-
ple who are prudently minded can
prevail is to do just as we are try-
ing to do now and kill some of the
revenue measures and then we can
fit the cloth to the pattern.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I told you this morning very
briefly how I feel about the income
tax and I was willing to bury the
bill at that time. We have got it
all dressed up now with amend-
ments and I have no objection to
burying it now. As for the argu-
ment that Senator Haskell ad-
vanced, I can’t see one bit of dif-
ference whether we kill the tax
bills first or last. I know there
is a feeling by those who have ap-
propriation bills, that as long as
there is a possibility of having those
bills enacted, they are golng to
hang on to their bill. It is the idea
here to keep the bills alive and
move them along until we see what
is going to happen. I think it is
high time to see what course we
will follow and I hope the motion
will prevail.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I think you all know my
personal feeling on an income tax.
I think it is a much fairer method
of producing revenue than the sales
tax, but be that as it may, I con-
cur heartily with the remarks of
the Senators from Penobscot and
from Aroostook. I have seen too
many times in a legislature, revenue
bills tossed away which two days
later the legislature would give any-
thing to revive, and I heartily en-
dorse the remarks of Senator Has-
kell and would again remind you
that the Senate always has the iast
word and anything which we may
wish to do tonight upon this bill
in the matter of postponing it, can
just as well be done tomorrow or
the day. I hope the Senate will
see fit to keep this bill alive at
least another day or so.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, in answer to Senator
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Cross, if we indefinitely postpone
this bill tonight and two days later
we so wish, we can still revive it.

Mr. LEAVITT of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I wish to concur with
Senator Cross and Senator Haskell
in keeping this bill alive. I think
it would be a great mistake to kill
it tonight.

Mr. CROSS of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I would like to remind
Senator Noyes that it probably
would take a two-thirds vote to
reconsider our action after twenty-
four hours, and that might not be
so easy to do.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, just a reminder to the
Senator from Kennebec, that it
would also take a two-thirds vote
to get any tax measure through the
Senate, that is any good.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from Cumber-
land, Senator Morrill that the bill
be indefinitely postponed, and that
Senator has asked for a division.

A division of the Senate was had.

Thirteen having voted in the af-
firmative and sixteen opposed, the
motion to indefinitely postpone the
bill did not prevail.

Thereupon on motion by Mr.
Haskell of Penobscot, the bill was
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendments A and B
and by House Amendments B and
C in non-concuirence.

Sent down for concurrence.

From the House

Out of order and under suspen-
sion of the rules:

The Committee on Taxation on
Bill“ An Act Relating to Tax on
Cigarettes,” (H. P. 635) (L. D. 415)
reported that the same ought not
to pass.

Comes from the House, the bill
substituted for the report, and
passed to be engrossed as amended
by House Amendment “A”

In the Senate:

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President, the committee reported
this bill “ought not to pass” with
the feeling and realization a ciga-
rette tax would not yield sufficient
revenue to meet the expenses of
State government. However, the bill
has been substituted for the report
and sent to us, and I find that the
bill fails to provide an effective
date, which should be corrected.
I also note that the bill does not
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carry an emergency clause, and as
I have stated repeatedly before the
Senate, I believe any measure to be
effective must have an emergency
provision. I move that we substitute
the bill for the report and if it
prevails I will offer Senate Amend-
ment “A”.

The motion to substitute the bill
for the report prevailed. House
Amendment “A” was read.

Mr. BISHOP of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, just a word of explana-
tion in regard to this amendment.
Any revenue producing measure
must originate in the house. This
bill was on the table in the house
with an “ought not to pass” report
of the committee. The amendment
you have before you is my amend-
ment. I have worked on it quite
a little time and it proposes only
a few minor changes but very ef-
fective ones. It adds another mill
to the cigarette tax. That would
not be justified in itself as the bill
was originally drafted, but I have
had added to that, cigars and other
tobacco products. The cigarette tax
measure, tax law, now provides $2,-
110,000 annually which is ear-
marked for old age assistance. An-
other mill from cigarettes or two
cents per package will double this
amount because as we proved four
years ago there was no decrease in
the consumption of cigarettes. There
is no justification either in taxing
cigarettes without taxing the lordly
cigar. The one cent on cigars is on
the same basis as the two cents per
package on cigarettes and in the
bill, if you will look in the last
document in your file, you will find
on page 4 that 20% of the value of
other tobacco products is added
here.

I took for an example the State
of New Hampshire which has a tax
on cigars and a tax on cigarettes
and on packaged goods. The argu-
ment has always been that it is
too difficult to collect a tax on cig-
ars and tobacco products. That is
not the case. It does take a few
more denominations of stamps but
there is no reason why the same
machinery that collects the ciga-
rette tax should not collect the
cigar tax. The State of New Hamp-
shire collects about 11% on tobacco
tax revenue from packaged goods,
so with $2,110,000 that exists at
the present time, if it is doubled it
would be $4,220,000 and 11% of
that is approximately half a mil-
lion dollars which would give a
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total of something over $2,600,000
of additional revenue.

The rest of the bill is the same as
the tax law except at the very end
there is a change in the earmarking
of these funds. At the present time
the cigarette tax money goes for
old age assistance. This amendment
to the original bill provides that one
half of the total revenue from to-
bacco products and cigarettes and
cigars will go for old age assistance
thereby making an increase of
something over a quarter of a mil-
lion dollars which is needed, and
the other half will go to the State
to be allocated to the towns to es-
tablish minimum salaries for teach-
ers, and it will be another ap-
proximately two and a quarter mil-
lion dollars. I don’t think anyone
wants to see the teachers’ bills fall
by the wayside. I think it is one
of the primary measures before this
legislature and if the future suc-
cess of our State of Maine. Next
year it is estimated it will take $1,-
400,000 to take care of teachers’
salary bills. The next year it will be
$2,000,000 and each year it will
crawl up a little bit and eventually
catch up with the excess revenue
we have established in this bill.

I don’t think it needs any time
limit and no emergency clause. I
cannot see any reason why there
should be a referendum on this tax
bill. If they want to put on one, I
have no objection. This briefly ex-
plains the contents of the bill be-
fore you.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the adop-
tion of House Amendment A.

Thereupon, House Amendment A
was adopted in concurrence.

Mr. NOYES of Hancock: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I should apologize to the Sen-
ator from Sagadahoc. I did not
know that this was his amendment
but I have this amendment pre-
pared which is Senate Amendment
A to House Amendment A and I
move its adoption. The amendment
simply states the effective date of
the act to take effect on July first
and makes it an emergency meas-
ure.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr,
Noyes of Hancock, the Senate voted
to reconsider its former action
whereby House Amendment A was
adopted, Senate Amendment A to
House Amendment A was adopted
without further reading.
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Mr. ELA of Somerset: Mr. Pres-
ident, I too wish to apologize to the
Senator from Sagadahoc, Senator
Bishop. I did not know it was his
amendment but there was not much
time for the preparation of amend-
ments. I offer Senate Amendment
B to House Amendment A and move
its adoption.

Senate Amendment B to House
Amendment A to L. D. 415. “Amend
said amendment by striking out all
of that part designated Section 205
of Section 16 thereof and inserting
in place thereof the following: “Sec-
tion 205. Allocation of Tax. The
revenue derived from the provisions
of Sections 186 to 205 inclusive shall
be credited to the general fund of
the state.

Mr. ELA: Mr. President and
members of the Senate, if we are
going to have this tax, I thoroughly
believe the funds should accrue to
the general fund of the state and
not be earmarked for any particular
usage. If you add to the present
cigarette tax an undetermined
amount of taxes from cigars and
tobacco, it might well be that you
will produce more funds than will
be needed for Old Age Assistance,
and further, if the other half of the
money should be earmarked for
schools and to establish minimum
salaries for teachers, I don’t feel
that it is necessary. If the bill has
sufficient funds to merit its passing,
funds will have to be appropriated
for it anyway. We have been con-
tinually struggling to get away in
state finances from earmarking
funds and I believe we should do so
in this measure.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Somerset, Sen-
ator Ela, that the Senate adopt Sen-
ate Amendment B to House Amend-
ment A.

The motion to adopt Senate
Amendment B to House Amend-
ment A prevailed.

Thereupon, House Amendment A
as amended by Senate Amendments
A and B thereto, was adopted and
under suspension of the rules, the
bill as so amended was given a sec-
ond reading and passed to be en-
grossed in non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Barnes of
Aroostook, the Senate voted to take
from the table, Bill, An Act Creat-
ing a State Forest Commission (S.
P. 522) (L. D. 1423) tabled by that
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Senator on May 1st pending con-
sxderatlon of - Senate Amendment

Mr MURCHIE of Washington:
Mr. President, being a particular
individual in this Senate who quar-
reled with the bill that was the
forerunner of the present measure,
which was L. D. 1163 and the new
draft in 1495, T want to state I
have no particular quarrel with the
bill except in one line in section 1
that says the commissioner shall be
a “qualified graduate of a recog-
nized forestry school and who has
adequate experience to handle the
forestry problems of the state of
Maine”. In order for this to be
clarified I offer Senate Amendment
“B” to Senate Amendment “A” and
move its adoption:

The Secretary read  Senate
Amendment “B” to Senate Amend-
ment “A”:

“Senate Amendment ‘B’ to Sen-
ate Amendment ‘A’ to L. D. 1423.
Amend said amendment by draw-
ing a line through the words ‘B.A’
in the third line of that part desig-
nated section 1 of section 1 there-
of. Further amend said amendment
by striking out the underlined
words ‘qualified graduate of a rec-
ognized forestry school and shall’
in the fifth and sixth lines of that
part designated section 1 of section
1 thereof.

Mr. CLEAVES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, as you know, I have been
interested in this forestry problem
for some time. This amendment
does not do what we want the new
bhill to do. Now, in the first place,
under the new draft we are putting
the forestry commissioner under
the State of Maine so that he may
direct the duties of his office in a
manner that is in accordance with
his profession. The second thing,
we have purposely put into this
that the appointee of the governor
and council for forest commission-
er should be a graduate of a recog-
nized school of forestry. We believe
this is fair and right and just. We
have here in the State of Maine
a, forestry school at the University
of Maine. We should give the boys
an incentive to go to that school
and learn their profession with the
asurance that sometime if they are
good enough, they may be in the
category that will make them under
consideration for forest commis-
sioner of the State. Under the
present system a forest commis-
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sioner can be any man who is ac-
ceptable to the governor and coun-
cil and acceptable to the forestry
district, whoever he may be. Many
men, and I can pick them out one
by one in the forestry district who
know forestry and who are excel-
lent men but who are not men we
would appoint as forest commis-
sioner. One thing is knowing for-
estry and another thing is adminjs-
tering. We must have a man as a
forest commissioner able to admin-
ister, who is able to analyze men
and able to handle men and able
to conduct the department along
the teachings of his profession, and
I move you, sir, that this amend-
ment indefinitely postponed.

Mr. BARNES of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I had thought I was willing to
go along with the amendment with-
out further amending it, but after
talking with Senator Murchie, it
occurred to me that if you put this
qualification in, or left it in, you
would be pretty restricted in the
type of man you would permit the
Governor and Council to appoint.
The way the bill now reads, the
Commissioner shall have had ade-
quate experience to handle forestry
problems of the State of Maine.
forestry school or the Yale forestry
school or no forestry school at all,
you might have the ablest man in
the world and might not be able
to appoint him, and therefore, al-
though originally I thought this
amendment was all right, I want
to go along with this amendment
as prepared. The feature of the
bill that makes the forestry com-
missioner answerable to one master
instead of half to the state and
half to the forestry department I
particularly like, and I think the
amendment is a good one, if this
amendment to it is adopted. I
therefore hope that it will be
adopted.

Mr. CLEAVES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, may I call to the Senators’
attention again a statement I made
last week in regard to the forestry
problem which was to the effect
that we have in the State of Maine
$16,700,000 acres of timber land. The
Forestry Committee took a trip by
plane and that trip has been smiled
upon by some members of the
legislature, but it had its purpose
which was to show that committee
the large expanse of forests which
the State of Maine has, and the
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problem we have in conserving those
forests for future usage. We need
a man in the Porestry department
who is an administrator who knows
his forestry and who knows men,
and thank goodness the way we
have it lined up, it does limit the
appointee of the Governor and
Council and that is what we want
it to do. We want them to get
the very best man that they can
to take charge of one of the biggest
problems of the state. Our For-
estry resources as I have said on
several different occasions, are dis-
appearing minute by minute and
unless we take cognizance of it
now, we will wake up to find we
have not the timber or the source
of taxation we thought we had.

Mr. MURCHIE of Washington:
Mr. President, it is true, members
of the Senate that we want the
young man to go to forestry schools
and be trained in forestry, but in
the period when he shall attain the
real experience requlred to qualify
him as a forestry commissioner, we
certainly need a man who knows
the game. Under the present set
up our former Forestry Commis-
sioners, men such as Forest Colby
or Neal Violed who both did out-
standing jobs, such men could not
qualify even to take care of the
position until a young man was
trained. It is the case where a
young boy coming from a forestry
school could not get into the com-
missioner work at the start. It
has got to be under the guidance
of a real forester, somebody who
knows of it beforehand.

Mr. CLEAVES of Cumberland:
Mr. President, I hesitate to rise
again but there is not a man in
this Senate, if he is in business,
but what has got either a foreman
or superintendent under him who
is very capable and who knows the
business, so far as his responsibility
is concerned from A to Z, but
that man may know his business
but he may not be able to take
the place of any member of this
Senate, or take my place in the
administration of a department
from an executive’s capacity.

Mr. HASKEILIL of Penobscot: Mr,
President, I had no intention of
speaking on this bill, but will speak
briefly. A very good friend of mine,
the late James Sewall of Old Town,
was probably acknowledged as the
leading authority in forestry mat-
ters—and I can assure the Senate
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that Jim Sewall would not have
been qualified under the terms of
these provisions, and I also doubt
whether the State of Maine would
have had money enough to hire
Jim Sewall as forest commissioner.
But with these provisions you would
have wiped out Jim Sewall and the
accomplishments he has given to
the State of Maine.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Cleaves, that the Senate in-
definitely postpone Senate Amend-
‘r‘rxeyrylt “B” to Senate Amendmnet

1661

A division of the Senate was had.

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

Thereupon, Senate Amendment
“B” to Senate Amendment “A” was
adopted, and the bill given its two
several readings and passed to be
engrossed as amended by Senate
Amendment “A” and by Senate
Amendment “B” thereto.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Cross of Ken-
nebec

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





