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SENATE 

Wednesday, April 29, 1959 

Senate called to order by the 
President. 

Prayer by Rev. Horace E. Col
pitts of Augusta. 

On motion by Mr. Dunn of Ken
nebec, journal of yesterday read and 
approved. 

The PRESIDENT: At this time 
the Chair would like to welcome 
to the Senate Chamber members 
of the American Problems Class of 
Skowhegan High School, the senior 
members. It is a real privilege on 
behalf of the members of the Maine 
State Senate to welcome you young 
people here to our deliberations this 
morning. We trust that you will find 
it an enjoyable and educational 
day. I am sure that the Senators all 
extend a most cordial and hearty 
welcome to all of you. 

Papers from the House 
Bill, "An Act Relating to Hours, 

Vacations and Sick Pay for Coun
ty Personnel." (H. P. 922) (L. D. 
1304) 

In Senate on April 21, passed to 
be engrossed in concurrence. 

Comes from House, passed to be 
engrossed as amended by House 
Amendment A (Filing No. 268) in 
non-concurrence. 

In the Senate, the Secretary read 
House Amendment A and the Sen
ate voted to recede and concur with 
the House. 

House Committee Reports 
Leave to Withdraw 

The Committee on Judiciary on 
recommitted Bill, "An Act Relating 
to the Fees of Attorneys." H. P. 
812) (L. D. 1150) reported that same 
be granted Leave to Withdraw. 

Which report was read and ac
cepted in concurrence. 

Ought Not to Pass 
The Committee on Public Utilities 

on Bill, "An Act Permitting Rural 
Electrification Cooperatives to Ex
ercise Eminent Domain." (H. P. 
121) (L. D. 176) reported that the 
same Ought not to pass. 

Which report was read and ac
cepted in concurrence. 

The Committee on Towns and 
Counties on Bill, "An Act Relating 
to Development and Promotion in 
Aroostook County." (H. P. 822) (L. 
D. 1160) reported that the same 
Ought not to pass. 

In House, report and bill Indefi
nitely Postponed. 

In the Senate, the Ought not to 
pass report was accepted. 

Ought to Pass - N. D. 
The Committee on Highways on 

"Resolve Authorizing Survey and 
Plans for a Maine-Quebec High
way." (H. P. 394) (L. D. 577) re
ported same in New Draft (H. P. 
945) (L. D. 1340) under same title 
and that it Ought to pass. ' 

Which report was read and ac
cepted in concurrence, the resolve 
read once and tomorrow assigned 
for second reading. 

The Committee on Natural Re
sources on "Resolve Permitting the 
Building of a Wharf in Lake Maran
acook, Kennebec County." (H. P. 
445) (L. D. 651) reported same as 
a Bill in New Draft (H. P. 944) (L. 
D. 1336) under New Title: "An Act 
Permitting the Building of Marinas 
in Lake Maranacook, Kennebec 
County." and that it Ought to pass. 

Which report was read and ac
cepted in concurrence and the bill 
read once. 

Mr. Carpenter of Somerset pre
sented Senate Amendment A and 
moved its adoption. 

Which admendment was read and 
adopted and on further motion by 
the same Senator, the bill was laid 
upon the table pending assignment 
for second reading. 

The Committee on Legal Mfairs 
on Bill, "An Act Amending the 
Charter of the City of Augusta." 
m. P. 759) (L. D. 1077) reported 
same in New Draft (H. P. 936) 
(L. D. 1323) under same Title, and 
that it Ought to pass. 

In House, report accepted and 
bill in New Draft passed to be 
engrossed as amended by House 
Amendment A (Filing No. 267) 

In the Senate, the report was 
read and accepted in concurrence, 
the bill read once, House Amend
ment A read and adopted in con
currence, and the bill as amended, 
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tomorrow assigned for second read
ing. 

Ought tQ Pass - as amended 
The Committee on Appropriations 

and Financial Affairs on "Resolve 
Relating to Non-lapsing Moneys for 
Construction of Eastport - Perry 
Causeway-Dam." m. P. 884) (L. D. 
1258) reported that the same Ought 
to pass as amended by Committee 
Amendment A (Filing No. 262) 

Qn motion by Mr. Stilphen of 
Knox, tabled pending acceptance of 
the report. 

RepQrt A - OTP 
Re,port B - ONTP 

Five members of the Committee 
on Legal Affairs on Bill, "An Act 
Relating to Retirement of Mem
bers of Portland Police and Fire 
Departments not under Retirement 
System." m. P. 74) (L. D. 112) 
reported (Report A) that the same 
Ought to pass. 

(Signed) 
Senators: 

CHARLES of Cumberland 
MacDONALD of Qxford 

Representatives: 
KELLAM of Portland 
CQTE of Lewiston 
TRUMBULL, of Fryeburg 

Five members of the same Com
mittee on the same subject matter, 
reported (Report B) that the bill 
Ought not to pass. 

(Signed) 
Senator: 

MARTIN of Kennebec 
Representatives: 

LINNELL of South Portland 
BROWN of Cape Elizabeth 
HUTCHINSQN of Carthage 
GOOD of Sebago 

In House, Report B accepted. 
In the Senate, on motion by Mr. 

Martin of Kennebec, Report B 
"Ought not to pass" was accepted 
in concurrence. 

Senate Committee Reports 
Legislation Inexpedient 

Mr. Bates fr()llll the Committee on 
Labor on Bill, "An Act Relating to 
Workmen's C()Illlpensation Insur
ance," (S. P. 37) (L. D. 35) report
ed Legislation Inexpedient at this 
time. Recommend that subject mat-

ter be referred to Legislative Re
search Committee. 

Which report was read and ac
cepted. 

Sent down for concurrence. 
Subsequently, on motion by Mr. 

Woodcock of Penobscot, the Senate 
voted to reconsider its action previ
ously taken whereby it accepted the 
committee repQrt; ,and on further 
motion by the same SenatQr, the 
bill was laid upon the table pending 
acceptance Qf the report. 

Ought to Pass - N. D. 
Mr. Bates from the Committee 

on Labor on Bill, "An Act Relating 
to Artificial Aids fQr Employees for 
Injuries Under Workmen's Com
pensation Law." (S. P. 276) (L. D. 
738) reported same in New Dl1aft 
(S. P. 477) (L. D. 1348) under Same 
Title and that it Qught to pass. 

Mr. Martin from the Committee Qn 
Legal Affairs on Bill, "An Act Re
lating to St. Mary',s Hospital Qf 
Lewiston." (S. P. 457) (L. D. 1310) 
reported same in New Dl1aft (S. P. 
478) (L D. 1349) under Same Title, 
and that it Qught to pass. 

Which reports were read and la,c
cepted, the bills in New Draft read 
once and tomorrow assigned [or 
second reading. 

---
The PRESIDENT: At this time the 

Chair would like to welcome to the 
Senate Chamber seventy students 
from the 8th gl1ade of the pubUc 
schools in Freeport, acc()llll'panied 
by teachers Mrs. DeRoche and Mrs. 
Webber. It is a real pleasure tQ have 
the opportunity, on behalf Qf the 
Maine Senate, to welcome yQU 
young peQple here this mQrning. We 
sincerely hope that you will find 
this to be an educational and prQfit
able and enjoyable day here in the 
Senate. We 'wish you a very cordial 
and hearty welcome. 

Second Readers 
The Committee on Bills in the 

Second Reading reported the follow
ingbills and resolves: 

House 
Bill, "An Act Increasing Com

pensation of Clel1ks of the Law 
CQurt." m. P. 506) (L. D. 719) 

Bill, "An Act to Authorize the 
Mun1c1palities of Limestone ,and 
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Caswell Plantation to Form a School 
Administrative District." (H. P. 604) 
(L. D. 864) 

Bill, "An Act Creating Game 
Management Area of Towns of Deer 
Isle and Stonington, Hancock Coun
ty." (H. P. 608) (L. D. 868) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Financial 
Responsibility of Vehicles Insured 
by Automatic Covsrage." (H. P. 690) 
(L. D. 990) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Forma
tion and Operation of Mutual Trust 
Investment Companies Under Su
pervision of Bank Commissioner." 
(H. P. 740) (L. D. 1059) 

"Resolve Regulating Fishing in 
Richardson Lakes, Upper and Lower 
and Their Tributaries, Oxford 
County." (H. P. 942) (L. D. 1334) 

Which were severally read a 
second time and passed to be en
grossed in concurrence. 

House --- as Amended 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Tempo
rary Fish and Game Wardens." (H. 
P. 85) (L. D. 132) 

Bill, "An Act Increasing Salary 
of Commissioner of Education." (H. 
P. 318) (L. D. 465) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to School 
Taxes in Unorganized Townships." 
(H. P. 466) (L. D. 684) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Pension 
for Members of Police and Fire 
Departments of City of Waterville." 
(H. P. 898) (L. D. 1267) 

"Resolve Appropriating Moneys 
to Replace and Repair Son go Locks, 
Cumberland County." (H. P. 601) 
(L. D. 861) 

Which were severally read a 
second time and passed to be en
grossed as amended in concurrence. 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Splash 
Guards for Certain Trucks." (H. 
P. 870) (L,. D. 1215) 

Which was read a second time 
and passed to be engrossed as 
amended by Senate Amendment A 
in non-concurrence. The Senate In
definitely Postponed House Amend
ment A --- Filing No. 261. 

Sent down fOir concurrence. 

Bill, "An Act Concerning Liability 
of Parents for Damage by Chil
dren." (S. P. i>8) (L. D. 91) 

Which was read a second time 
and passed to be engrossed. 

Sent down for concurrence. 

Enactors 
The Committee on Engrossed 

Bills reported as truly and strictly 
engrossed, the following bills and 
resolves: 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Taxation 
of Household Furniture." (H. P. 
449) (L. D. 655) 

Bill, "An Act Revising Laws Re
lating to Slaughterhouses." (H. P. 
363) (L. D. 979) 

(On motion by Mr. Rogerson of 
Aroostook, the bill was laid upon 
the Special Appropriations Table 
pending enactment.) 

Bill, "An Act Providing for Uni
form Act for Simplification of Fidu
ciary Security Transfers." (H. P. 
750) (L. D. 1068) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Appeal 
from County Commissioners in 
Eminent Domain for Location of 
Schools." (H. P. 810) (L. D. 1148) 

Bill, "An Act Increasing Borrow
ing Capacity of Ashland Water and 
Sewer District." (H. P. 836) (L. D. 
1187) 

Bill, "An Act Amending the Char
ter of the Topsham Sewer District." 
(H. P. 846) (L. D. 1209) 

Bill, "An Act Permitting Munici
palities to Appropriate Moneys to 
Aid Conventions." (H. P. 925) (L. 
D. 1307) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Employ
ment of Teachers." (S. P. 110) (L. 
D.260) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Taxa
tion of Domestic Fowl." (H. P. 122) 
(L. D. 272) 

Bill, "An Act Providing for For
est Rehabilitation." (S. P. 127) (L. 
D. 322) 

(On motion by Mr. Rogerson of 
Aroostook, the bill was laid upon 
the Special Appropriations Table 
pending enactment.) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Amounts 
for State Scholarships for Normal 
Schools and Teachers' Colleges." 
(S. P. 148) (L. D. 369) 

Bill, "An Act Relating to Use of 
Draggers in Sheep scot Bay." (S. P. 
194) (L. D. 490) 

(On motion by Mr. Rogerson of 
Aroostook, the bill was laid upon 
the Special Appropriations Table 
pending enactment.) 
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Bill, "An Act to, Create the Maine 
Fertilizer Law." (S. P. 254) (L. D. 
667) 

Bill, "An Act PrDviding Manda
tDry Jail Sentence fDr SecDnd Of
fense Df Driving Under the Influ
ence." (S. P. 329) (L. D. 905) 

Bill, "An Act Revising Laws Re
lating to, Animal Industry." (S. P. 
359) (L. D. 1042) 

Bill, "An Act to Revise Certain 
Laws Df the Department Df Institu
tiDnal Service." (S. P. 406) (L. D. 
1174) 

Bill, "An Act Repealing GerD Is
land, Piscataquis County, as a 
Game Preserve." (S. P. 411) (L. 
D. 1195) 

Bill, "An Act to Create the Wash
ingtDn County Development Author
ity." (S. P. 417) (L. D. 1201) 

Bill, "An Act Permitting the Town 
of Freeport to Provide Educational 
Scholarships." (S. P. 459) (L. D. 
1311) 

"ResDlve to Aid Settlement Df 
Refugees in Maine." tH. P. 105) (L. 
D. 161) 

(On motion by Mr. Rogerson of 
Aroostook, the resolve was laid up
on the Special Appropriations Table 
pending final passage.) 

"Resolve Reimbursing Certain 
Municipalities on ACCDunt Df Proper
ty Tax Exemptions of Veterans." 
tH. P. 135) (L. D. 193) 

(On motion by Mr. Rogerson of 
Aroostook, the bill was laid upon 
the Special Appropriations Table 
pending final passage.) 

"Resolve Regulating Fishing in 
Wadleigh Pond, Piscataquis Coun
ty." tH. P. 199) (L. D. 291) 

(On motion by Mr. Lewis of Som
erset, the resolve was laid upon the 
table pending final passage.) 

"Resolve to Reimburse Old Town 
SChDOI Department for Tuition for 
Children Living on Indian Island." 
tH. P. 435) (L. D. 641) 

(On mDtion by Mr. RDgerson of 
Aroostook, the resolve was laid up
on the Special Appropriations Table 
pending final passage.) 

"Resolve Regulating Fishing in 
Horne Pond, Limington, York Coun
ty." (H. P. 584) (L. D. 831) 

"Res Dive AuthDrizing the Maine 
Defense CDmmissiDn to Convey Cer
tain Land in FDrt Kent." (H. P. 
817) (L. D. 1155) 

Which resolves were severally 
Finally Passed. 

----
Bond Issue Authorization 

Bill, "An Act to AuthDrize the 
Issuance of Bonds in the AmDunt 
of Thirteen Million Dollars on Behalf 
of the State of Maine for the Pur
pose of Building State Highways." 
(H. P. 418) (L. D. 602) 

Whkh bill, being a bond authoriza
tion measure, and having received 
the affirmative vote of 26 members 
Df the Senate, and one opposed was 
passed to be enacted. 

Emergency 
Bill, "An Act Relating to Training 

Df Firemen." (S. P. 131) (L. D. 326) 
Which bill, being an emergency 

measure, ,and having received the 
affirmative vote of 27 membcI1s of 
the Senate, was passed to be enacted. 

Emergency 
Bill, "An Act Relating to, Marking 

and Detention of Substandard Grade 
Sardines." (S. P. 409) (L. D. 1193) 

Which bill, being an emergency 
measure,and having received the 
affirmative vote of 26 members of 
the Senate, was passed to be en
acted. 

Orders of the Day 
The President laid before the Sen

ate the 1st tabled ,and especially as
signed item being Bill, "An Act Re
lating to Use of Draggers in Part 
of PenobscDt Bay." (H. P. 916) (iL. 
D. 1294) tabled by the Senator from 
Cumberland, Senator Coffin on April 
23 pending .assignment for second 
reading; and on further motion by 
the same SenatDr, the bill w,as to
morrow assigned for 'second reading. 

The President laid before the Sen
ate the 2nd tabled and especially as
signed item being House RepDrt 
from the Committee on State Gov
ernment: "Majority Report, Ought 
not to pass; Minority report, Ought 
to, pass" Dn "Resolve PrDposing an 
Amendment to the Constitution Pro
viding fDr Annual Legislative Ses
sions." tH. P. 849) (L. D. 1212) 
tab1ed 'by the SenatDr from Penob
scot, SenatDr Hillman on April 27 
pending .acceptance Df either report. 
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Mr. HILLMAN of Penobscot: Mr. 
President, I move that we accept 
the majority "Ought not to pass" 
report of the committee. 

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin: 
Mr. President, I rise in opposition 
to the motion of the Senator from 
Penobscot, Senator Hillman. 

Now at the outset I might say that 
this bill for annual sessions has 
been sponsored in the past by not 
the Democratic Party but by the 
Republican Party, and this year, 
as you know, it has been sponsored 
by the Democratic Party, so I do 
not think it has perhaps had too 
partisan a flavor to it. However, 
it is my thought that we have come 
to a point in our legislative pro
cedures that we should have annual 
sessions. One thing is the com
plexity of our appropriations and 
departmental expenditures are get
ting so that I believe it makes 
it very unfortunate at times and 
very hard for the departmental he~d 
to look forward for two years In 
order to bring his estimates in to 
operate his department. I think that 
an annual session whereby bud
getary matters would be considered 
would be a great relief to the de
partment head so that he might be 
able to operate more efficiently and 
be in a better position to estimate 
what his needs are for one year 
rather than for a two-year period. 
I think also that when we passed 
the Sinclair Act in the last legis
lature we more or less imposed 
upon ourselves a duty to meet an
nually because the Jacobs report, 
if you' recall, upon which .the Sin
clair Act was based, provIded for 
all subsidies or payments to the 
towns under the Sinclair Act ac
cording to annual figures rather 
than biennial figures. It other words, 
the money that was to be paid to 
towns for relief of education the 
Jacobs report said that we should 
base it on their annual expenditure 
and number of school children en
rolled. Now we are basing that 
on a two-year period if we continue 
to meet every two years. Therefore 
I think that we owe it as a duty 
to the towns, if we are to continue 
along with the Sinclair Act, that 
it should be based on an annual 
computation, and the only way we 
can possibly do that is by having 
annual sessions. 

This is not something new in the 
State of Maine. As you all know, 
we had annual sessions when our 
State was first formed and for many, 
many years. It went along for a 
while and somewhere along the line 
it was changed. I might say that 
since the time it was changed we 
have had some twenty-seven special 
sessions. You all know the special 
sessions we have had in the last 
three years, and it shows that there 
is a definite need for annual ses
sions. 

There is the argument that if we 
did have annual sessions many of 
the present members of the Legis
lature could not attend because it 
would take so much of their time. 
That is not true, because we find 
that in the State of New York where 
they have annual sessions, and 
where this year they had some 
eight thousand bills, of which prob
ably two thousand bills were passed, 
still they adjourned on March 26th. 
So perhaps our procedures can be 
shortened up so that it will be 
possible for many of us, even though 
we feel that we should not spend 
so much time over here, if we had 
annual sessions I feel that the time 
we spent over here would be much 
shorter, and therefore we would be 
able to attend every year for a 
much shorter period of time. As you 
know, what has been happening is 
that we have been getting out of 
here about the thirtieth of May, 
and by the vote taken at the cau
cus last night it looks that we might 
be here for a long, long time; and 
so far as the budgetary con
siderations, if that should prevail 
I am sure we are going to have 
to be back in special session if 
these departments are allowed to 
be cut down in their current ser
vices budgets. 

I think that the State of Maine 
has approached the time when we 
owe it to the people, especially un
der the Sinclair Act, and for good 
efficient government, that we should 
have these annual sessions. That is 
why I oppose the motion of the good 
Senator from Penobscot, Senator 
Hillman. When the vote is taken 
I request a division. 

Mr. HILLMAN of Penobscot: Mr. 
President and members of the Sen
ate: I signed the majority "Ought 
not to pass" report of this com-
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mittee for reasons that are well
known to every member of this Sen
ate, including my good friends from 
the Democratic Party. Further de
bate on this measure I know is un
necessary. That is no reflection on 
the fine presentation that the Sen
ator from Androscoggin, Senator 
Lessard made. I concur in having 
a division. 

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook: 
Mr. President, I had intended to 
speak on this measure, and then 
just before the session began I was 
informed or thought I was informed 
that this matter would not be 
debated today but rather would be 
tabled and discussed later. In the 
interest of expediting things, I am 
not going to ask that this be re
tabled, but I would like to make 
a few remarks to indicate that so 
far as I am concerned my feeling 
and thinking has changed in this 
matter. In the past, in spite of the 
fact that these have been Republi
can bills, I have voted against an
nual sessions because I felt at that 
time that in spite of the fact that 
government was growing increas
ingly complex that we were still 
able to come down here and do the 
sort of job which should be done. 
But during the last session when 
I was Chairman of the State Gov
ernment Committee I began to have 
some doubts- as to whether or not 
this was still true, and this session 
I have even more serious doubts 
whether or not we can come down 
here, in spite of the fact that we 
spend five months, and do the sort 
of job we should do. I find that on 
many subjects material which I 
would like to read and digest has 
to be left unread, and so I feel 
that the opinions I have formed 
sometimes are not as valid as they 
might be if we had time to look 
into all of these areas that interest 
us. So I feel that the time has come 
when we should give very serious 
consideration to the desirability of 
coming down here annually for 
somewhat shorter sessions in order 
to give more attention to this busi
ness of government which is indeed 
big business. 

There are arguments, of course, 
against doing this, but I feel that 
if we are going to give the people 
of Maine the sort of attention to 
government details which they need 

that the time has come to make 
this change, and I shall support the 
bill for annual sessions. 

Mr. PIERCE of Hancock: Mr. 
President and members of the Sen
ate: Having had the privilege of 
serving on the Appropriations Com
mittee with the previous speaker, 
the Senator from Aroostook, Sen
ator Rogerson, I most wholeheart
edly concur with this thinking, and 
I most wholeheartedly concur with 
the arguments expressed by the dis
tinguished Senator from Androscog
gin, Senator Lessard. When the vote 
is taken I request a roll call. 

Mr. FARLEY of York: Mr. Presi
dent and members of the Senate: 
As I look around here this morning 
I realize that only a few of us who 
are in the Senate were members 
of the House in 1949-51 when the 
annual session argument was 
brought up by two Republicans, 
Arnold Brown and Horace McClure 
of Bath. I have been one of those 
who have screamed and screamed 
for annual sessions. I think it would 
be one of the best things that could 
happen in the State of Maine in 
regard to the budget that is now 
presented to us. Some of us who 
are businessmen in a small way 
believe that the State of Maine is 
not being run in a businesslike way 
and in the manner that you would 
run your own business. Many, many 
people at home ask us when we 
come back: "What are you doing 
down there? Why do we need so 
much money for this? Why do we 
need so much money for that? And 
they may wonder who gets all the 
graft. 

Now when you throw a budget of 
over a hundred million 'at us
'I have served under Republican 
government and I have served under 
Democratic government, and I be
lieve that you would get better re
sults and better men to come down 
here if we could come down here 
and have an opportunity to thorough
ly understand it. Not only could we 
be Democrats and Republicans, but 
a great many of us could be inde
pendent in our own mind as to just 
where we ,should stand. Since 1949 
I have believed that the annual ses
'sian is the only thing to bring us 
back to where we belong, and I am 
going to vote :along that line. 
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Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi
dent and members of the Senate: I 
did not intend to debate this bill, 
although I do have my convictions. 

Now it seems to have been brought 
out in the debate that it is necessary 
that we have annUial sessions in 
order to budget wisely. Now of the 
fourteen states in this country that 
have annual sessions only seven 
budget annually. Now I ask you: 
Why do only seven out of the four
teen budget on an ,annual basis? 
Why is it that the other seven still 
budget the same as we do, biennial
ly. The good Senator from Andros
coggin, Senator Lessard, has said 
that we need to meet annually to 
budget wisely. Now as a former 
member of the Appropriations Com
mittee, I am very proud of this com
mittee that we have and of the past 
committees, and I think that we 
have budgeted wisely. The records 
will show that we have budgeted 
wisely and that our estimates have 
been very conservative, in fact so 
conservative that our capital con
struction program has been contin
ued, and I think wisely, by the sur
pluses that we have produced by our 
wise budgets. 

I think one of the basic reasons 
why we have such long sessions is 
the fad that many of our bills stay 
in committees too long. Perhaps they 
should be filed before our session 
starts. 

Now according to the records in 
the Council of State Gove'rnment, 
the Book of the States, many states 
are st'arting studies. "Various 
studies in recent years have recom
mended the filing and printing of 
bills prior to the session, but the 
legislative response has been limited. 
Since earlier work by hearings com
mittees is dependent on this pre
session activity, however, it is likely 
that this is a practice which will 
become more widespread in coming 
yeal's. A few annual session states 
- Arizona, Michigan, New Jersey 
and New York~are cons,idering the 
Congressional practice (and that of 
Georgia, South Carolina and Puerto 
Rico) of carrying over bills still on 
calendar from one session to the 
next during the life of the same leg
islature." 

Members of the Senate, I really 
believe that with proper study by 

some committee such as our Re
search Committee we could come UIP 
with some ideas on filing of bills 
that would certainly shorten the 
sessions. I thank you. 

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin: 
Mr. President, I might say at this 
time that I have in my hand here 
a document which was presented 
to the legislature in the state of 
Vermont February 11, 1959 pro
'posing to do the very same thing in 
the form of a resolution that the 
legislature thel'e in the State of Ver
mont reconvenes on January 12, 1960 
for a genel'al lappropriatiollJs bill for 
the fiscal year 1960. You see that 
the problem is not only becoming 
complex in the State of Maine but 
it is becDming cDmplex in our sister 
State of Vermont. 

I have yet to hear anyone say 
anything further 'about the Sinclair 
Bill and the communities they are 
attempting to organize under it, and 
also subsidy payments due the 
towns and cities. I think we ,at this 
session fully appreciate what has 
happened in the fDrming of districts 
under the Sinclair Bill. As you 
know, many cities and small towns 
are cDming down here and trying to 
get out from underneath, realizing 
perhaps that they should not have 
gone into it. NDW that ~s causing 
quite a bit of chaos back home. I 
understand that our good President 
has a situation in his own home 
county that is quite red-hot at the 
present time. Now if we have lan
nual session that will give oppor
tunity for them to ,come down and 
perhaps remedy some of the mis
takes they have 'made under the so
called Sinclair Law. 

Mr. NOYEIS of Franklin: Mr. 
President, as I understand this mat
ter, we ,are now considering annual 
sessions and that the interim session 
Dr the one in between will be more 
or less a budget proposition. 

I agree with the Senator from 
Androscoggin, Senator Lessal'd, that 
the time has come for annual ses
sions. I would only like to inject a 
thought: that perhaps we ought to 
have regular sessions on an annual 
basis. 

Much has been said abDut the 
budget this morning, the pl1anning 
of the budget and things of that sort. 
I would merely like to say that I 
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think we have to have more time to 
give consideration to the other bills 
wh1ch we are considering. I would 
only like to go on record as ISlaying 
that beyond being in f.avO'r of an
nual sessions I hope we can con
sider these sessions to be regular 
sessions, and I am sure that we can 
follO'W the pattern in other states 
where they have a sixty or a ninety
day session-and in sO'me cases, to' 
be sure that the sessions do not go 
too long, they stop the pay after 'a 
given period. 

Mr. BATES of Penobscot: Mr. 
President, I have had oc,casion, re
gardless of the sponsor, to vote 
against annual sessions before, ,and 
I rise in support of the motiO'n of 
my colleague, the Senator from 
Penobscot, Senator Hillman. 

It seems to be that we may be 
putting the clart before the horse. 
It seems to me that we should 
devote some attention, before 
we take too abrupt an action, 
to do something with respect to 
studying our legislative procedures. 
You may say to me: "Well, what 
dO' you have in mind? Such studies 
have been attempted and nothing of 
particular consequence has come 
up." 

I would study legislative pro
cedures with the objective in mind 
of determining each annual session 
to be on a shO'rter number of weeks 
basis. I would have as an objective 
the fact that we could then be more 
effective and more efficient on an 
annual basis only after we have 
studied our legislative procedure. 
For example, I have had a feeling 
for some time that all of the so
called department bills should come 
from the executive branch of the 
government with an accompanying 
statement backing up the justifica
tion for such a request and to be 
submitted to the legislature we will 
say no later than the first day of 
February. I have had a feeling for 
some time that "Ought not to pass" 
reports from committees and reports 
that do not at least receive a 
split five to five report would not 
even reach the legislative halls, 
with a provision perhaps that the 
sponsor of such a measure in such 
a predicament could call to the 
floor of the Senate or the floor of 
the House such a bill as received 
an unfavorable report only upon a 

signed petition O'f a majority of 
the members of the branch of the 
legislature in which the bill O'riginal
ly saw light. 

I would propose that we have in 
mind no tabling for more than one 
week of any measure except by 
provision that the end of that week 
the members of either branch would 
have to stand and be counted on 
a division vote as to whether the 
matter should be retabled, the 
justification for retabling. 

I would certainly like to see 
greater use of speCial interim study 
committees as other states are doing 
-and this would lend itself to an
nual sessiO'ns, I grant you-whereby 
such specially assigned interim 
study groups given the authority 
and responsibility to a specifically 
assigned matter, would come back 
to either branch of the legislature, 
either in annual or biennial sessions 
with more concrete and specific in
formation which we could work on. 

It seems to' me, Mr. President 
and members of the Senate, that 
we might be in the position of taking 
too abrupt action on annual ses
sions until we have had a very, 
very considered evaluation of our 
present legislative procedures for 
efficiency as well as economy. It 
seems to me that we should stream
line our legislative sessions without 
losing efficiency - I must re
peatedly say that - and perhaps 
with the gaining of efficiency we 
could point up the fact that an an
nual short session each year would 
produce better results than a longer 
session every two years. 

It seems to me that such a study 
group could incorporate very easily 
into their program of studying legis
lative procedures enough material 
so each one of us could come to 
a better decision as to whether an
nual sessions are justified or 
whether sessions every two years 
should be continued. 

Mr. FARLEY of York: Mr. Presi
dent and members of the Senate: 
I am awfully glad that the Senator 
from Penobscot, Senator Bates 
rose and defended his position; but 
I can go back, having served with 
the gentlemen in the lower corridor 
here, to the time when we were 
called back into a special session 
when we spent three and a half 
million dollars without anyone know-



LEGISLATIVE RECORD-SENATE, APRIL 29, 1959 1217 

ing where we were going, when if 
we had had annual sessions we 
could have thoroughly gone into it. 
In later years along came another 
governor and before he was inau
gurated we also had to spend three 
or four million dollars to carry 
along the State of Maine. I say 
that it is time that we had annual 
sessions. 

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi
dent and members of the Senate: 
One fact that has not been brought 
out in the debate so far is the cost 
of annual sessions. As you know, 
our sessions now run nearly five 
hundred thousand dollars or so. I 
am wondering if our annual ses
sions would not also run into a 
substantial amount of money. I find 
it is true in other states that have 
annual sessions that unless they are 
limited they do run longer and 
longer, and therefore the cost is 
going to be more. 

The PRESIDENT: The question 
before the Senate is on the motion 
of the Senator from Penobscot, Sen
ator Hillman, that the Senate ac
cept the Majority "Ought not to 
pass" report in non-concurrence, 
and a roll call has been request
ed. To order the roll call requires 
the affirmative vote of one-fifth the 
members of the Senate. 

A division of the Senate was had. 
Obviously a sufficient number 

having risen, the roll call was or
dered. 

The Secretary called the roll: 

YEAS: Bates, Carpenter, Charles, 
Cole, Hillman, Parker, Stilphen, 
Weeks, Woodcock, Wyman - 10. 

NA YS: Boucher, Coffin, Duquette, 
Farley, Fournier, Hunt, Lessard, 
Lewis, Lord, Martin, Noyes, Pierce, 
Rogerson, St. Pierre, Thurston, Wil
ley - 16. 

ABSENT: Briggs, Brown, Dow, 
Dunn, MacDonald, Ross - 6. 

Ten having voted in the affirma
tive and sixteen opposed, the mo
tion did not prevail. 

Thereupon the Senate voted to ac
cept the Minority 'Ought to Pass re
port in concurrence, the bill was 
read once, House Amendment A 
was read and adopted in concur
rence. and the bill as amended was 
tomorrow assigned for second read
ing. 

The PRESIDENT: At this time 
the Chair would like to welcome 
to the Senate Chamber two visiting 
groups of school students, a group 
from the 8th grade of the Range
ley Jr. High School and members 
of the senior Government Class of 
Rangeley High School, accompan
ied by Mrs. Doris Huntoon, Mrs. 
Ruth Morton and Mrs. Hellen Oakes. 
On behalf of the entire membership 
of the Maine State Senate, it is a 
real privilege to welcome you young 
folks and your instructors today 
and we trust that you will find it 
to be an educational and profitable 
day for you here in Augusta. A cor
dial and hearty welcome to all of 
you. 

The President laid before the Sen
ate the 3rd tabled and especially 
assigned item being Senate Reports 
from the Committee on Public Utili
ties: "Majority report, Ought not 
to pass; Minority report, Ought to 
pass, on bill, "An Act to Repeal 
the Westbrook Sewerage District." 
(S. P. 38) (L. D. 36) tabled by the 
Senator from Kennebec, Senator 
Martin on April 28 pending accept
ance of the report. 

Mr. MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr. 
President and members of the Sen
ate, at the outset I would like to 
move the acceptance of the ought 
not to pass report of the committee 
and would like to speak briefly on 
that motion. 

First of all there were several is
sues involved here, the first of 
which is whether a bill that has a 
referendum attached to it necessar
ily has to go back to the people. 
I think most of you will agree that 
this is not the case. If it were, then 
every bill that had a referendum 
on it, there would be no necessity 
to have a public hearing. I think 
every committee in this legislature 
has a duty to examine such a bill 
and to decide it for itself from the 
best facts available whether it 
should be recommitted or commit
ted to the people for a vote. 

The second reason I think is 
should this legislature create a dis
trict in one session and then at
temp to repeal it the next session 
or the next session after that? I 
would point out to this Senate that 
the Westbrook Sewerage District 
was accepted by the citizens of 
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Westbrook by a two to one ma
jority. I think in the committee 
there was some feeling that a dis
trict of this sort should perhaps 
have a time limit on it, that it could 
not be submitted back to the peo
ple for a vote so that it would give 
to the district some stability. How
ever that is not the case here; 
there is no time limit involved. I 
think the committee found from the 
facts that for the first time in the 
history of the City of Westbrook, 
the people are receiving good sew
,erage and progress is being made, 
and I would point out to the Senate 
that every time a bill of this sort 
comes up it leaves the district in 
a quandary. Shall they let out new 
Contracts in the face of the fact 
that it may go back and be re
pealed? 

I do not believe we should send 
a district bill back for are-vote 
just because a few disgruntled peo
ple think it should be sent back. 
There was no real evidence at the 
hearing that the district was not 
providing for the citizens of West
brook a sound and good sewage 
system. 

Now there will probably be some 
mention made of petitions. I have 
a great deal of respect for petitions 
but I also think that possibly I 
could get a petition circulated say
ing that I was a fine fellow and I 
know the Senate would probably 
not believe it. I think that most of 
us realize that people sign a peti
tion asa favor to the person pre
senting the petition and we have to 
look very carefully at the petition 
to determine whether the signatures 
were obtained under the right cir
cumstances. My remarks have been 
brief but I certainly hope that the 
Senate will uphold the majority re
port of the committee which was 
"Ought not to pass." 

Mr. HUNT of Kennebec: Mr. 
President and members of the 
Senate, I rise to oppose the motion 
of the Senator from Kennebec, 
Senator Martin. At the hearing 
which was had before the Public 
Utilities Committee, it was brought 
out that four years ago the people 
of Westbrook did vote to establish 
a new sewerage district. I imagine 
that at that time nobody was sure 
just how the district would work 
out an whether it would be suc-

cessful or not, but they voted to 
take a chance and try it. Very 
soon after the district was estab
lished, many people felt that it was 
not going to be satisfactory and 
two years ago a bill similar to 
this to repeal the district was 
filed. At that time I believe I un
derstand the arguments were pre
sented that the district had not had 
long enough to prove itself and that 
they should be given at least an
other two years. 

At this session of the legislature 
the same bill to repeal the district 
is presented. Senator Martin men
tioned something about petitions 
and I have here a petition signed 
by the citizens of Westbrook in
cluding something like 450 to 500 
names of people willing to go on 
record as opposing the district. We 
had a very full hearing and there 
were many proponents and many 
opponents. The opponents of the 
bill said that much of the work 
that the district is having to pay 
extra money for was done by the 
Highway Department and that there
fore the rates were very much 
cheaper previously than now. They 
cited substantial savings which were 
effected by the work being done 
by the street department when they 
were not busy otherwise. 

It was also pointed out that the 
sewer assessments had increased 
to such an extent that many people 
were not able to pay the amount 
or found it very difficult to do so. 
It seems to me that this is a ques
tion which involves Westbrook citi
zens only. They are the ones that 
have the sewer district and they 
are the ones that will be affected 
by it. We here in the Senate, no 
matter how much we try cannot 
determine for certain whether a 
majority of the people of Westbrook 
are for this district or against it. 
Actually we do not know for sure 
whether it is for the best interests 
of the citizens there or not. But I 
believe that if this goes back to re
ferendum, as it should, and the 
people of Westbrook vote that it 
will then be determined once and 
for all whether the majority of the 
citizens of Westbrook want this dis
trict or do not. 

Whereas two years ago it might 
h:::ve been stated that there had not 
been enough time to have fully 
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tested the district, I feel that in 
the four years that have passed 
since the district was established, 
it has been a reasonable period for 
trial and if this number of citizens 
plus all those who appeared at the 
hearing still oppose it I feel there 
must be some basis for it. Why 
not let the citizens of Westbrook 
decide for themselves on this 
issue which is purely theirs to de
cide whether or not they want the 
district or want to go back to the 
former system. 

I feel that we here cannot pos
sibly decide fairly for them what 
they should have. I feel that if we 
allow them to vote on this referen
dum then they will be satisfied and 
we will not have these bills coming 
up every two years to be decided 
here. I therefore hope that the 
motion of the Senator from Ken
nebec will be defeated. 

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin: 
Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
motion of the Senator from Ken
nebec, Mr. Martin. Two years ago 
I was a member of the Public 
Utilities Committee and two years 
ago I debated this very issue be
fore this very same Body. If you 
will recall, two years ago we had 
before this legislature a similar 
piece of legislation for the City of 
Saco, a very, very like piece of 
legislation which the legislature did 
in its wiseness refer back to the 
inhabitants of that city. When it 
was returned to the city for a 
referendum vote, it was overwhel
mingly supported and the sewage 
district was done away with, and 
I understand by information that 
has been given to me that the City 
of Saco has a very fine utility down 
there and the people of Saco are 
very, very happy about the situa
tion. 

Now if we did that for the city 
of Saco I don't know why we can't 
do it for the City of Westbrook. I 
might remind the good Senator from 
Kennebec, Senator Martin, that the 
last time we debated this some 
two years ago, the good Senator 
finished his remarks by saying, "I 
therefore trust that you will let 
this district, which is just beginning 
to operate, operate at least another 
two year period and then take a 
fresh look at it another time." Well 
here we are taking another fresh 

look and again we find the same 
opponents, the same reasons being 
set forth by the residents of that 
town and the people want it back 
for them to vote upon it. 

There are strictly local matters 
and I am sure that if anyone of 
you had it in your town or city 
and if the people signed a petition 
and wanted to vote on it, I am a 
firm believer in home rule and I 
am a firm believer that people 
should be allowed to vote on their 
questions. I am a firm believer in 
referendums. I think the people 
ought to have the opportunity to 
run their own government. I don't 
think we ought to substitute our 
judgment for theirs and if they be
lieve that the sewer district should 
be turned back as a problem for 
the City of Westbrook, I believe 
that is the way it should be. I 
think it shonld be referred back to 
the people of Westbrook, let them 
vote whether or not they want to 
continue. We were very successful 
in Saco and I am sure it will be 
in Westbrook. At least one thing 
will happen. We will get rid of it 
up here and we should refer it 
back to Westbrook, and have a 
referendum instead of waiting an
other two years, for a fresh look. 
I think the fresh look days are 
over. I think we ought to let them 
vote upon it. I therefore hope that 
the motion of the good Senator from 
Kennebec, Senator Martin, will be 
defeated. 

Mr. NOYES of Franklin: Mr. 
President, as a member of the 
Public Utilities Committee, who 
signed an ought not to pass report, 
I rise to support Senator Martin's 
motion. It has been stated here 
that we gave good and long con
sideration to the many people who 
appeared before us and we did. I 
think this illustrates another fact 
which is one of the burdens of this 
legislature. Every two years people 
come here and want something. 
Then the next year they don't want 
it. Well, I am all for home rule. 
But when you set up sewer districts 
and water districts and that sort 
of thing, there are many other 
problems involved. You have to sell 
bonds. You have to pledge the 
credit of the district. What is going 
to happen if we continue to keep 
changing our minds on these dis-
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tricts? What is going to happen to 
the future purchase and the future 
arrangements of bonds? For that 
reason I support the committee re
port, Ought not to pass. 

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. President, 
when the vote is taken I ask that 
it be by division. 

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin: 
Mr. President and members of the 
Senate, I think the whole story of 
the sewer districts has been tho
roughly taken up and well ex
plained. There is only one point in 
my mind that has not been cleared 
UP. This question has come up 
for the last two or three sessions 
of the legislature. First we pass 
the sewer district and then two 
years afterwards the represen
tative in the House, from West
brook introduced a bill to repeal 
that district and it passed in the 
other body and was brought in 
here and was defeated. That same 
man was re-elected to the legisla
ture after he had done that so that, 
in my mind at least, proves that 
there is a demand in Westbrook 
for a change in the sewer district 
because if there were not, I don't 
think the people of Westbrook would 
have re-elected that man to the 
legislature. 

I, too, believe in home rule. I 
voted for home rule on the question 
of Lewiston for ten years, I believe, 
before the legislature gave me per
mission to go ahead and have the 
referendum in Lewiston and that 
bill had a vote of four to one, prov
ing that I was right. 

I believe that this gentleman who 
introduced the bill into the legis
lature staked his political life on 
that bill. I agree with the good Sen
ator from Kennebec, that a refer
endum does not make a bill good, 
if there is no demand for it, but 
to my mind with this petition and 
with this bill coming in session af
ter session, there must be a demand 
in Westbrook for a right to recon
sider. Again I have gone along in 
this legislature on bills that they 
wanted to reconsider. I believe a 
person has a right to reconsider af
ter taking certain action because 
something else might have been 
brought up that would throw a dif
ferent light on the subject and he 
changes his mind and it is perfectly 

right to change your mind if you 
think you were wrong in the first 
place. 

Apparently the people of West
brook think now that they have 
made a mistake and they would 
like to correct that mistake and I 
will go along with the thinking of 
the other Senators who say, "Let 
the people of Westbrook decide and 
let us not impose our wishes on 
them". After all, the people of West
brook are paying the freight; they 
are paying the bill. 

My understanding, Mr. President 
and members of the Senate is that 
the sewer district owed on May 21st, 
forty thousand dollars and I under
stand that the sewer district at the 
present owes $200,000 so that may 
be the reason for the people of 
Westbrook to become alarmed at 
their sewer district. Let's send it 
back to Westbrook. Let's give them 
home rule. Let them decide whether 
they want to keep the district or 
get rid of it. 

Mr. FARLEY of York: Mr. Pres
ident and members of the Senate: 
Two years ago I voted on this 
same proposition and I am going to 
take the same stand this morning 
with respect to my good friend and 
floor leader, the Senator from An
dr('scoggin, Senator Lessard. I do 
not come from Saco, I come from 
across the river. The situation in 
Saco and its entanglement with its 
sewer committee is far different 
from that of Westbrook, as I under
stand it, and I attended the hear
ing. In the City of Saco we have 
the situation of a Sewer Commis
sion becoming dictators and trying 
to tell the people what they have 
to do, so they really had a good 
argument to come here before the 
committee and ask for a vote in the 
City of Saco. 

I am a member of the Natural 
Resources Committee and have 
been for the last four sessions. 
Within two weeks here, we have had 
selectmen from the town of York 
who were identified with No. 717 
which I signed along with the Chair
man, Senator Briggs. If anyone 
studies No. 717 you will notice that 
Cumberland County is tied up in 
it and York and down through. But 
sewerage today has something to 
do with clean waters. 
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I know there is opposition in 
Westbrook, and I have had letters 
from many people, including ex
mayors. They seem to be satisfied 
with what is going on. I am going 
to go along with the Chairman of 
the Public Utilities Committee: I 
think they handled it right, and 
when the vote is cast I will cast 
my vote with him. 

Mr. HUNT 'Of Kiennebec: Mr. 
President I just want to say one 
word on the matter of honds which 
the district has outstanding. It goes 
without saying that if the citizens 
of Westbrook vote for the repeal 
of the present district they will have 
to make their peace with the bond
hoLders and it will be part of the 
vote that they take. If they vote 
for the repeal they will realize that 
the dty will have to take care of 
the outstanding bonds. I am sure 
that the bondholders will he pro
tected ,and that nobody will lose. 
If the district is repealed the citizens 
of Westbrook will have to pay for 
the bonds, so that is a matter I 
do not think ,we have to worry about. 

The PR'E,SIDENT: The question 
before the Senate is on the motion 
of the Senator from Kennebec, Sen
ator Martin, to ac,cept the Majority 
Ought not to pass report of the 
committee and a division has been 
requested. 

A division of the Senate was had. 
Nineteen have voted in the affirm

ative ,and seven opposed, the motion 
prevailed. 

Sent down for concurrence. 

On motion by Mr. Parker of Pis
cataquis, the Senate voted to take 
from the tabLe the 40th tabled item 
being House Reports from the Com
mittee on Claims: "Majority Report, 
Ought not to pass; Minority Report, 
Ought to pass, on "Resolve to Re
imburse the City of Portland for 
Support of Joseph A. land Madelon 
E. Glidden." m. P. 788) (L. D. 1120) 
tabled by that Senator on April 8 
pending motion by Senator Lord of 
Cumberland that the Senate accept 
the minority report in non-concur
rence. 

Mr. PARKER of Piscataquis: Mr. 
President, I now yield to the Senator 
£.rom Cumberland, Senator iLord and 
at the conclusion of her remar~s I 

will read the report from the de
partment on this case. 

Mrs. LORD of Cumberland: Mr. 
President and members of the Sen
ate: I think this daim is different 
than any we have had in this 
session. The City of Portland took 
care of this family of Joseph A. 
Glidden land his wife under the as
sumption that there had been a 
divorce and the child had been given 
to the mother. That was the inform
ation they had been given when 
they took care of the family. It 
was established afterward that there 
had been no divorce, that the 
child was the ward of the father 
and support for the ,child should 
come from the £ather who lived in 
another section of the 'State. I think 
it is only f'air that the state should 
pay the claim. It is not a large 
sum of money, only $1388.61,and 
it seems to me that the State should 
pay the claim as it is ,a just claim 
against the State. 

Mr. PARKER of Pisclataquis: Mr. 
President and members of the Sen
ate: The report that I shall read is 
signed by the Director of the Divi
sion of General Relief of the Depart
ment of Health and Welfare, Paul 
D. McClay. 

"This resolve to rei:mburse the 
City of Portland for the support of 
Joseph A. and Madelon E. Glidden: 
Joseph A. Glidden, former husband 
of Madelon E. Glidden, first became 
known to the Department of Health 
and Welfare on December 1, 1958 
when an application for relief was 
received from the Town of Pitts
field, Maine. A subsequent investig,a
tion by the Division of General Re
lief showed that Joseph A. Glidden 
was emancipated as a minor by the 
death of his father Joseph W. Glid
den who died Mar,ch 25, 1948. Joseph 
A. Glidden was born Febrnary 1, 
1932 and bscame of age J,anuary 31st 
1953. At the time of his death his 
father, Joseph W. Glidden, was with
out legal settlement in -any Maine 
municipality and was upon this 
date what is known as ,a State case. 

During the process of investigat
ing this application it was learned 
that the City of Portland, through 
error, had acknowledged Madelon 
E. Glidden, former wife of Joseph 
A. Glidden, as the responsibility of 
the City of Portland, for the reason 
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that they had assumed that when 
the parents of Joseph A. Glidden 
were divorced in 1943 that the 
custody of Joseph A. was given to 
the mother. If this had been cor
rect Joseph A. would have assumed 
a settlement in the City of Port
land for the reason that Joseph's 
mother secondly married Leo G. 
Wilson on September 22, 1944 and 
that Leon G. Wilson had a legal 
settlement in the City of Portland." 

Now this final paragraph to me 
is the crux of the whole case: 

"Had the officials of the City of 
Portland submitted an application 
for relief to the Division of General 
Relief when relief was first given 
in 1955, they would have been 
notified by that division that there 
was no legal settlement and they 
would not have become involved 
in the expense represented in this 
resolve." 

I have nothing further to say on 
this. It is unfortunate that the City 
of Portland officials were not aware 
of some of their responsibilities. I 
only wish to say that if we allow 
this to be paid through the legis
lature to my mind we are doing 
something that many other towns 
have not been allowed to do. For 
that reason I would certainly op
pose the motion to accept the mi
nority report. 

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland: 
Mr. President and members of the 
Senate: I rise in support of my 
colleague from Cumberland, Senator 
Lord, and also in support of the 
City of Portland Overseers to the 
Poor Department relative to this 
account. 

With due respect to the statement 
by the Senator from Piscataquis, 
Senator Parker, that this may ap
pear to be a precedent to other 
towns, I believe that the merits of 
claims from all cities and towns 
should be weighed on their own 
basis: in other words, let the chips 
fall where they may. Now let's 
weigh the facts as we see them in 
each city and town. I believe that 
this particular claim is a just claim 
and should be granted, and I cer
tainly hope that the motion 'Of the 
Senator from Cumberland, Senator 
Lord, does prevail. 

Mr. HILLMAN of Penobscot: Mr. 
President and members of the 
Senate: I sat on the Claims Com-

mittee last session and I feel 
definitely that the Claims Commit
tee is a court of last resort. I 
don't think you should take into 
consideration the matter of prece
dent, because it is the last place 
you can go to get relief when it 
is justified. I certainly concur with 
the motion of the Senator from 
Cumberland, Senator Lord, on be
half of the City of Portland. 

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

The PRESIDENT: The question 
before the Senate is on the motion 
of the Senator from Cumberland, 
Senator Lord, that the Senate ac
cept the Minority "Ought to pass" 
report of the committee in non-con
currence and a division has been 
requested. 

A division of the Senate was had. 
Thirteen having voted in the af

firmative and ten opposed, the mo
tion prevailed, the Minority Ought 
to pass report was accepted, the 
bill read once and tomorrow as
signed for second reading. 

On motion by Mr. Carpenter of 
Somerset, the Senate voted to take 
from the table the 84th tabled item 
being "Resolve, Permitting Ice 
Fishing in Certain Ponds in Andros
coggin and Kennebec Counties." 
m. P. 550) (L. D. 785) tabled by 
that Senator on April 23 pending 
passage to be engrossed. 

Mr. CARPENTER of Somerset: 
Mr. President on this original bill, 
it was for Rack Pond, Round Pond, 
Turner Pond, Burgess Pond, Mud 
Pond and School House Pond, and 
Committee Amendment A would in-
clude Carleton Pond. Carleton Pond 
it so happens is the reservoir for 
the drinking water of the city of 
Augusta. Personally I do not think 
it should be opened to ice fishing 
with its accompaniment of garbage, 
refuse, and so forth. I therefore 
move that the Senate reconsider its 
action whereby it adopted Commit
tee Amendment A. 

The motion prevailed, Committee 
Amendment A was then indefinitely 
postponed and the bill passed to be 
engrossed in non-concurrence. 

Sent down for concurrence. 

The PRESIDENT: In accordance 
with Chapter 4, Section 243 of the 
Revised Statutes, the Chair appoints 
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Senator Dow from Lincoln as the 
member of the Education Commit
tee to serve on the Maine School 
Building Authority. 

On motion by Mr. Hillman of 
Penobscot, the Senate voted to take 
from the table the 13th tabled item 
being House Report from the Com
mittee on Judiciary: "Ought to 
pass" on bill, "An Act Relating to 
Settlements or Releases from In
jured Persons Confined in Hospi
tals." m. P. 56) (L. D. 78) tabled 
~y that Senator on March 17 pend
mg acceptance of the report. 

Mr. HILLMAN of Penobscot: Mr. 
President, the purpose of my tab
ling this bill was to prepare an 
amendment which I have already 
done and have cleared with the 
Chairman of the Judiciary Commit
tee, Senator Weeks, and Senator 
Woodcock and Senator Lessard I 
believe my motion now would' be 
to accept the committee report and 
I so move. 

The motion prevailed, the Ought 
to pass report of the committee was 

accepted and the bill read once: 
Senate Amendment A was read and 
adopted, and the bill as amended 
was tomorrow assigned for second 
reading. 

On motion by Mr. Hillman of Pe
nobscot, the Senate voted to take 
from the table the 82nd tabled item 
being Bill, "An Act Relating to 
Awarding Contracts for State Con
struction." m. P. 905) (L. D. 1274) 
tabled by that Senator on April 23 
pending passage to be engrossed' 
and on further motion by the same 
Senator, the bill was indefinitely 
postponed in concurrence. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
would like to announce that com
men.cing with !omorrow morning's 
sessIOn and unhl further notice the 
sessions will commence at' 9:30 
o'clock in the morning. 

On motion by Mr. Duquette of 
York 

Adjourned until tomorrow morn
ing at nine thirty o'clock. 


