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SENATE

Thursday, January 28, 1960

Senate called to order by the
President.

Prayer by Capt. A. E. Milley of
the Salvation Army, Augusta.

On motion by Mr. Ross of Saga-
dahoc, Journal of yesterday read
and approved.

On motion by Mr. Woodcock of
Penobscot, the Senate voted to send
forthwith to the House and to the
engrossing department, all bills act-
ed upon by the Senate in foday’s
session.

House Committee Reporis

Ought to Pass

The Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on Bill, “An
Act Appropriating Addition-
al Funds for Certain Construction
at Portland Municipal Airport.”” (H.
P. 1018) (L. D. 1426) reported that
the same Ought to Pass

The Committee on Education on
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute School
Administrative District No. 2.” (H.
P. 1011) (L. D. 1420) reported that
the same Ought to Pass

(On motion by Mr. Cole of Wal-
do, the bill was laid upon the table
pending acceptance of the report
and was especially assigned for la-
ter in today’s session.)

The same Committee on Bill,
“An Act to Reconstitute School Ad-
ministrative District No. 3.” (H. P.
1020) (L. D. 1421) reported that
the same Ought to Pass

(On motion by Mr. Cole of
Waldo, the bill was laid upon the
table pending acceptance of the re-
port and was especially assigned
for later in today’s session.)

The Committee on Judiciary on
Bill, “An Act Relating to Juvenile
Offenders in Certain Motor Vehicle
Violations.” (H. P. 1016) (L. D.
1445) reported that the same Qught
to Pass

Which reports were severally
read and accepted in concurrence,
and under suspension of the rules
were given their two several read-
ings and passed to be engrossed in
concurrence.

Sent forthwith to the engrossing
department.
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Ought to Pass — N. D.

The Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on Bill “An
Act Appropriating Moneys to Maine
Port Authority for Dock Facilities
at Long Island Plantation.” (H. P.
1013) (L. D. 1424) reported same
in New Draft (H. P. 1027) (L. D.
1448) Under New Title: ‘“An Act
Appropriating Moneys to Maine
Port Authority for a Survey at
Long Island Plantation.” and that
it Ought to Pass

Which report was read and ac-
cepted in concurrence, and under
suspension of the rules, the bill in
New Draft was given its two sev-
eral readings and passed to be en-
grossed in concurrence.

Sent forthwith to the engrossing
department.

Ought to Pass — as amended

The Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on Bill, “An
Act Appropriating Moneys to Maine
Port Authority for Ferry Service.”
(H. P. 1014) (L. D. 1425) reported
that the same Ought to Pass as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment A (Filing No. 520)

Which report was read and ac-
cepted in concurrence and the bill
read once. Committee Amendment
A was read and adopted in concur-
rence, and under suspension of the
rules, the bill as amended was giv-
en its second reading and passed
to be engrossed in concurrence.

Sent forthwith to the engrossing
department.

Majority — OTP as amended
Minority — OTP

The Majority of the Committee
on Appropriations and Financial
Affairs on Bill, “An Act Providing
for Supplemental Payments of the
1959 Education Subsidies to Cer-
tain Administrative Units.” (H, P.
988) (L. D. 1397) reported that the
same Ought to Pass as amended
by Committee Amendment A (Fil-
ing No. 528)

(Signed)

Senators:

ROGERSON of Aroostook
DUQUETTE of York

Representatives:

JACQUES of Lewiston
EDWARDS of Raymond
SMITH of Falmouth
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DAVIS of Calais
BRAGDON of Perham

The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter,
reported that the bill Ought to Pass

(Signed)

Senator

PIERCE of Hancock

Representatives:
STANLEY of Bangor
BROWN of Ellsworth

In House, Majority Report ac-
cepted and bill passed to be en-
grossed as amended.

In the Senate:

Mr. PIERCE of Hancock: Mr.
President, in explanation of my
signature on this report may I say
that this is one of the bills brought
to the Governor and the leaders of
both parties, and through their
screening, rejected for introduction
in this session. Rather than estab-
lish a precedent permitting all bills
to come under the same category
I signed against the bill, Personal-
ly I have no objection to the bill
and I now yield to my Chairman,
the Senator from Aroostook, Sen-
ator Rogerson.

On motion by Mr. Rogerson of
Aroostook, the Majority Report
“Ought to pass as amended’” was
accepted in concurrence, the bill
read once, Committee Amendment
A read and adopted, the rules sus-
pended, the bill given its second
reading and passed to be engrossed
in concurrence.

Sent forthwith to the engrossing
department.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
notes in the Senate Chamber a
group of senior members of Skow-
hegan High School accompanied by
Mr. Willard. It is certainly a pleas-
ure to have you young folks in the
Senate Chambers. We hope your
trip will be educational and hope
that some day you will be sitting
in the chairs of the Senate. It is
nice to have you here.

Mr. CARPENTER of Somerset:
Mr. President, perhaps you could
not read my handwriting, but the
instructor accompanying this group
is Mr. Millard Gordon.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
thanks the Senator for the correc-
tion and iagain welcomes to the
Senate Chambers Mr, Millard Gor-
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don and the Skowhegan High
School seniors.

Paper from the House
Out of Order
House Committee Report

Majority — ONTP
Minority — OTP

The Majority of the Committee
on Legal Affairs on Bill, “An Act
to Permit the Town of Perham to
Withdraw from School Administra-
tive District No. 2.” (H. P. 997)
(L. D. 1406) reported that the same
Ought not to Pass

(Signed)
Senators:
MARTIN of Kennebec
CHARLES of Cumberland
Representatives:
GOOD of Sebago
HUTCHINSON of Carthage
BROWN of Cape Elizabeth
LINNELL
of South Portland
COTE of Lewiston

The Minority of the same Com-
mittee on the same subject matter,
reported that the bill Ought to Pass

(Signed)

Representatives:

KELLAM of Portland
TRUMBULL of Fryeburg

Mr. MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I expect that my mo-
tion will be tabled, but the motion
is that the Senate accept the Ma-
jority report of the committee in
concurrence.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent, due to the fact that there
are other such bills pertaining to
withdrawal, I move that this be
tabled until later in today’s ses-
sion.

The motion to table prevailed and
the bill and reports were laid upon
the table pending motion by the
Senator from Kennebee, Senator
Martin, that the Senate accept the
Majority report of the committee.

Especially assigned for later in
today’s session.

Senate Committee Report

Ought to Pass

Mr, Martin from the Committee
on Public Utilities on Bill, “An Act
to Authorize the Maintenance and
Operation of a Dam at the Outlet
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of Sebec Lake.” (8. P. 534) (L. D,
1441) reported that the same Ought
to Pass

Which report was read and ac-
cepted, the bill read once and to-
morrow assigned for second read-
ing.

Second Readers

The Committee on Bills in the
Second Reading reported the fol-
Iowing bill and resolves:

House

Bill, ““An Act Imposing a Tax on
the Unorganized Territory Within
the Maine Forestry District for
Spruce Budworm Control.” (H. P.
1002) (L. D. 1411)

“Resolve in Favor of the Town
of Danforth for School Construction
Aid.” (H. P. 990) (L. D. 1399)

Which were severally read a sec-
ond time and passed to be en-
grossed in concurrence.

“Resolve Appropriating Moneys
for Spruce Budworm Control” (H.
P. 939) (L. D. 1398)

Mr. BRIGGS of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: It won’t take me very long to
remain consistent on this subject
by saying that I do not favor the
indiscriminate spraying of our for-
ests with hydrocarbon poisons such
as DDT. I think that following ex-
tensive federal government investi-
gations when I hope that a great
deal more information will be forth-
coming on the possible harmful
effects of operations of this type,
that we will be a good deal more
cautious about this type of spray-
ing.

There are two particular things
which disturb me in this regard.
One is the very likely cumulative
damaging effect of spraying the
forests with DDT, and also related
to that the fact that I doubt very
much that the budworm population
has very much decreased in dura-
tion because of it, and, second, the
fact that I feel that if it is at all
necessary to spray these private
forests or private lands that the
owners and beneficiaries of the
revenue from them, the primary
beneficiaries, who are, of course
the owners of these forests, should
pay for that spraying themselves
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and not call upon the general fund
revenues of our State.

I feel very strongly about this
and I feel that possibly in time
when further studies are completed
that the lack of wisdom and the
hasty operations such as this prob-
ably will not be continued.

I move that this bill, H. P. 989,
L. D. 1393, Resolve Appropriating
Moneys for Spruce Budworm Con-
trol, be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I am not prepared to de-
bate the merits of this issue at this
time, however, as the Chairman of
the committee which unanimously
endorsed this measure I must say
that in the light of the facts which
were presented to our committee it
appeared that this was the proper
thing to do at this time. I should
also cite, I think, the fact that at
the hearing no opposition was
voiced to this measure.

I oppose the motion of the Sen-
ator from Aroostook, Senator
Briggs.

Mr. PARKER of Piscataquis: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: In all fairness to the Appro-
priations Committee it seems to
me that we as members should
ask the Chairman of that commit-
tee to explain as much as pos-
sible, with what knowledge he has
of the subject, so that we all
might be better informed of the
effects of this spraying as brought
out by the other Senator from
Aroostook, Senator Briggs, and if
there is any danger to our fish and
wild life, and then I think we
would at least be in a position to
know how to vote on it.

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President, it may be that I
will have to defer to the other
Senator from Aroostook, Senator
Briggs, in order to get an ade-
quate explanation of the damages.

We recognized the fact that DDT,
applied as it is, one pound to the
acre, does result in some damage
to insect and fish life, but appear-
ing at the committee hearing was
a representative, I believe of the
Fish and Game Commission, who
indicated approval of this measure,
and I suppose that in doing so he
was implying at least that the dam-
age was not so serious as to war-
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rant condemnation of this proce-
dure.

Now I do have before me a part
of the presentation which was
made and it says that ‘‘the proper
application of one pound of DDT
per acre is not injurious to man
or farm animals. Mammals and
birds will not be harmed by a
single spray treatment of DDT, and
although small numbers of fish in
streams and shallow pools may be
killed by such spray, no damaging
reduction in fish population may be
feared.”

There is a point relative to this
subject expressed by the Agricul-
tural Research Service of the
United States Department of Agri-
culture with the Public Health
Service of the United States De-
partment of Public Health and the
United States Fish and Wild Life
Service of the Department of In-
terior. I quote:

‘“Reductions in insects as food
supply for fish are only temporary
and will soon become restored in
the treated area. The Maine De-
partment of Inland Fisheries and
Game have not completed their
study of the 1958 spray area proj-
ect but have made known the fol-
lowing statement in a preliminary
summary:

“We conclude at this time that
the DDT spraying has reduced the
population of trout and other fishes
in the DDT-treated area, but no
serious effect on the over-all long-
term population is apparent.”

Now I am aware that that state-
ment does not cover all of the
dangers which the Senator from
Aroostook, Senator Briggs, sees. I
am sure that there still will be
explored the degree of damage
which may be caused by the cumu-
lative effects of DDT, but, as I
say, this study has not been com-
pleted, and, in the light of the
facts which were given to our com-
mittee, we could do nothing else
except approve this bill as we
have done.

Mr. BRIGGS of Aroostook: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: It shall be my sincere inten-
tion not to belabor this subject too
long. I would like to conclude it
just as rapidly as I can and I
will make every effort to do so.
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I do not think, as the Senator
from Aroostook, Senator Rogerson,
has pointed out, that we should con-
fine all of our concern in this ques-
tion to the matter of strictly fish,
because, as you know, there are
some people who do not yet recog-
nize the tremendous importance
and value of sport fishing upon our
economy, neither do they recognize
the future value of this. However,
as a method of describing briefly
some of the potential damages, I
would like to cite a publication on
the Effects of Spruce Budworm
Control on Salmon and Other Fish-
es in New Brunswick, by one of
their fishery scientists, M. Keenley-
side. He states, and I quote:

‘“The DDT has been mixed with
a special solvent oil and sprayed
from airplanes at a concentration
of one-half pound of insecticide per
acre. Some areas have been re-
sprayed at intervals of one, two or
three years. In spite of these ex-
tensive and costly control measures
the budworm population has con-
tinued to expand. Fisheries
workers have been especially con-
cerned because many species of
fish are known to be extremely
sensitive to DDT. The drastic ef-
fects of the spray are clear. Not
one fry was found that year, al-
though about 1200 fry were taken
at the same stations the year be-
fore. Small and large parr were
also reduced in 1954, but to a less-
er extent than the fry.”

Taking a few sections from the
uncompleted study done by the fish-
ery scientists of our own Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, in the
summary, I would like to quote a
few of the portions referred to:

“Blocking nets were operated in
thirteen streams on thirty-six pre-
sprayed days and showed an ob-
served mortality pre-spray of sev-
enteen fish, mostly small minnows,
and no trout were found dead.
Blocking nets were operated in
thirteen streams for a total of 170
net days after spraying. The total
observed mortality was 8884 fish,
216 of which happened to be brook
trout.”

It goes on to tell that in Gardner
Brook, one which I am familiar
with, one of the larger mortalities
were observed; young of the year
trout made up thirty per cent of
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all dead trout collected from the
blocking nets.

“There is good evidence that
populations of young of the year
trout were reduced in sample sec-
tions by DDT spraying. The aver-
age number of young trout per
500 feet in statewide study streams
is 359, but only 29 trout were pres-
ent in similar study sections after
DDT spraying.”

I would like to point out that this
is a reduction from the state aver-
age of 359 to 29.

“In 1958 two control sections out-
side the sprayed area in Aroostook
County had over 200 young trout
per 500 feet of stream. Further
observations will be made on the
fate of the 1958 year class of trout
in sprayed areas.”

I think, without going on with
these statistics any further, that
ample evidence may be deduced
from them which is indicative of
the considerable effect which
spraying the forests with DDT or
any other poisonous hydrocarbon
has upon them, which is a rather
drastic effect on fish populations
and probably on wildlife populations
throughout the entire biotic pyra-
mid. As I said at the outset, it
was not my desire to belabor
this question too far — and I rec-
ognize that we have a lot of very
important questions before us — so
therefore I will conclude my re-
marks merely by saying that to
be consistent, and I am very sin-
cere in this effort, I have felt that
this was not a good practice, and
I feel that it will be proven so
over the years.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I shall be very brief.

You have just heard how our
sport fishing affects the economy
of our State and I certainly agree
with that; but our forests have a
great effect on the over-all econ-
omy of the State of Maine and to
prevent their destruction is of both
public and private concern. This
proposal encompasses aid not only
from the State but from the Fed-
eral Government and from the
landowners themselves, so this is
not just state money that they
propose to use in the spruce bud-
worm control project.
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Mr. BRIGGS of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I concur with everything
that has been said by the Senator
from Sagadahoc, Senator Ross. All
we are asked to dole out of the
State coffers is around thirty to
fifty thousand dollars or something
of that nature for this spraying,
and no one is more interested,
more dedicated to preserving for-
ests and their abusive cutting prac-
tices than is ‘“Jim’ Briggs. If I
thought that this was going to be
the salvation of our Maine forests
I should not be standing here op-
posing it for one moment. Thank
you.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Aroostook, Sen-
ator Briggs, that L. D. 1598 be in-
definitely postponed. As many as
are in favor of the motion will say
aye; those opposed no.

A viva voce vote being doubted,
a division was had.

Four having voted in the affirma-
tive and twenty-two in the nega-
tive, the motion to indefinitely post-
pone did not prevail.

Thereupon, the resolve was read
a second time and passed to be
engrossed in concurrence,

Mr. Rogerson of Aroostook was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the Senate.

Mr. ROGERSON: Mr, President
and members of the Senate, at this
time in the enacting stage of bills
having an appropriation, it is cus-
tomary that they be laid upon the
table pending passage. Just so that
members of the Senate won’t be-
lieve I have designs on any of
these bills, I wanted to make that
explanation as to why I am placing
them on the table.

Enactors

The Committee on Engrossed
Bills reported as truly and strictly
engrossed, the following bills:

Bill, “An Act to Authorize the
Municipalities of North Yarmouth
and Pownal to Form a School Ad-
ministrative District and Contract
with the Town of Cumberland for
High School Education; and to Au-
thorize the Municipalities of Chel-
sea, Windsor and Whitefield to form
a School Administrative District.”
(H. P. 991) (L. D. 1400)
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(On motion my Mr. Rogerson of
Aroostook, the bill was laid upon
the Special Appropriations Table.)

Bill, “An Act Permitting Town of
Hartland to Build and Maintain
Dams and Sluice Ways on Sebasti-
cook River.” (H. P, 999) (L. D.
1408)

Bill, ““An Act to Increase Indebt-
edness of Bath Parking District.”

(H. P. 1000) (L. D. 1409
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
1.” (H. P. 1001) (L. D. 1410
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative Distriet No.
13.” (H. P. 1003) (L. D. 1412)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
12.” (H. P. 1004) (L. D. 1413)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
11.” (H. P. 1005) (L. D. 1414)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute

School Administrative District No.
4 (H. P. 1006) (L. D. 1415
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
10.” (H. P. 1007) (L. D. 1416)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative Distriet No.
6.’ (H. P. 1008) (L. D. 1417)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
7.7 (H. P. 1009) (L. D. 1418)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
8.” (H. P. 1010) (L. D. 1419)
Bill, ““An Act to Authorize School
Administrative District No. 5 to
Take a Schoolhouse Lot by Con-
demnation in the City of Rock-
land.” (H. P. 1019) (L. D. 1427)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative District No.
9.” (S. P. 523) (L. D. 1430)
Bill, “An Act to Reconstitute
School Administrative Distriet No.
5.7 (S. P. 524) (L. D. 1431)

Which bills were severally passed
to be enacted.

Emergency

Bill, “An Act to Authorize the
Municipalities of Gray and New
Gloucester to Form a School Ad-
ministrative District.”” (H. P. 992)
(L. D. 1401)

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

Bill, “An Act to Authorize the
Municipalities of Dixmont, Hamp-
den and Newburgh to Form a
School Administrative District.” (H.
P. 993) (L. D. 1402)

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

Emergency

Bill, “An Act to Authorize the
Municipalities of Cornish, Limerick,
Newfield and Parsonsfield to Form
a School Administrative District;
and to Authorize the Municipalities
of Enfield, Greenbush, Howland,
LaGrange, Maxfield, Passa-
dumkeag and Seboeis Plantation to
Form a School Administrative Dis-
trict.” (H. P. 994) (L. D. 1403)

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

Emergency

Bill, “An Act to Authorize the
Municipalities of Danforth and Wes-
ton to Form a School Administra-
tive District.” (H. P. 995) (L. D.
1404)

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

Emergency

Bill, “An Act Increasing Indebt-
edness of New Gloucester School
District.”” (H. P. 998) (L. D. 1407)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having had the af-
firmative vote of 29 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

Emergency

Bill, “‘An Act to Increase the In-
debtedness of the Town of Hermon
School District.” (H. P. 1021) (L.
D. 1422)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having had the af-
firmative vote of 29 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

Emergency
Bill, “An Act Relating to Identi-
fication Numbers and Disposition of
Fines Under Boating Law.” (S. P.
525) (L. D. 1432)
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Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having had the ai-
firmative vote of 29 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

Emergency

Bill, ‘“An Act to Ratify and
Make Valid the Incorporation of
the Wiscasset School District.” (8.
P. 532) (L. D. 1439)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having had the af-
firmative vote of 29 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

Emergency

Bill, ““An Act Increasing the In-
debtedness of the Town of Pal-
myra School District.” (S. P. 533)
(L. D. 1440)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having had the af-
firmative vote of 29 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
understands that we have in the
Senate Chamber, the Parliamen-
tarian Club of the University of
Maine, Portland. We want to wel-
come you here in the Senate Cham-
bers. We hope that your visit will
be educational, that you will come
back again later and perhaps
some day be sitting here as a
member of the State Senate.

House Committee Report

Ought to Pass — as amended

The Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on ‘‘Resolve
Providing Matching Funds for Fed-
eral National Defense Education
Act Allotments.” (H. P. 1012) (L.
D. 1423) reported that the same
Ought to Pass as amended by Com-
mittee Amendment A (Filing No
527)

Which report was read and ac-
cepted in concurrence and the bill
read once. Committee Amendment
A was read and adopted, and un-
der suspension of the rules, the bill
was read a second time and passed
to be engrossed in concurrence.

Orders of the Day

Mr, MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I would inquire if L. D.
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1022, L. D. 1447 is in the possession
of the Senate?

The PRESIDENT: The Chair will
state that it is.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. President, I
would move reconsideration of our
action of yesterday, and in support
of that motion I would like to say
just a few words. This motion I
make is of my own free will and
accord. I make it for the interest
and protection of all parties in-
volved. I would like to say to the
Senate that if the motion carries
and the same bill should come
back before us, I would still vote
against it. However, in order to
protect all people in the State of
Maine, I would move that the Sen-
ate reconsider its action of yester:
day.

The PRESIDENT: Does the Chair
understand that Senator Martin
voted with the prevailing side?

Mr. MARTIN: I did, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Kennebee, Sen-
ator Martin, that the Senate recon-
sider its action of yesterday, on
bill, ““An Act Relating to Municipal
Police Power to Transport School
Children to Other than Publie
Schools.” (H. P. 1022) (L. D. 1447)
Is the Senate ready for the ques-
tion?

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

A division of the Senate was had.

Sixteen having voted in the af-
firmative and sixteen opposed, the
motion to reconsider did not pre-
vail.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I only noticed 15
Senators standing. May I ask if the
President voted?

The PRESIDENT: I did.

Mr. BOUCHER: Thank you, Mr.
President.

The President laid before the
Senate, the first tabled and espe-
cially assigned item, being Senate
Reports from the Committee on
Appropriations and Financial Af-
fairs: Majority Report, Ought to
pass; Minority Report, Ought not
to pass; on bill, “An Act Appropri-
ating Moneys to Maine Port Au-
thority for Maine State Pier Op-
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rations.” (S. P. 521) (L. D. 1428)
tabled on January 27th by Senator
Briggs of Aroostook pending mo-
tion by Senator Charles of Cum-
berland for acceptance of the Ma-
jority Report.

Mr. BRIGGS of Aroostook: Mr.
President, I move the acceptance
of the Majority ought to pass re-
port of the committee.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
would state that there is already
a motion before the Senate, made
by the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Charles, that the Majority
Report be accepted.

Thereupon, the motion prevailed,
the Majority Report ‘‘Qught to
Pass”” was accepted and the bill
read once. The Secretary read
Committee Amendment A,

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President, I move the indefi-
nite postponement of Commit-
tee Amendment A.

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: This measure is one which
was debated to some extent yes-
terday following the motion made
by the Senator from Hancock, Sen-
ator Pierce. At that time the Sen-
ator from Hancock, Senator Pierce,
called to your attention and to
mine an item which was referred
to as a ten thousand dollar item,
and also referred to as a nine hun-
dred dollar a month item. Yester-
day another question was raised as
to whether or not it was constitu-
tional to pay such an obligation as
this one where the State had no
legal obligation. As a result of all
these questions, a meeting was held
this morning with representatives
of the Maine Port Authority, the
Senator from Hancock, Senator
Pierce, myself, the budget officer
and other interested parties and I
now have a new amendment to be
offered.

By way of explanation, let me
say that this measure originally
called for $17,650.55 in the first
year of the biennium and -called
for $35,000 plus in the second year
of the biennium., The statement of
facts, which is not a part of this
bill indicated that $20,000 of this
requested amount be applied to the
payment of notes, referred to here
as bonds, which were maturing in
the next year and a half. The com-
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mittee found that the $20,000 of
bonds or notes were not all falling
due within the next year, so the
amount was reduced by $10,000.
This was the original committee
amendment. The item which the
Senator from Hancock, Senator
Pierce, has referred to has now
been explored a little further and
it is found that in making its pres-
entation the Maine Port Authority
did make some reference in a
memorandum to a $900 per month
basis. This item we found on fur-
ther investigation represents $15,-
300 accumulation of seventeen
months’ revenue. The auditors had
told them that they must show this
in one of two ways: either as a
reduction of operating expenses or
an addition to revenue. In the pres-
entation which the Appropriations
Committee received this was not
shown in either way; it was shown
in a memorandum attached to the
end of the presentation, in which
it was stated that an amount of
$900 per month had not been shown.
The full significance of this es-
caped all of us except Senator
Pierce, and of course I should like
to commend him on his alertness
in calling our attention to this item.

Now, therefore, because there is
$15,300 more available, we can re-
duce the request which was made
by the Maine Port Authority, and
this amendment which I now of-
fer accomplishes that purpose and
leaves us with a request of some
twenty thousand dollars against an
original request of about fifty-two
thousand dollars.

Mr. President, I failed to men-
tion in my presentation that the
question arose yesterday as to
whether or not any part of this
money would be used to pay bonds
or notes falling due. Under the
present plan the bill originally and
still continues to ask for this mon-
ey for operating expenses. The
notes which fall due will be paid
from revenues which the Maine
Port Authority now has, and the
money which is being here appro-
priated is to make up the deficit
which is created by the payment
of bonds from revenue.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the indefi-
nite postponement of Committee
Amendment A.
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The motion prevailed and Com-
mittee Amendment A was indefi-
nitely postponed. The same Senator
then presented Senate Amendment
which was read and adopted; and
under suspension of the rules, the
bill was given its second reading
and passed to be engrossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Cole of Waldo,
the Senate voted to take from the
table Senate Report from the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs: ‘Ought
not to pass’” on bill, “An Act to
Authorize the Withdrawal of the
Town of Liberty from School Ad-
ministrative District No. 3 (S. P.
531) (L. D. 1433) tabled by that
Senator on January 27 pending ac-
ceptance of the report.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr, Presi-
dent and members of the Senate,
first I would like to move that we
substitute the bill for the report,
and I would like to explain my
reasons, if I may.

First I would like to thank the
Committee on Legal Affairs who
were so patient and even though
they did not put out a report fa-
vorable to me to say the least, I
do want to thank them for giving
both sides what I consider a good
fair hearing. I also would like to
state in presenting my arguments
for the defense of withdrawal of
the town of Liberty that this also
pertains pretty much to similar
bills that will be following, so, to
conserve time this will be pretty
much the presentation of all three
bills.

Mr. President, I rise to support
the bill which authorizes withdraw-
al of the town of Liberty from
School Administrative District No.
3. While the members of the Sen-
ate are quite aware of the prob-
lems which exist in Waldo Coun-
ty, I believe I should summarize
the arguments for withdrawal.

Almost everything which I shall
say with regard to the town of
Liberty also applies to the town of
Brooks. These are problems to
which this legislature must face up
and upon which this legislature
must act if a serious situation in
our schools is to be avoided.

Going back to the beginning, this
town was oversold on the advan-
tages to be gained in an adminis-
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trative district. Perhaps if the en-
thusiastic supporters of consolida-
tion had not urged it as they did
in the summer of 1958, all this
might have been avoided. I am
sure that the mistakes are as
much due to the leaders within the
town as to the promoters on the
state level, I acknowledge my own
mistakes in having urged my fel-
low townsmen in Liberty to vote
to join the proposed administrative
district. Nothing will be gained by
taking time today for a long review
of events that have happened since
this vote was taken in Waldo Coun-
ty.

The reason for withdrawal can
nevertheless be briefly summarized.
The financial demands made upon
the town of Liberty was the pre-
cipitating factor but it no longer
remains the only reason for with-
drawal. Neither is it the principal
argument today for resolving this
situation by authorizing the with-
drawal of Liberty. When Liberty
voted to join the district, Liberty
people knew that school costs
might be higher and they were pre-
pared to pay more for the educa-
tion of their children. They were
not, however, prepared for the way
school costs would sky rocket in
the very first year of the district
and that means without cost of any
building program and without any
substantial change in the program
already in effect before we joined
the district. When a capital outlay
program is undertaken it will be-
come more than Liberty taxpayers
can really afford.

Leaving the financial aspects of
this problem, the most persuasive
argument for withdrawal is the geo-
graphic one. I would like to show at
this time a map of the district and
to those who are not familiar with
it I would like to show you that
Liberty is way down on the lower
corner of the present district. Cer-
tainly it should not be part of it.
Whenever you see this map of
eleven towns you will immediately
see that Liberty sticks out like a
sore thumb. At the time the dis-
tricts were being formed no one
could tell the people exactly where
the proposed new school would be
located. Now the citizens of Liberty
find that their scholars must be
transported long distances to reach
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the site of the proposed new build-
ing. In my own neighborhood par-
ents face the prospect of sending
their children at least 22 miles one
way each day to the site of the
proposed high school. If a second
trip were made to attend some
school activity or some athletic
event, it would mean that these
youngsters would travel almost 100
miles in one single day.

In my town most of the people
still support the principle of con-
solidation but they are certain that
Liberty is now in the wrong dis-
trict. Many of them look forward
to studying the possibilities of a
district involving a lesser number
of towns which almost surround
Liberty and which are now en-
gaged in a study pointing to the
organization of a school adminis-
trative district. Meanwhile, Liberty
has the assurance that its high
school students can, if necessary,
attend Erskine Academy.

Apart from the reason of
finances and apart from the rea-
sons of geographic location there
are additional reasons why I think
this bill should have the support
of the Senate.

In the first place, the legislature
should keep faith with the people.
When the Sinclair Act was adopted
it expressly stated that there would
be an opportunity for a town to
withdraw upon such terms as the
legislature might invoke. For us
now to take this position that no
town can get out notwithstanding
the overwhelming vote for with-
drawal, wouldn’t it be a breach of
faith with those citizens who voted
to join the district believing that
their town could later withdraw if
circumstances warranted it?

Next, I suggest that so long as
these school administrative dis-
tricts are to be financed through
local property taxes, no one is bet-
ter informed as to how much a
particular town can afford to raise
in this fashion than at the local
town meeting. Unless there comes
a day when the state provides all
the funds for these districts it
would be poor policy for the legis-
lature or any agency in the state-
house to dictate what a town must
do. Next, I believe we should keep
faith in one fact that we have been
told many times by experts in ed-
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ucation, that good schools need the
support of the citizens in the com-
munity. We shall certainly have
something less than active interest
and enthusiastic support in Liberty
if the legislature insists that Lib-
erty remain against its will in the
administrative district No. 3 and if
Liberty taxpayers are required to
support schools in which they are
not really interested and in loca-
tions removed from Liberty.

I also believe this Senate should
support this bill because I believe
in home rule, a principle of gov-
ernment cherished by us since Col-
onial days. It is just as ftrue in
school matters as in other areas of
government that the people should
have an effective voice. Those who
today oppose the bill are adopt-
ing the position that someone at the
State House can tell these towns
what is good for them and should
tell these towns what to do.

Turning to the other side of the
issue, the argument most frequent-
ly heard in refusing to allow the
withdrawal of Liberty is that it
might have a bad effect on the fi-
nancial institutions which someday
will be asked to underwrite a
bond issue. I suggest that the with-
drawal of Liberty can be accom-
plished without any breach of faith
with the money lenders. It is very
important to keep in mind that this
district has sold no bonds, has con-
tracted for no buildings. Indeed,
School Administrative Distriect No 3
has yet to agree upon a proposed
site for a new building and submit
a proposed bond issue to the vot-
ers. To permit Liberty to withdraw
at this time is almost the same
thing as to set off a town out of
the territory of another, something
which this legislature has done ov-
er and over again in the history of
our state. It would certainly be a
different problem today if this dis-
trict had already borrowed money,
pledging property located in Liber-
ty as part of the security for such
a loan, Fortunately such is not the
case.

Finally, it is only fair to let this
legislature know what I am told
will happen if no sclution to the
problem in Liberty and Brooks is
found this week. Already there are
two cases pending in the Superior
Court and I would like to state
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that one is the State vs Elwell and
another Elwell vs Elwell, There is
another case in the Superior Court
brought by people in the town of
Perham. The lawyers tell me that
it will be well over one year be-
fore litigation can be concluded. It
may be much longer than that un-
less the legislature solves the prob-
lem so that the court cases can be
dismissed, and it is unlikely that
any district in Maine will be able to
float a bond issue during the
months immediately ahead, Still
looking further into the future if
SAD No. 3 should prevail in all
the issues raised in these Court
cases and if the school district
should then propose a bond issue,
the towns in the district which are
already on record as favoring a
reduction in the size of the eleven
town district, represent 40 per cent
of its voting strength and if you
add to that 40 per cent the op-
ponents of SAD No. 3 who can be
found in at least ten of the eleven
towns and when you also add those
who may favor the district but are
opposed to the particular site pro-
posed, you are handing this district
an almost impossible assignment if
you are looking for progress in ed-
ucation,

In summary, the reasons why
these towns request authority to
withdraw are distance and discord;
the financial aspects of the prob-
lem have been a contributing fac-
tor, but are not the major causes
of either town. After a town has
voted overwhelmingly to withdraw,
I submit to this legislature, they
should authorize withdrawal on the
matter of keeping faith with the
voters who thought that this legis-
lature meant what it said when it
put the withdrawal provision into
the law. We should also do this
because we believe in local govern-
ment. This is not a problem which
can be solved by educators alone
proceeding on the basis of educa-
tional theories. We must face up
to the realities of lpcal government.
We should authorize the withdraw-
al of these towns.

Mr. MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, first 1 would like to thank the
Senator from Waldo, Senator Cole
for his complimentary remarks in
relation to Legal Affairs Commit-
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tee. I would like to tell the mem-
bers of the Senate, we certainly
did wrestle with this problem on
more than one occasion. We had
two separate hearings and several
executive sessions. We realize it is
a problem not only for this Senate
but also a problem for the good
citizens of Liberty and the State
of Maine.

I suppose the bill was referred to
Legal Affairs because the people
who referred it to us felt that there
was a legal question involved, and
I am sure that the lawyers here
in the Senate realize that there is
a legal question involved.

Very briefly, when towns vote up-
on a school administrative district
a list of all of the indebtedness of
the proposed district is in the war-
rant of each town, so each town
knows what the indebtedness of the
district is to be and what their
share of the indebtedness is to be
also. A vote is then taken by the
towns in the district and eventual-
ly, as in the case of Liberty and
Brooks which we are talking about
today, a district is formed.

I would also like to state at this
point that my remarks on this bill
are the same as on the other bills
involved and I do not think they
need to be repeated.

So when you have a district
formed you have in effect a con-
tract between each of the towns to
do certain things, and you have a
contract with other people, such as
bondholders and school administra-
tion authorities.

The question that actually came
before the Legal Affairs Committee
was: Can a town withdraw once
they have voted into a distriet.
Even the willingness of a town to
pay its indebtedness does not, in
the mind of the committee solve
the situation because, as you know,
when some part of a thing is taken
away certain rights certainly are
impaired and certain contracts cer-
tainly are breached.

Now reference has been made to
the withdrawal section but only
part of it. It is true that the legis-
lature may in its discretion allow
a town to withdraw, but the act
goes on to say: ‘No such with-
drawal shall be permitted while
such school administrative distriet
shall have outstanding indebtedness
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or shall be obligated to the Maine
School Building Authority pursuant
to any contract, lease or agree-
ment. Now I do not think that the
good Senator from Waldo, Senator
Cole, seriously argues that School
Administration District No. 3 has
no outstanding capital indebtedness,
and we feel that ‘‘indebtedness’ as
used in the act refers to capital
indebtedness, and this is true of
the other bills before us, there is
indebtedness. So we come down to
the point that while there is in-
debtedness, while there are out-
standing contracts, can you let one
town withdraw from a school dis-
trict? The committee was unani-
mous in its opinion that you could
not.

I have said publicly that the
withdrawal section as now written
is not workable, it is difficult to
understand and I think that the
Department of FEducation in the
next legislature owes to the people
of the State of Maine the duty to
rewrite this section so that it is
workable or to take it out, so that
in the future we will not be faced
with people saying they misunder-
stood; but until that times comes—
and I am sure that you realize the
limited time we had before us—
that without extra advice, counsel
and further study we were not able
to rewrite the section and the sec-
tion as written by the last legisla-
ture, the 97th Legislature, will have
to stand, and therefore, in our opin-
jon, a town can not withdraw in
spite of what the section says. I
therefore wish to oppose the mo-
tion of the Senator from Waldo,
Senator Cole.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate:
I would just like to comment brief-
ly on some of the things that have
been said and then make a very
few additional remarks.

In commenting on the geograph-
ical location that has been men-
tioned here as not practical, I
would say that this problem was
studied by the people in Liberty at
the local level and it was still
voted to join the district. Now it
cannot be said, as the Senator
from Kennebec, Senator Martin has
just stated, that we have no with-
drawal clause because we have,
and that is when no indebtedness
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exists. It does exist, and therefore
the provisions of the law have not
been complied with, And, as for the
cases in the courts, I believe we
will have to let the courts decide
those; we cannot decide those cases
for them.

I have heard very little that is
new in this case since the Legis-
lature refused last spring to allow
the withdrawal of towns. Last
spring this question came before
the Committee on Education, of
which I was Chairman. Anything I
can say now would seem to be just
a repetition of days and days of
debate we had last spring in the
general session. Perhaps my easi-
est answer to all that is coming
up today would be to refer you to
the record and perhaps read sev-
eral paragraphs or L pages, Wwhich
would do just about as much as 1
can do now, because I have not
too much to add since that took
place. The only thing that I feel
now is that the case against with-
drawal has been strengthened be-
cause now two committees of the
Legislature have refused withdraw-
al, both the Committee on Legal
Affairs and the Committee on Ed-
ucation, on the ground that it would
be discriminatory to the whole
statewide education structure as far
as we in Education are concerned
and from the legal aspects so far
as the other committee is con-
cerned.

Right now we have many dis-
tricts, they are compatible, they
are agreeable, they are waiting
with no money available, This is
not just talk: they cannot get mon-
ey from bonding companies and fi-
nancial institutions. We can pro-
duce superintendents who have
been dealing directly in the past
six or seven months with these
bonding institutions and they are
not getting anywhere as long as
this problem of withdrawal exists
here in the legislature. If we feel
that the withdrawal clause is too
harsh, I think eve should make a
concerted study and change that
clause in our basic Sinclair Act. In-
cidentally, seventeen states do have
a consolidation program and these
seventeen states have no withdraw-
al clause whatsoever., To allow
towns to withdraw at this time un-
der the present law would just
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further hamstring our whole educa-
tional program statewide.

If the Sinclair law can be
changed to satisfy towns where per-
sonalities have been clashing and
jealousies have developed over ma-
jority decisions and be changed to
satisfy money-lending institutions at
the same time, I believe that to be
the sensible course to follow, but un-
til such study is made and such
changes invoked, we must continue
to operate under the law as we
now have it. To allow the whole
educational structure of our State
to be disrupted and stalled because
of two or three local dissensions
would be a grave mistake for us
to make and would bring further
hardship on the majority of our
children who are striving to get a
decent and progressive education.

I do not know that it will make
anyone feel any better at all, but
this afternoon I plan to present an
order to make a concentrated study
on the withdrawal clause of the
Sinclair Act in the hope that be-
fore the regular session starts that
committee making this study will
come up with a solution that is
going to be more acceptable to the
towns and at the same time satisfy
the financial institutions. So I hope
that until such time that we do
not further stall and hamstring and
hamper the progress of our whole
statewide educational system be-
cause of one or two withdrawals.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent, I assure you I will be very
brief because this subject has been
discussed, I think, quite thorough-
ly.

In reply to the Senator from Lin-
coln, Senator Dow, that the town
of Liberty knew when they voted
themselves into the district what
the problem was going to be, I
certainly will take issue with that.
We did not know where the loca-
tion of the new proposed high
school was going to be, in fact no-
body knows today exactly where it
is going to be.

Now in regard to his statement
on withdrawal, that it may be too
harsh, we appeared before this
Committee on Education some
months ago. Has anything been at-
tempted? Has any move been made
other than to keep the towns tied
to the district? Has anyone made
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any move to soften the clause? If
the withdrawal clause in Section
11-P of the Sinclair law was in ef-
fect saying to the people that you
could get out of the district pro-
vided you met the standard, and
that is a two-thirds vote of the
town, it seems to me that the time
has long passed when something
should be done., Do the members
of this Senate believe that if they
continue to hold these towns that
have voted to withdraw in the dis-
tricts, do they really believe that
education will progress from now
on? As I said in my original in-
troduction, there is no question that
litigation will continue for at least
a year. Now why don’t we do some-
thing about it instead of stalling
and stalling and stalling.

You heard at the committee
meeting one of the mothers say
that they put their child on the
bus at seven o’clock in the morning
and it is four o’clock in the after-
noon when he gets off. I checked
to see the actual mileage that the
busses travel in this particular in-
stance, and this was verified by
the Superintendent of Schools. I
might add that was the original
one, we have two more now. But,
in reply to this question, he said
that 55.8 miles was the actual
mileage. Now can you blame moth-
ers from rising up and trying to
persuade the legislature to release
them from these, we might say
vicious circumstances? To me, if
we believed in the withdrawal
clause in the beginning certainly
we should keep faith with the peo-
ple.

Now another angle in our par-
ticular instance. We had a great
benefactor in the town of Liberty
who has done much for us, and
that is Donald S. Walker. He set
up a trust in 1925 and provided
that a portion of the income was
to be paid each year to the select-
men of the town of Liberty for the
use of the Liberty high school
which was dedicated to this same
Mr. Walker. Now since Liberty vot-
ed to join SAD 3, and without
knowing too much of what the trust
said and due to the pressure that
was so great in getting these
towns to join the district, no pay-
ment of this trust fund has been
made to any party because of the
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uncertainty as to whom it could be
paid. Now I understand very reli-
ably that there may be a possibil-
ity that the trust set up by the
great benefactor may be lost en-
tirely.

Now I think really and sincerely
that this is no place to explore
some of the other provisions which
I would be glad to talk with any-
one about if they should want to
inquire, as to the reasons of the
trust, the reasons of the many
things that this great man has
done and the reasons why the citi-
zens of Liberty would like to keep
faith with this great man.

Now in reply to the Senator from
Kennebec, Senator Martin, he has
raised the argument that SAD 3
had debt and that for that reason
my town should not be allowed to
withdraw. I would like to point out
that the lawyers tell us and the
highest court in Maine ruled sev-
eral years ago that one legislature
can not tie the hands of the next
legislature. That means that there
is nothing in the law as passed by
the 98th legislature that can pre-
vent us from authorizing the with-
drawal of these towns. It is noth-
ing more than a declaration of leg-
islative policy. I believe it is con-
sistent with the policy of the 98th
Legislature to let a town out when
the district has undertaken a build-
ing program. I remind you that
there still may be a district to pay
all the bills of SAD 3, and, under
the terms of this bill, the with-
drawal town is required to do its
part in the indebtedness.

So once again, members of the
Senate, put yourselves in the posi-
tion of some of these mothers and
those parents. Are you not going to
give it any consideration whatever,
after two attempts have been made
now to rectify what may be a too
harsh clause in the Sinclair Act?
It seems to me, as the good Sen-
ator from Kennebee, Senator Mar-
tin, has said, and alse in the
Press, that this should be
remedied. So why wait, why tie
up school construction and educa-
tion in the State for at least an-
other year when now is the time?
The legislature has been called for
this purpose. Why do we want to
delay?
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Mr. HUNT of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I feel I must rise in
opposition to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Waldo, Senator Cole,
for the reason that I think this
goes far beyond the interests of
the citizens either of Liberty or
Brooks or Perham, and, as a mat-
ter of fact, involves the very life
and existence of the Sinclair law
itself,

At the time that the 97th Legis-
lature passed the Sinclair bill it
was hailed by practically everyone
as the greatest step forward in ed-
ucation in the State for a long
time, and I still feel that it was
and is another step forward in ed-
ucation.

Now the simple matter of fact
is that the Sinclair bill is based
upon the law of contracts, and all
of the attorneys here in the cham-
ber I think will agree that the law
of contracts is very much involved.
It allows any group of towns to
join together and form a contrac-
tual relationship. The towns at the
time they vote to become a district
agree to accept proportional parts
of the indebtedness and expense of
the district. This is a contract
which they make with each other,
and while the good Senator has
been telling you about wanting to
get out, the withdrawal of one town
naturally breaches the contract and
allows all the other towns in the
district immediate release, and that
certainly would be the result of
allowing any town in any district
to get out. It would breach the con-
tract which was made and would
allow all of the towns to with-
draw, because those towns, when
they voted to enter the district,
each voted to accept a certain pro-
portional part of the indebtedness
of the district and to assume a
certain proportional part, and when
one town is released that changes
the proportion, and so those towns
would, I am sure, be authorized,
all of them to withdraw. And that
is why the bonding houses and why
the banks are refusing to loan
money until this matter is straight-
ened out, because if they can not
be sure that this district is going
to be in existence or how many
of the towns are going to stay with
it it is natural that they haven’t
the security which they need for
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their loans. And so it seems to me
that once you establish the prece-
dent of allowing one town to with-
draw from a contract which they
have made you have nullified the
contract itself and then all of the
other towns are free to withdraw
and you have nothing on which any
bank or bonding house would dare
to loan money.

Now in regard to the other
towns in the district, nobody has
spoken for them. What is going to
be the situation of the other ten
towns in the district if we allow
one to withdraw? As I say, they
will be out in the cold, after all
this time in which they have
worked to organize the district. 1
believe that the distriet will be
nullified, they will have to start
in from the beginning and go
through the whole process again
with ten towns. Therefore it seems
to me that the interests of the peo-
ple in the towns in those districts
should be considered. And what of
the school district they have set up
and become a part of? What of the
delay that will be caused while
they are trying to form a new dis-
trict? Certainly I do not think even
the good Senator from Waldo would
say that it was fair to keep the
other towns in a contractual situa-
tion they did not vote for once you
have allowed one town to get out.
That will mean that the other
towns will have to set about set-
ting up a new relation for them-
selves and the value of the entire
act would therefore seem to be
nullified. No town was pushed into
these school districts; every one of
them went in after a great many
meetings.

And with regard to the withdraw-
al clause, as pointed out by the
Senator from Kennebec and the
Senator from Lincoln, each town
had to vote to accept the indebted-
ness of the other towns who were
Joining into the district, and in this
district there was quite a sizeable
amount that was owed by the vari-
ous towns, and when Liberty voted
to join them they voted to accept
their proportional part not of new
indebtedness but the indebtedness
the towns then had. This has not
been paid off, and so they have
not qualified under the provisions
of the withdrawal clause which
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says they might withdraw when all
of the indebtedness of the district
has been paid. I challenge the good
Senator from Waldo to show that
the indebtedness of this district
which the various towns voted to
accept at the time they joined has
all been paid. If it had not been
paid they haven’t even met with
the clause in the act set up for
withdrawal, which was that all the
indebtedness in the district should
be paid. So I do not think they
have any point to raise there. Cer-
tainly when it comes to weighing
whether it is better to have the
Sinclair Act in full force and ef-
fect or to allow the withdrawal of
one town I believe we all believe
that the Sinclair Act should be pro-
tected.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent, in rebuttal to the remark
that the town of Liberty did not
know what it was getting into, it
may be that the people in the town
of Liberty did not know just how
far their children would have to
be transported at the time they
voted themselves into this district
but they certainly must have known
because they made a study them-
selves and they knew the condi-
tions of it and what was required,
and they must have known that
the majority might decide that the
school should be outside of the
town of Liberty.

Now in regard to this legacy I
have heard mentioned, or the en-
dowment given by a man by the
name of Walker, I have a copy of
that and the amount of the legacy
is $4771.69 and the amount that the
town receives from this is less than
$200 per year; and when my good
friend, the Senator from Wialdo,
Senator Cole, says that this might
be lost forever 1 would like to say
that in the copy of the will it
states that in the event of lapse
because of non-existence of benefi-
ciaries and so forth this will re-
vert to the University of Maine.

Mr. MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I do not wish to prolong the
debate but I would like to answer
a couple of things.

The good Senator from Waldo,
Senator Cole states, and it certain-
ly is true and I will agree with
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him, that the legislature can do
about anything it wants to, and we
all know that sometimes it does;
but I think by and large the legis-
latures of Maine in the past, and I
am sure they will do the same in
the future, have kept faith with the
people of the State, and I think
they will, in this instance, keep
faith with the people remaining in
the district.

One word about the trust. As I
understand it, the money goes to
the Liberty high school. There is
the doetrine of cy pres that states
that if the beneficiary is no longer
existing in fact and there is a
beneficiary of the same nature that
the court may say that the trust
should continue to go to the com-
munity school district, because cer-
tainly it contains the high school
of Liberty.

The Senator from Lincoln, Sen-
ator Dow, did not read one part
of the trust that interests me. It
goes on to say that in case it fails
all together the income is to go to
the Selectmen of the Town of Lib-
erty, Maine, for the purpose of pur-
chase of registered breeding stock
for the use of the community, or,
to the University of Maine.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate:
I realize that we have now debated
this much too long and I am sure.
I could offer some good rebuttal,
but, in trying to expedite this prob-
lem, I now move that when the
vote is taken it be taken by a
division.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Waldo, Senator
Cole, that the bill be substituted
for the ought not to pass report.

A division of the Senate was had.

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

Thereupon, on motion by Mr.
Martin of Kennebec, the Ought Not
to pass report was accepted.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
understands that there is in the
gallery a group of seniors from
Winterport High School. It certainly
pleases us to find so many young
people are interested in visiting our
State legislature. We hope that your
stay here today is educational and
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that some day you will run for
office and occupy one of these
chairs and help govern this great
State of ours.

On motion by Mr. Woodcock of
Penobscot

Recessed until this afternoon at
two o’clock.

After Recess

The Senate was called to order
by the President.

Paper from the House
Out of Order
Joint Order

ORDERED, the Senate concur-
ring, that the Legislative Research
Committee which was authorized
and directed to make arrangements
for the celebration of the 100th An-
niversary of the Maine Legislature
by H. P. 987, passed at the regular
session of the 99th Legislature, be
authorized to expend from the leg-
islative appropriation an additional
$400 for such purpose. (H. P. 1029)

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, I would like to comment
very briefly that the purpose of
this Order being introduced in the
legislature was to increase the
present allowance of $100 that we
have now in the Research Commit-
tee relative to the celebration of
the 100th Legislature next year. The
Appropriation has been increased to
$500 for the purpose of making a
good approach to the problem and
doing a fairly good job in com-
memorating this 100th Legislature.
Therefore it would be my recom-
mendation that the Senate go along
with it because of the fact that
with the extra funds we can antic-
ipate a tremendous amount of pub-
licity for the State and I have been
informed today by the Department
of DED that they are definitely in-
terested in it and there is an antic-
ipation of national publicity
through television, radio, and pub-
lication stories in Life and Look
magazines. With all these advan-
tages coming to us it would appear
an insignificant amount for us fo
consider this and let it go through.

Thereupon, the Order received a
passage in concurrence.
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Papers from the House
Enactors

The Committee on Engrossed
Bills reported as truly and strictly
engrossed, the following bill:

Bill, ““An Act Regulating Certain
Rockets.” (H. P. 1015) (L. D. 1444)

Comes from the House, Failed of
Passage to be Enacted.

In the Senate, failed of passage
to be enacted.

The Commitiee on Engrossed
Bills reported as truly and strictly
engrossed, the following resolve:

‘“‘Resolve Providing for Decrease
in Retirement Benefit for Helen D.
Perry of Rockland.” (S. P. 535)
(L. D. 1442)

Which Resolve was Finally
Passed.

Emergency

Bili, “An Act Authorizing Town
of Franklin to Receive Legacy for
Water System.” (S. P. 526) (L. D.
1433)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having received the
affirmative vote of 31 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

Emergency

Bill, “An Act Relating to Appeals
from Decisions of the Joint Board
in Highway Condemnation Proceed-
ings.” (8. P. 527) (L. D. 1434)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having received the
affirmative vote of 31 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

Emergency

Bill, “An Act Relating to Reve-
nues and Eminent Domain of Lew-
iston Parking District.” (S. P. 529)
(L. D. 1436)

Which bill, being an emergency
measure, and having received the
affirmative vote of 31 members of
the Senate, was passed to be en-
acted.

The PRESIDENT: Pursuant to
the motion made by the Senator
from Cumberland, Senator Weeks
this morning, we will take up un-
der suspension of the rules the fol-
lowing Senate Paper. Earlier in to-
day’s session the ought to pass re-
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port of the committee was accepted
in the Senate and the bill read
once,

Thereupon, bill, “An Act to Au-
thorize the Maintenance and Opera-
tion of a Dam at the Outlet of
Sebec Lake.” (S. P. 534) (L. D.
1441) was given its second reading
under suspension of the rules, and
passed fo be engrossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

Mr. Briggs of Aroostook was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the Senate.

Mr. BRIGGS: Mr, President and
members of the Senate: I have
looked forward at this time to call-
ing to your attention to a subject
in general terms which I feel will
probably be one of the most im-
portant questions of this coming
year and perhaps the coming sev-
eral years. I am referring to the
great Allagash controversy.

Most of you know that in the
northwestern section of our State
lies a great and relatively un-
spoiled wilderness. You may not
know that this is one and the only
one of wilderness areas of this type
remaining anywhere in the Unit-
ed States today.

This land is made up of three
counties principally, Aroostook, Pis-
cataquis and Somerset., Most of the
land in the area is owned by the
large wild land owners who are
the paper companies and other
principal parties. It goes without
saying, of course, that this land
was acquired very reasonably and
a very long time ago.

The Allagash country is mainly
known across the United States for
its fame as a canoe trip. Since the
days of Thoreau one hundred years
ago in this adolescent country of
ours it has been so famed.

What is happening now is that
modern lumbering techniques are
utilizing forest products in this
area at an ever more rapid rate.
Persons who have said that lum-
bering has been going on for a
hundred years and therefore can
go on the same as it has in the
past are not quite giving the whole
story. Because of the mechaniza-
tion and the rapid operation in the
pulpwood cutting technique today’s
operation compared with that of the
last hundred years is not the same
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in any degree. Although the private
roads in the area are generally
made available to the sportsmen
and other persons who are inter-
ested in the natural history of the
area, this network of roads is being
extended at a very rapid rate for
the purpose of utilizing the forest
crop there.

My object in discussing this, T
think it is important to point out,
is not to lay claim to the impor-
tance of making any particular de-
cision with regard to this impor-
tant region but rather to impress
upon my friends here the very
great urgency for not making any
hasty decisions of any type with
regard to this area.

There are three separate current
proposals which are more or less
imminent in different degrees. The
first proposal is a very large dam
called Rankin Rapids which will
flood a hundred thousand acres of
this beautiful company for the pur-
pose of making hydro-electric power
and tying in with the Passama-
quoddy power scheme which all of
you are generally familiar with.
Some persons, in discussing the
lake, which is actually a milli pond
in this dam, would like you to be-
lieve that this would yet be another
Sebago or Moosehead or something
of that type. Now I am sure you
will realize it will not be that at
all, because drawn down, as it will
have to be for hydro-electric
storage purposes, each one foot of
drawdown on the dam will lay
bare one hundred feet of stumps
on the borders of this mill pond.
The natural areas that form our
lakes have their natural boundaries
and shore lines and so forth.

The second plan is that interests
in eastern Aroostook County, cer-
tain interests, I should say, desire
to bore a road through this wilder-
ness and cross it generally from
Ashland to Daquaam, Quebec. They
maintain that commerce will be
benefitted due to having this ap-
proximately seventy-five mile road,
and naturally the towns which will
be the termini or feel they will be
the termini of this road feel they
will benefit from increased traffic
and retail activities. Some of the
towns who won’t be terminus points
are not quite as sure of the bene-
fits.
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The third great subject regard-
ing the area results from the in-
terest in the Federal government
in examining all of the possible
sites that are practical to utilize
and set them aside in custodian-
ship for the people as great nation-
al parks to add to our national
park system which all of you are
familiar with.

There has been an extensive sur-
vey made of this region by the
National Park Division of the De-
partment of the Interior and there
will be a report forthcoming within
a very short time setting out their
ideas of what a park should con-
sist of and whether or not they
believe this area would be suitable
for a national park and why.

Now in thinking of a park, I
have no knowledge whether or
not this will ever reach reality,
but I do know that, so far as I
have heard, no state in our nation
which has a national park of sub-
stantial size which has been in ef-
fect for very long is raising very
much of a clamor to get rid of it.

Of course many of these parks
were realized out of public lands
which were not privately held by
paper companies, mining interests
or anything else. In the case here,
these lands are owned from the
heavens to the center of the earth
by private landowners and by the
large paper companies.

The exhaustive report that was
done a few years ago by the New
York-New England Interagency
Committee made extensive refer-
ence to the Allagash region and
said that portions of it should be
set aside for the people’s enjoy-
ment for all time. This report is
available in twenty-three volumes in
your State Library should you care
to refer to it.

It is quite obvious, I think, from
what I have said here and what
you may have heard previously,
that this Allagash region is indeed
a rather hot spot and the chances
are it may become even hotter,
The conflict of interests which arises
out of the possibilities of building
a road or a dam and a national
park being there should be self-
evident to all of you folks. Nat-
urally the people who most desire
that dam do not desire a national
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park to get in there ahead of them
because this would make the con-
struction of the dam rather diffi-
cult.

It is said that there are practical
alternatives to the Rankin Rapids
plan which would serve the needs
of the Passamaquoddy project as
well without destroying this mag-
nificent wilderness area.

It should be apparent to you also
that persons who seek to build a
road through the area are not very
anxious that the area will be re-
alized as a national park for all
of the people of the state and na-
tion to enjoy, because once this is
realized probably the roads will be
placed where the Department of In-
terior feels they will serve the great-
est need for the greatest number
of people.

Now it is fortunate in a way, 1
think, that a National Resources
Council has been formed here in
Maine comprising all non-profit
groups who are interested in re-
sources conservation, and they are
going about the task of trying to
furnish information to each other
and to other persons who are in-
terested. They are doing this
through a series of bulletins, and I
happen to have a small supply of
the current bulletin, Bulletin No. 1
done by this Natural Resources
Council, which is entitled “The
Quoddy Controversy” and I take
a great deal of pleasure in circulat-
ing these bulletins among the mem-
bers of the Senate, and I hope that
they will find that there is a little
bit of information here which they
may not have had previously. My
only request is that before you
make any hasty decision you will
try to consider all of the facts
available and then go ahead and
make whatever decision seems to
you to be the one of best judg-
ment. Thank you very much.

On motion by Mr. Cole of Wal-
do, the Senate voted to take from
the table Senate Report from the
Committee on Legal Affairs, Qught
not to pass, on bhill, “An Act to
Authorize the Withdrawal of the
Town of Brooks from School Ad-
ministrative District No. 3" (S. P.
530) (L. D. 1437) tabled by that
Senator on January 27 pending ac-
ceptance of the report; and on fur-
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ther motion by the same Senator,
the ought not to pass report of
the committee was accepted.

Sent down for concurrence,

On motion by Mr. Cole of Wal-
do, the Senate voted to take from
the table House Report from the
Committee on Education: Ought to
pass on bhill, “An Act to Recon-
stitute School Administrative Dis-
trict No. 2” (L. D. 1420), tabled
by that Senator earlier in today’s
session pending acceptance of the
report; and on further motion by
the same Senator, the report was
accepted and under suspension of
the rules, the bill was given its
two several readings and passed to
be engrossed in concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Cole of Wal-
do, the Senate voted to take from
the table House Report from the
Committee on Education: ‘‘Ought
to pass’” on bill, “An Act to Re-

constitute  School  Administrative
District No. 3.” (H. P. 1020) (L.
D. 1421) tabled by that Senator

earlier in today’s session pending
acceptance of the report.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent, I am not entirely clear as
to the purpose of this act. May I
inquire through the Chair of the
Chairman of the Committee or any
member of the Committee if the
purpose of the pending bill is to
validate a district already oper-
ative rather than to create some
new district?

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Waldo, Senator Cole, address-
es his question to the Chairman
and the Senator from Lincoln, Sen-
ator Dow, may answer if he
chooses.

The Chair will declare a short
recess so the two Senators may
get together on it.

(Recess)

Called to order by the President.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
notes in the Senate Chamber the
presence of a former Senator who
sat in this chamber quite some
time ago, and the Chair would re-
quest the Sergeant-at-Arms to es-
cort Senator Roger Dube to the
rosi;rum. (Applause, members ris-
ing
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The PRESIDENT: The Chair is
informed that another former Sen-
ator is in the Senate Chamber, Sen-
ator Malcolm Noyes of Hancock,
and the Chair will request the Ser-
geant-at-Arms to escort the Sen-
ator to the rostrum. (Applause,
members rising)

Mr. COLE: Mr. President, I do
rot think my question was very
clear, and I think that now we
have had a conference we under-
stand each other. My purpose was
to ask the question through the
Chair of the Senator from Lincoln,
Senator Dow, whether or not the
purpose of the pending bill is to
validate a district already opera-
tive rather than to create some
new district.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Pres-
ident, in my opinion we are vali-
dating the original district, we are
reconstituting the district that ex-
isted. We cannot constitute a new
district without going through all
the procedure of forming the dis-
trict all over again and having the
town vote all over again, therefore
we are reconstituting the same dis-
trict that has been existing up to
this time. That is about the only
way I can answer the question.

On motion by Mr. Cole of Wal-
do, the ought to pass report was
accepted and under suspension of
the rules, the bill was given its
two several readings and passed to
be engrossed in concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Weeks of Cum-
berland, the Senate voted to take
from the table bill, “An Act to
Correct Errors and Inconsistencies
in the Public Laws.” (S. P. 528)
(L. D. 1435) tabled by that Senator
on January 26 pending acceptance
of the report; and on further mo-
tion by the same Senator, the re-
port was accepted and the bill read
once; on further motion by the
same Senator, Committee Amend-
ment A was read and adopted.

Mrs. Lord of Cumberland pre-
sented Senate Amendment A and
moved its adoption.

The Secretary read Committee
Amendment A and moved its adop-
tion.

The Secretary read Senate
Amendment A,

Which amendment was adopted
and under suspension of the rules
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the bill was given its second read-
ing.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, I wonder if this Senate
realizes what action they have just
taken. They have now opened up
the minimum wage question again
and have added ancther exemption.
Perhaps there should be more.

The Chair declared a short re-
cess.

After Recess

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, I move that the Senate
reconsider its action just taken
whereby it adopted Senate Amend-
ment A to L. D. 1435.

The motion to reconsider pre-
vailed.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. President, I rise
to a point of order.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
may state his point of order.

Mr. ROSS: Mr. President, my
question is whether or not this
amendment is germane to the bill.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
will rule that the amendment is
not germane.

Mrs. LORD of Cumberland: Mr.
President, T would like to appeal
from the ruling of the Chair. I
think it is germane. It is just a
correction.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is: Shall the de-
cision of the Chair stand, in the
judgment of the Senate.

A division of the Senate was had.

Twenty-four having voted in the
affirmative and eight opposed, the
ruling of the Chair was upheld.

Thereupon, the rules were sus-
pended and the bill as amended
by Committee Amendment A was
passed to be engrossed.

Mr. WOODCOCK of Penobscot:
Mr. President, I move that the Sen-
ate resolve itself into a Committee
of the whole.

This was done.

On motion by Mr. Bates of Pe-
nobscot, the Senate voted to take
from the table Joint Order Rela-
tive to Amending Joint Rules to
add Rule 19A (H. P. 1024) (tabled
by that Senator on January 26
pending passage; and on further
motion by the same Senator, the
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Joint Order received a passage in
concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Bates of Pe-
nobscot, the Senate voted to take
from the table Joint Order Relative
to Amending Joint Rules to add
19B (H. P. 1025) tabled by that
Senator on January 27 pending pas-
sage; and on further motion by
the same Senator, the Order was
indefinitely postponed in non-con-
currence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Bates of Pe-
nobscot, the Senate voted to take
from the table Joint Order Relative
to Amending Joint Rules to add
Rule 10C (H. P. 1026) tabled by
that Senator on January 27 pending
passage; and that Senator present-
ed Senate Amendment A and
moved its adoption.

The Secretary read Senate
Amendment A.

Which Amendment was adopted
and the Order as amended was
passed in non-concurrence.

Sent down for concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Bates of Pe-
nobscot, the Senate voted to take
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from the table Senate Order Rela-
tive to Amending Senate Rule No.
27 (Senate Filing No. 1) tabled by
that Senator on January 22 pending
passage; and on further motion by
the same Senator, the Order re-
ceived a passage.

On motion by Mr. Bates of Pe-
nobscot, the Senate voted to take
from the table Senate Order Rela-
tive to Amending Senate Rules by
adding new Rule No. 11A (Senate
Filing No. 2) tabled by that Sen-
ator on January 22 pending pass-
age; and on further motion by the
same Senator, the Order received
a passage.

On motion by Mr. Dow of Lin-
coln, the Senate voted to take from
the table Final Report from the
Committee on Education, tabled by
that Senator on January 27 pend-
ing acceptance; and on further mo-
tion by the same Senator, the re-
port was accepted.

On motion by Mr. Woodcock of
Penobscot

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





