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HOUSE

Tuesday, May 9, 1961

The House met according to ad-
journment and was called to order
by the Speaker.

Prayer by the Rev. Father Sam-
uel Dugan of the Sacred Heart Rec-
tory, Hallowell.

The members stood at attention
during the playing of the National
Anthem.

The journal of the previous ses-
sion was read and approved.

Papers from the Senate
Indefinitely Postponed
From the Senate: The following

Order:

ORDERED, the House concur-
ring, that the Legislative Research
Committee be directed to study the
feasibility of the elimination of
aquatic growth from Lake Sabattus
and Lake Annabessacook; and be it
further

ORDERED, that the Committee
report the results of its study to
the 101st Legislature (S. P. 544)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

In the House,
read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mount
Desert, Mr. Kimball.

Mr. KIMBALL: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: There is
in preparation in Sam Slosberg’s
office, through a group here from
the House including the gentleman
from Winthrop, Mr. Thaanum; the
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr. Jal-
bert; myself and some others, a
group bill covering the study of
the aquatic growth in these lakes
together with several other mat-
ters. And as they would apparently
be best studied as a group, I
should like to move the indefinite
postponement of this order.

The SPEAKER: The question now
before the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Mount Desert,
Mr. Kimball, that this Order be
indefinitely postponed. Is this the
pleasure of the House?

The motion prevailed and the Or-
der was indefinitely postponed in
non-concurrence and sent up for
concurrence.

the Order was
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Tabled Until Later in the Day

From the Senate: The following
Order:

ORDERED, the House concur-
ring, that H. P. 354, L. D. 506,
“An Act Permitting Counties to Ex-
pend Money for Advisory Organi-
zations,” be recalled from the Leg-
islative files (S. P. 545)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

In the House, the Order was read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Old
Orchard Beach, Mr. Plante.

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, so
that we may have an opportunity
to study this, I would like to table
it until later in today’s session.

Thereupon, the Order was ta-
bled until later in the day pending
passage.

Senate Reports of Committees
Ought to Pass in New Draft

Report of the Committee on Judi-
ciary on Bill “An Act relating to
Burden of Proof on Questions of
Fact in Industrial Accident Com-
mission Decisions” (S. P. 112) (L.
D. 257) reporting same in a new
draft (S. P. 535) (L. D. 1583) under
same title and that it ‘““Ought to
pass”

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
New Draft passed to be engrossed.

In the House, the Report was
read and accepted in concurrence,
the New Draft read twice and to-
morrow assigned.

Ought to Pass

Report of the Committee on
State Government reporting ‘“Ought
to pass” on Resolve Authorizing
the State of Maine to Convey Cer-
tain Land in the City of Saco (S.
P. 523) (L. D. 1550)

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
Resolve passed to be engrossed.

In the House, the Report was
read and accepted in concurrence,
the Resolve read once, and tomor-
row assigned.

Ought to Pass with
Committee Amendment
Report of the Committee on Judi-
ciary on Bill ‘“An Act Amending
Certain Statutes to Conform to
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Rules of Civil Procedure” (S. P.
455) (L. D. 1465) reporting ‘‘Ought
to pass” as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment “A” submitted
therewith.

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amendment
AT

In the House, the Report was
read and accepted in concurrence
and the Bill read twice.

Committee Amendment “A”’
read by the Clerk as follows:

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT “A”
to S. P. 455, L. D. 1465, Bill, ‘“‘An
Act Amending Certain Statutes to
Conform to Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure.”

Amend said Bill by striking out
all of sections 162, 163, 164, 165,
166, 181, 182, 183, 346, 347, 348,
349, 569 and 570 of the Bill.

Further amend said Bill by in-
serting after section 215 the fol-
lowing new section:

“Seec. 215-A. R. S., c. 60-A, Sec.
30, amended. The 4th sentence of
the 2nd paragraph of section 30
of chapter 60-A of the Revised
Statutes, as enacted by section 1
of chapter 217 of the public laws
of 1957, is repealed as follows:

‘No such service shall require a
society to file its answer, pleading
or defense in less than 30 days
from the date of mailing the copy
of the service to a society.”

Further amend said Bill in that
part designated ‘“‘Sec. 191.” of sec-
tion 400 by striking out in the 6th
line the underlined word ‘‘prevents”
and inserting in place thereof the
underlined word °‘prejudices’; and
by striking out in the 6th line the
underlined words ‘‘from effectively’’
and inserting in place thereof the
underlined word ‘in’

Further amend said Bill by re-
numbering all sections to read con-
secutively.

Committee Amendment “A”’ was
adopted in concurrence and the
Bill assigned for third reading to-
morrow.

was

Ought to Pass in New Draift
Indefinitely Postponed

Report of the Committee on State
Government on Resolve Proposing
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an Amendment to the Constitution
Exempting Certain Industrial Prop-
erty from Taxation (S. P. 304) (L.
D. 892) reporting same in a new
draft (S. P. 512) (L D. 1529) un-
der same title and that it “Ought
to pass”’

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
Bill indefinitely postponed.

In the House: Report was read,
and the House concurred with the
Senate in accepting the Report and
indefinitely postponing the Bill.

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Education reporting ‘“Ought
not to pass’’ on Bill “An Act to
Permit the Town of Moscow to
Withdraw from School Administra-
tive District No. 137 (S. P. 342)
(L. D. 1075)

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:
Messrs. BROOKS of Cumberland
BATES of Penobscot
— of the Senate.

Mrs. HANSON of Lebanon
Messrs. HICHBORN
of Medford Township
CURTIS of Bowdoinham
ESTEY of Portland
LEVESQUE of Madawaska
SIROIS of Rumford
DURGIN of Raymond
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Commit-
tee reporting ‘‘Ought to pass’” on
same Bill.

Report was signed by the follow-
ing member:

Mr. SAMPSON of Somerset
— of the Senate.

Came from the Senate with the
Majority Report accepted.

In the House: Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Leb-
anon, Mrs. Hanson.

Mrs. HANSON: Mr. Speaker, I
would move that the Majority Com-
mittee Report ‘“Ought not to pass”
be accepted as the dissolution bill
passed the other day takes care of
this legislation.

Thereupon, the Majority ‘‘Ought
not to pass’” Report was accepted
in concurrence.
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Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill ““An Act relating to Appoint-
ment of Director of Indian Affairs
and Planning Board for the Penob-
scot Tribe” (H. P. 1020) (L. D.
1421) which was passed to be en-
grossed as amended by Committee
Amendment “A’” in the House on
April 20.

Came from the Senate recommit-
ted to the Committee on State Gov-
ernment in non-concurrence,

In the House: The House voted
to recede and concur with the Sen-
ate.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act Designating Monday
for Observance of Memorial Day”’
(H. P. 1005) (L. D. 1406) which
was indefinitely postponed in the
House on May 3.

Came from the Senate passed to
be engrossed in non-concurrence.

In the House:

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

Mr. BERMAN: Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House adhere.

The SPEAKER: The question
now before the House is the motion
of the gentleman from Houlton, Mr.
Berman, that the House adhere.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from South Portland, Mr.
Brown.

Mr. BROWN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As you will
recognize, this bill we talked about
the other day. This bhill only gives
the New England governors—this
one, only the State of Maine of
course—it only gives him the priv-
ilege of when they get together in
the New England states, that the
observance of Memorial Day by
proclamation of the Governor in
each state will be held on Monday.

You must recognize, of course,
Memorial Day is a very solemn
day and it seems only right that
it shall be followed, or preceded
rather, by Sunday, another solemn
day. You must recognize, as far
as industry is concerned, that split-
ting up a week by having a holiday
follow the middle of the week is
very expensive. I believe that the
step, if consummated, will do a
great deal for the observance of
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this particular holiday. I hope that
the motion does not prevail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Win-
throp, Mr. Thaanum.

Mr. THAANUM: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I wish to rise in support
of the motion of the gentleman
from Houlton, Mr. Berman, that
we adhere. Now Memorial Day, I
am in sympathy with the fact
that Memorial Day, to have it on
a Monday, would be very conveni-
ent for some people; but Memorial
Day to me means something a lit-
tle different than something com-
mercial.

Memorial Day was the Grand
Army Day in the State of Maine
as it has been ever since after the
Civil War. The day was set as
May 30 here in the State of Maine
for years, and perhaps it would
be interesting for you to know that
actually Memorial Day is a Decora-
tion Day, a decoration of graves
day.

Memorial Day originated down in
the State of Mississippi with some
women who had the happy thought
of decorating the graves of veter-
ans on this particular day. And at
the time that they decorated these
graves, those gentle women of Mis-
sissippi not only decorated the
graves of the Confederate Army
but also of the Union soldiers in
that time. This event was brought
to the attention of General Logan,
who issued a proclamation years
ago that withstood the test of years
as being the day for decorating the
graves.

It is not in effect a holiday; it
has been declared a holiday, but
it is a day in which we recall
the memories of those who have
died in the wars of our country.
And I hope that the motion of
the gentleman from Houlton, that
we adhere, prevails, Thank you
very much.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Houlton, Mr.
Berman, that the House adhere.

All those in favor of the motion
to adhere say aye; those opposed,
no. .
A viva voce vote being taken, the
motion prevailed.
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Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act relating to Actions
for Injuries Causing Death” (H. P.
316) (L. D. 468) which was passed
to be engrossed in the House on
April 25.

Came from the Senate passed to
be engrossed as amended by Sen-
ate Amendment ‘‘A’’ in non-con-
currence.

In the House: The House voted
to recede and concur with the Sen-
ate.

On motion of the gentlewoman
from Peru, Mrs. Vaughn, House
Rule 25 was suspended for the re-
mainder of today’s session in or-
der to permit smoking.

Orders

On motion of Mr. Briggs of Port-
land, it was

ORDERED, that Mr. Stevens of
Portland be excused from attend-
ance because of the death of his
mother;

AND BE IT FURTHER OR-
DERED, that the Clerk be directed
to send Mr. Stevens a note ex-
pressing the sympathy of the mem-
bers.

On motion of Mr. Thaanum of
Winthrop, it was

ORDERED, that Rev. Joseph E.
LeMaster of the Monmouth United
Church, Monmouth, be invited to
officiate as Chaplain of the House
on Tuesday, May 16, 1961.

On motion of Mr. Wheaton of
Princeton, it was

ORDERED, that Mr. Pike of Lu-
bec be excused from attendance
today and tomorrow because of

business.

The SPEAKER: At this time
the Chair would like to recognize
the presence in the gallery of a
group of fourth grade students from
the Farwell School in Lewiston, ac-
companied by Mrs. Pauline Simp-
son, Mrs. Schackleton, Mrs. Casey,
Mrs. Fleisher, and Mrs. Beggs.

On behalf of the House, the
Chair extends to you a most hearty
and cordial welcome and we hope
that you will enjoy and profit by
your visit with us here today. (Ap-
plause)
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Passed to Be Engrossed

Bill “An Act relating to Com-
pensation of Chief Deputy Sheriff
of York County” (H. P. 853) (L.
D. 1167)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading, read
the third time, passed to be en-
grossed and sent to the Senate.

Tabled and Assigned

Bill ““An Act relating to Trans-
porting Liquor by Minor in Motor
Vehicles” (H. P. 1153) (L. D. 1587)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading and
read the third time.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from York,
Mr. Rust.

Mr. RUST: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: The
Secretary of State has suggested
that there may be a small prob-
lem in this particular bill and
therefore I would request that it
be tabled wuntil Thursday.

Thereupon, the Bill was tabled
pending passage to be engrossed
and specially assigned for Thurs-
day, May 11.

Amended Bills

Bill “An Act relating to Second
Injury Fund and Vocational Reha-
bilitation under Workmen’s Compen-
sation Act” (S. P. 37) (L. D. 79)

Resolve Appropriating Moneys to
Match Federal Funds Provided Un-
der Title VIII of the National De-
fense Education Act (S. P. 270) (L.
D. 871)

Were reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading, Bill
read the third time, Resolve read
the second time, both passed to be
engrossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment ‘A’ and sent to
the Senate.

Tabled and Assigned

Bill “An Act relating to Number
of Lobster Traps on Trawls in Cer-
tain Tidal Waters” (H. P. 900) (L.
D. 1234)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading and
read the third time.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Vinal-
haven, Mr. Maddox.
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Mr. MADDOX: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: In regard
to item five, the amendment of-
fered Friday to this bill, filing
number H-257, goes far beyond the
intent of the amendment and takes
in some four hundred square miles
of tidal fishing waters that are not
concerned in the matter involved
at all. This will work a distinct
hardship upon a number of fisher-
men who are in no way concerned
with this amendment. It bars from
these waters certain fishing areas—

The SPEAKER: Will the gentle-
man from Vinalhaven, Mr. Maddox,
kindly approach the  rostrum
please. And will the gentleman
from Friendship, Mr. Winchenpaw,
and the gentleman from Scarbor-
ough, Mr. Coulthard, also approach
the rostrum. The House will be at
ease.

(Conference at rostrum)

The SPEAKER: The House will
be in order.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Friendship, Mr. Winchen-

paw.

Mr. WINCHENPAW: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I want to concur with
what the gentleman from Vinalha-
ven, Mr. Maddox, said and we
would like to reconsider where
amendment H-257 was adopted Fri-
day for the purpose of correcting
that amendment. So now I move
that the House reconsider its ac-
tion whereby it adopted H-257 on
Friday.

Thereupon, the House voted to
reconsider its action whereby on
Friday, May 5, it adopted House
Amendment “A.”

The SPEAKER: The Chair now
understands that the gentleman
from Friendship, Mr. Winchenpaw,
moves that House Amendment “A”
be indefinitely postponed. Is this
the pleasure of the House?

The motion prevailed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Friend-
ship, Mr. Winchenpaw.

Mr. WINCHENPAW: Mr. Speaker,
in order to correct this amendment
and keep this bill alive a couple of
more days, I move now that L.
D. 1234 be tabled until Thursday
next.

Thereupon, the Bill was tabled
pending passage to be engrossed
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and specially assigned for Thurs-
day, May 11.

Resolve Appropriating Funds for
Capital Improvements at East Cor-
inth Academy (H. P. 648) (L. D.
926)

Was reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading,
read the second time, passed to
be engrossed as amended by House
Amendment “A” and sent to the
Senate.

Passed to Be Enacted
Emergency Measure

An Act to Increase the Indebted-
ness of the Fort Fairfield Util-
ities District (S. P. 510) (L. D.
1533)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed. This being an
emergency measure and a two-
thirds vote of all the members
elected to the House being neces-
sary, a division was had. 125 voted
in favor of same and none against,
and accordingly the Bill was passed
to be enacted, signed by the Speak-
er and sent to the Senate.

Emergency Measure
Tabled

An Act Providing for the Con-
struction of an Addition to Ed-
munds Elementary School in the
Unorganized Territory (H. P. 567)
(L, D. 787)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed.

(Upon request of Mr. Bragdon
of Perham, placed on Special Ap-
propriations Calendar.)

Passed to Be Enacted

An Act relating to Pollution
Abatement (S. P. 133) (L. D. 316)

An Act relating to Appointment
of Examiners of Insane Convicts
(S. P. 170) (L. D. 416)

An Act relating to Disposition of
Mentally Il Juveniles Guilty of
Juvenile Offenses (S. P. 228) (L.
D. 633)

An Act relating to Acquisition
and Compensation for Land Taken
for Highway Purposes (S. P. 291)
(L. D. 902)

An Act relating to Form of Stand-
ard Fire Insurance Policy (S. P.
405) (L. D. 1346)
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An Act relating to Determination
of Quorum at Special Town Meet-
ings in Kittery (H. P. 683) (L.
D. 961)

An Act relating to Plant Pro-
tection (H. P. 1114) (L. D. 1536)

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

Tabled

An Act to Provide Schooling for
Non-Indian Children Living on Indi-
an Reservations (H. P. 1136) (L.
D. 1566)

An Act Appropriating Moneys for
Maine Civil War Commission (H.

P. 1137) (L. D. 1567)
Resolve Providing Funds for a
Referral Center at Farmington

State Teachers’ College for Assist-
ance to Teachers (S. P. 274) (L.
D. 875)

Resolve Appropriating Money for
the Establishment of a School of
Practical Nursing in Portland or
Vieinity (S. P. 530) (L. D. 1564)

Resolve Appropriating Funds to
Public Utilities Commission for Wa-
ter Resources Investigation (H. P.
379) (L. D. 554)

Were reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed.

(Upon request of Mr. Bragdon of
Perham, placed on Special Appro-
priations Calendar.)

Orders of the Day

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

HOUSE REPORT — Ought to
Pass in New Draft (H. P. 1151)
(L. D. 1585) — Committee on Nat-
ural Resources on Bill ‘“An Act
Classifying Certain Surface Waters
in Kennebec River Basin.” (H. P.
1016) (L. D. 1417)

Tabled — May 4, by Mr. Wade
of Skowhegan.

Pending — Acceptance of Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from San-
ford, Mr. Letourneau.

Mr. LETOURNEAU: Mr. Speak-
er, Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Mr., Wade has been called
on some business, and I would
move that we table this until later
in today’s session—
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Thereupon, the Report and Bill
were tabled until later in today’s
session, pending acceptance of
the Committee Report.

Mrs. Smith of Falmouth was
granted unanimous consent to
briefly address the House.

Mrs. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House: Thank you for
your courtesy. I thought you might
have some other items before I
brought this up, and I didn’t rise
quick enough. I'd like to ecall to
your attention the dinner tomorrow
evening. We would like to have you
sometime before the day is over if
you possibly could, leave the names
of those whose husbands or wives
will not attend the dinner in the
office of the Floor Leader. We feel
that it would probably be easier if
just the ones who weren’t coming
left their names. We want to get
somewhere near a count as we
can, and the reason is that this
has become a great deal larger
than we thought it would when we
started. And I would like to make a
few comments about this if I may.

This is an idea that grew from a
potato pie. And so we've decided
to give all the legislators potato
pie. We had quite a lot of com-
ments here about it, and it was
even suggested that Jack Prince
might furnish Ilobster to go with
this potato pie at one time; but
it seemed like quite a lot to Jack—
for me to provide the pie and Jack
to provide the lobster. So we
thought about having the Maine
Restaurant Association serve you
some kind of a luncheon here be-
fore the 100th anniversary, but we
were a little too late. One thing
led to another, and this is really
a sample I think of how an idea
grew and grew. And so tomorrow
night we will attempt to prove
that Maine foods cooked in Maine
restaurants are the finest in the
land. I do hear some rather un-
complimentary compliments arcund
here about it sometimes. I hope
that they will be Dbetter after to-
morrow night.

And if ever there was a finer
example of cooperation, I haven't
had the pleasure of knowing of it.
The Agricultural Department with
Mr. Dunn and Mr. Woodcock have
contacted the many producers of
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Maine products. Ronnie Green is
producing or providing the seafood.
The Sardine Council is busy pro-
viding sardines, and Mr. Milton
Huntington from the DED was as-
signed to this project, and has done
a marvelous job. The press and
radio and television have been won-
derful. Thirty out-of-state writers
have been invited, one national
magazine has asked for both pic-
tures and copy. We were to have
been in Room 105 down here, but
after we found that there were to
be so many more people in, we
were then, through the courtesy of
the Adjutant General and the peo-
ple over at the armory—the arm-
ory has been provided for us, the
work is being done by those peo-
ple, the Governor and his wife
eventually cleared it and will be
with us, the Council anl their
wives; and we certainly feel that
this should be good publicity for
the State of Maine, the kind of
publicity that some of us like to
have. If you will cooperate with us
by letting us have some idea how
many there are, we’ll try to do
our part. Thank you very much.

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

Bill “An Act Continuing the Com-
mittee on Aging.” (H. P. 1116) (L.
D. 1538) In House Read the Third
Time.

Tabled — May 4, by Mr. Ken-
nedy of Milbridge.

Pending — Passage to be En-
grossed.

Mr. Kennedy of Milbridge offered
House Amendment “A’” and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “A” was read
by the Clerk as follows:

HOUSE AMENDMENT “A” to
H. P. 1116, L. D. 1538, Bill, “An
Act Continuing the Committee on
Aging.”

Amend said Bill, in section 3,
by striking out all of the last sen-
tence.

Further amend said Bill, in sec-
tion 6 by striking out in the 2nd
and 3rd lines, the figure ‘$15,000”
and inserting in place thereof the
figure ‘$5,000’; and by striking out
all of the T7th, 8th, 9th and 10th
lines and inserting in place thereof
the following:
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‘Personal Services $5,000 $5,000°

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

Mr. BRIGGS: Mr. Speaker, this
amendment came on the desks just
recently, and I haven’t had a
chance to speak to the sponsor of
it, and I would like the indulgence
of the House if I could table this
bill until Thursday, May 11.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Portland, Mr. Briggs, moves
that the bill be tabled until Thurs-
day, May 11, pending the adoption
of House Amendment “A.” Is this
the pleasure of the House?

(Cries of “No”’)

The SPEAKER: All those in fa-
vor of the tabling motion, please
say aye; those opposed, no.

A viva voce vote being taken,
the motion prevailed, the Bill was
so tabled pending the adoption of
House Amendment ‘‘A” and spe-
cially assigned for Thursday, May
11.

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

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT—Ma-
jority Ought to Pass with Commit-
tee Amendment “A”’ (Filing H-272)
—Minority Ought Not to Pass—
Committee on Legal Affairs on Bill
‘“An Act Amending Charter of City
of Saco.” (H. P. 679) (L. D. 957)

Tabled — May 5, by Mr. Lane
of Waterville.

Pending — Acceptance of Either
Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair reec-
ognizes the gentleman from Saco,
Mr. Bedard.

Mr. BEDARD: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I would like to speak on this be-
fore I make a motion. This bill
here was never given to me, it
was mailed to me on the date
that the cloture rules for the bills
were put here. We had a hearing
on this committee and we present-
ed the committee with a petition
of seven hundred fifty names, and
this bill was brought up by a com-
mittee of citizens in Saco; but the
city officials never notified the peo-
ple of any part of an amendment
to the charter. In the first place,
all they wanted was an emer-
gency measure for a sewer thing
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down there which they have. Now
the citizens of Saco do not want
an amendment to their charter be-
cause this committee would like to
have its whole charter amended,
they do not want to come here
every two years to amend their
charter because two years ago,
the same thing was here. On these
conditions, I move to indefinitely
postpone this bill.

Thereupon, the Reports and Bill
were indefinitely postponed and
sent up for concurrence.

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

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT—Ma-
jority Ought to Pass with Commit-
tee Amendment ‘A” (Filing H-
273)—Minority Ought Not to Pass—
Committee on Legal Affairs on Bill
‘““An Act relating to State Valua-
tion of Town of Bristol for School
Subsidies” (H. P. 691) (L. D. 969)

Tabled — May 5, by Mrs. Sproul
of Bristol.

Pending — Acceptance of Either
Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Bris-
tol, Mrs. Sproul.

Mrs., SPROUL: Mr. Speaker, this
bill has an amendment on it and
in order to see just what the
amendment does, I would like to
retable it until Thursday.

Thereupon, the Reports and Bill
were retabled pending acceptance
of either report and specially as-
signed for Thursday, May 11.

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

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT—Re-
port ““A” Ought to Pass—Report
“B”’ QOught Not to Pass — Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs on Bill
“An  Act relating to FElection of
Council Members of City of Port-
land.” (H. P. 406) (L. D. 581

Tabled — May 5, by Mrs. Hen-
dricks of Portland.

Pending — Acceptance of Either
Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Port-
land, Mrs. Hendricks.

Mrs. HENDRICKS: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I move
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Committee Report “A” be accept-

ed.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of
the gentlewoman from Portland,
Mrs. Hendricks, that the House
accept Report “A’ “Ought to pass’
report.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Portland, Mr. Estey.

Mr. ESTEY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: Dur-
ing this 100th session we have seen
several pieces of legislation before
us concerned with local city gov-
ernment., We have seen bills intro-
duced by minority groups who are
opposed to the local operation in
their own community. Two years
ago, in March of 1959, the City
Council of Portland passed a reso-
lution establishing a citizens’ com-
mittee for the purpose of reviewing
the city charter and making recom-
mendations to the City Council for
any changes which might be found.
It was charged with the following:
in its studies and deliberations, the
committee shall include, but shall
not be limited to, the following:
(a) the method of electing the
members of the City Council; (b)
the relationship between the City
Council and the Superintending
School Committee; (c¢) the provi-
sions of private and special laws
currently applicable to the City of
Portland and their relationship to
the City Charter.

This legislature has already
passed a bill concerned with sec-
tion C and some of the obsolete
private and special statutes on the
City Charter. Those have been
amended.

Pursuant to this resolution, a
committee was appointed, there
were eleven members. It contained
representation from both political
parties, three members of the legal
profession, persons who had had ex-
tensive experience in our city gov-
ernment, and other citizens with
exceptional qualifications for a
study of this kind. The committee
worked for eighteen months to com-
plete its study. Before submitting
its report to the city council, it
held two public hearings which
were widely advertised and well at-
tended. On September 14, 1960, the
committee filed its report with the
city council. The report was ac-
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cepted by the city council, and the
revision which is not L. D. 581
which we are considering today,
but L. D. 478 was the product of
that committee’s work.

With respect to the first item of
their charge, which was the method
of electing city councillors. The
committee was directed to examine
the method of electing these coun-
cillors and the conclusion of the
committee was that no change
should be made. At present, the
nine council members are elected
at large, three being elected for
each of three year terms. Of the
nine, six are required to reside in
the six districts to which the city
has been divided. This insures a
geographic distribution of the coun-
cil membership. The proposed re-
vision does, however, contain a pro-
vision that the six districts should
be redefined to be as nearly equal
in population as possible and this
is under the charter revision, L.
D. 478, requiring the city council
to make adjustments in district
lines. This would correct the
present situation in which one dis-
trict has three times as many resi-
dents as another.

Incidentally, it may be of inter-
est to the committee, to this leg-
islature, that the cities in New
England of over 25,000 population
which have a council-manager form
of government, fourteen out of
twenty of those cities elect their
council members at large — or
about seventy percent of them.

L. D. 581, proposes that the six
district councillors be elected by
district only and not by the city
at large. Therefore, gentleman, and
because L. D. 478, the charter re-
vision, will come out of committee
in the very near future, I move
that this bill and both its reports
both be indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER: The question
now before the House is the motion
of the gentleman from Portland,
Mr. Estey, that the Reports and
Bill be indefinitely postponed.

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

Mr. BRIGGS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: The House
passed this bill in the last session
and I want to explain this bill
more thoroughly.
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The City of Portland has nine
city councillors, three elected at
large by the entire electorate of
the city for three year terms, one
term expiring each year. The other
six councillors are also elected by
the entire city electorate, and the
only requisit is that they live
within the distriet from which they
run. Many potential Portland City
Council candidates are being kept
from office because they can’t af-
ford the expense of city-wide cam-
paigning. It now costs a candidate
from a thousand to fourteen hun-
dred dollars to run for a council
seat in the City of Portland.

This does not make for good gov-
ernment, as was the original in-
tent way back in the twenties when
this charter was put into effect.
More qualified candidates would
seek council seats if required to
campaign only within their own dis-
tricts and that is the way we elect
our Congressmen and that is the
way we elect our members of the
House of Representatives right here
in Maine.

Now who would be in favor of
northern Maine residents voting for
candidates in the First District?
Voter interest would also be great-
er if candidates were elected on a
straight district basis. A councillor
elected from within a district would
best know the problems of his own
district and be more responsive to
the voters who elected him.

This bill calls for a referendum.
I ask this House of Representatives
to allow the voters of Portland to
decide the issue. Give them a
chance once and for all to decide
how the majority of the citizens
want to elect their city councillors.
Who is it in Portland that is
afraid to let the people of Portland
voice their opinion? The present
system is undemocratic and un-
American. Again I say, let the
citizens of Portland decide the is-
sue.

I hope that Report “A” ‘Ought
to pass’ is accepted. Thank you.

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

Mr. BERRY: Ladies and Gentle-
men of the House: I rise in op-
position to this bill. May I bring
it to your attention with the ex-
ception of the first election, under
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the present system which was held
in 1945, the election records do not
reveal a single instance where the
majority vote in a district would
have produced a different result
than the majority vote of the ecity
at large. The election, only by the
voters of a district, while insur-
ing a greater interest on the part
of the council members and the
problems of that district, would al-
so invariably lead to a decrease
in his interest in the problems of
other sections, while sectional inter-
est in conflict may lead to some
kind of compromise, the best in-
terest of the city as a whole can
better be served by people whose
viewpoints are as broad as the en-
tire city rather than limited to a
single district.

By assuring a geographical dis-
tribution of the city council mem-
bership, and at this same time a
responsibility to the entire electo-
rate, the majority advantages of
both systems are retained. In the
absence of any clear indication that
the present method is unsatisfac-
tory and unworkable, there seems
to be no advantage in a change
for the sake of a change. I now
concur with my colleague from
Portland, and hope that we indefi-
nitely postpone this bill and all ac-
companying papers.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Port-
land, Mrs. Hendricks.

Mrs. HENDRICKS: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would like to make a comparison—
the gentleman from Portland, Mr.
Estey, mentioned about the eciti-
zens’ committee. Now in the Legis-
lature, we too have very fine peo-
ple serving on committees, but we
are not bound to accept the com-
mittee report. The complete House
decides on whether or not to ac-
cept the committee report. I think
that this is just another similar in-
cident, I think that the voters of
the City of Portland should have
an opportunity to decide on wheth-
er or not which way they want to
e!fect the members of the City Coun-
cil.

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

Mr. KELLAM: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As the
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members who have been previous-
ly in the House well know, this bill
was here last session, was here the
session before that, and I believe
several sessions before that. And
probably the only way it will be
disposed of is if we eventually pass
this legislation and allow the peo-
ple of Portland to decide in
referendum which way they pre-
fer to vote.

This bill would simply allow the
matter to go to the referendum
vote and to determine whether
we shall have a truly district
representative type of voting or an
at large voting as we now have.
In a city the size of Portland, it
is rather unfortunate that we have
such a very small vote in the
municipal elections. We have non-
partisan municipal elections which
is fine as far as I am concerned,
but unfortunately the people do not
turn out very well to vote. It seems
unbelievable to me that we
should require fifteen thousand
votes in order to be elected to the
House of Representatives, and yet
have city councillors win with
something like 2,200, 2,300, or 2,-
400 votes. This bill I am sure will
at least perk up the interest of
the voters within the city by al-
lowing a person to run within the
district in which he lives, which
would be some—a population of
some like eight or nine thousand
people, it certainly is a large pop-
ulation and larger than many
towns in the State of Maine. By
allowing the person to run within
their particular district, possibly
we could have more candidates
come forward and be able to put
out a good effort to secure the vote
of their district; and would have
a better participation in the city
government in Portland.

The opponents of this bill seem to
dwell completely on the fact that
if a person only represents
nine or ten thousand people in the
city, he will not have the city’s
interest at heart, which strikes me
as being rather foolish. What is
more true is the opposite of this
particular matter whereby in the
present system, with a light vote,
one particular group within the city
not only controls the election of
the seats within its district, but in
effect has the control of the elec-
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tion of all the members of the city.
Now if it is wrong to have a small
group control a particular district,
it is certainly wrong to have them
control the entire city.

Now this bill, I believe, if ac-
cepted by the people, would allow
a more representative type govern-
ment in the City of Portland. The
opposition has made much of the
fact that there is a bill in to reap-
portion the districts of the City of
Portland. Now, I like to have things
come forward on the basis of what
they actually do—not what they
seem to do, and it seems to me
rather foolish to talk about an
equitable distribution of votes with-
in the city when in truth the
equitable distribution has no bear-
ing upon who is going to be the
winner. If we are going to have
at large voting within the city for
all candidates for ecity council, it
certainly is ridiculous to assume
that the boundary line of the dis-
trict within which a person must
live would have any great effect
upon the outcome. All the redis-
tricting will do is to limit the num-
ber of people who can vote and
run for a candidate in some dis-
tricts and broaden the people who
can run for a candidate in some
other districts. This will have no
bearing upon the eventual outcome
of the election. It will be still more
likely controlled by a smaller num-
ber of votes and as it has been in
the past, these votes have been
situated in one particular section of
the city.

At the last session of the legis-
lature during the debate on this
bill, the opposition made much of
the fact that the city council was
going to appoint a study committee
to study the charter of the City
of Portland. This matter was done
only after the bills had been sub-
mitted to the legislature and gone
through the committees, and were
in a position to be passed. Now
this type of maneuver while it
may be practical politics, certain-
ly shouldn’t mislead anybody in be-
lieving that there was any sincere
effort upon the city council at that
time to have the study group or
study the charter, The study group
was appointed by the then -chair-
man of the City Council, who was a
very strong opponent to any type
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of representative government in
Portland.

With all due respect to the in-
dividual members of the commit-
tee, the study committee made no
worthwhile contribution to the
charter of the City of Portland.
The charter bill that we now have
in the Legal Affairs Committee is
the product of the corporation coun-
cil of the City of Portland, and I
think most people in the city are
well aware of that fact. The bill
could just as well have been sub-
mitted without any discussion held
at all. The discussion was held and
many people did come to the hear-
ing and protested the present sys-
tem of election of city councillors,
but the report came out of the
committee just as it was destined
to come out when the committee
was appointed by the opposition to
this particular type of voting.

Therefore, I would say that at
this particular time, this legislature
could do no harm by putting out
this bill to allow it to go to ref-
erendum and if the people truly do
not want representative govern-
ment, they can say so, and if they
do want such representative gov-
ernment they can accept this bill.
The bill is highly debated in the
City of Portland, and most people
can easily understand the terms
thereof. I hope that you will op-
pose the indefinite postponement
and accept Committee Report “A.”

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. Berry.

Mr. BERRY: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I will just take a minute of your
time to briefly point out the com-
mittee’s feelings on this bill. They
felt that the members, if they were
chosen by wards and districts with
a requirement that they reside
within that district and be elect-
ed only by the voters of that dis-
trict, the committee generally was
in agreement that this method of
election would be undesirable be-
cause it would tend to encourage
a narrow sectional point of view,
and would leave the council with-
out any members who could be
regarded as representing the entire
city. As we all know in most of
our larger cities, it is recognized
that most of the problems which
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confront the council are city wide
in character. I now ask for a divi-
sion on the vote.

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

Mr. ESTEY: Mr. Speaker, I don’t
believe that we have to take much
more time of this legislature to de-
bate this bill. The citizens’ commit-
tee report was for eighteen months,
and in addition to the charter
study, there was a committee es-
tablished to study the tax structure
in the City of Portland and also the
relationship of the superintending
school committee. The committee
was in agreement that if candi-
dates for the city council could be
elected at large, without regard to
residence, this method would afford
the best opportunity to elect coun-
cil members of outstanding abil-
ity.

My two colleagues from Portland,
Mr. Briggs and Mr. Kellam, are
both members of the Legal Affairs
Committee, and they have stated
that this bill has been presented
before to the legislature; and they
have very -carefully avoided any
inference to partisan politics as
Portland does have a city council
which is nonpartisan. However, this
has been a political issue for sev-
eral years, and I certainly concur
with the report of the eleven-mem-
ber citizens’ committee, and hope
that the city charter is revised and
will come before this legislature
does prevail, and I hope that this
bill is indefinitely postponed.

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

Mr. KELLAM: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
just like to make the observation
that if this particular bill is a
partisan political matter, that the
record will show that at the prior
sessions of the legislature the bill
was submitted by Phil Chapman, I
believe, who was a candidate for
Governor on the Republican Party—
or candidate for the nomination;
and I believe Senator Lord put it
in when she was a Representative
in this House, and possibly I think
Dana Childs. It has been in several
times. The other thing I wanted
to say I'm not sure I brought for-
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ward was that under either system
of election, there would still be
three truly at large candidates; and
I believe it’s more proper to call
a candidate an at large candidate
if he is actually going to be such,
rather than call them district can-
didates, and then actually have
them be at large candidates. So
either way we would have six dis-
trict people and the three other
candidates being truly at large.
Therefore, there certainly would be
no ballots in favor of one particular
section of the city.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Brunswick, Mr. Lachar-
ite.

Mr. LACHARITE: Mr. Speaker,
I'm not from Portland, but as I
listen to this argument, it seems
to me that this is more or less of
a local problem in Portland, and I
think it would be only fair to let
the people of Portland decide this
question, and so I would go along
against the indefinite postponement
of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Portland, Mr.
Estey, that the Reports and Bill,
“An Act relating to Election of
Council Members of City of Port-
land,” House Paper 406, Legisla-
tive Document 581, be indefinitely
postponed, and a division has been
requested.

All those in favor of the indefi-
nite postponement of this bill,
please rise and remain standing un-
til the monitors have made and
returned their count.

A division of the House was had.

Seventy-nine having voted in the
affirmative and fifty-four having
voted in the negative, the motion
prevailed.

Thereupon, the Reports and Bill
were indefinitely postponed and
sent up for concurrence.

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

Bill “An Act Creating a State Lot-
tery for Old Age Assistance and
Aid to Municipalities.” (H. P. 895)
(L. D. 1227) In House Read the
Third Time and Indefinitely Post-
poned.
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Tabled — May 5, by Mr. Kellam
of Portland.

Pending — Motion of Mr. Bax-
ter of Pittsfield that Indefinite Post-
ponement be Reconsidered.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Pitts-
field, Mr. Baxter.

Mr. BAXTER: Mr. Speaker,
first, because several House mem-
bers have spoken to me, I would
like to explain the reason for my
motion to reconsider the indefinite
postponement of this bill last Fri-
day. The reason of course, under
the rules of the House to make a
House action stick, it may be act-
ed upon twice. The rules provide
that any action the House takes
may be reconsidered if it’s taken
in due time. In this case, the House
indefinitely postponed this particu-
lar bill, and since to finally in-
definitely postpone it could con-
ceivably require a second action
and since it had been done that
day, and since I was in favor of
indefinite postponement, I there-
fecre moved to reconsider with the
hope that the reconsideration mo-
tion would be defeated and that
would be the last motion that could
be taken at this time upon the bill
in the House. And so therefore,
when we vote today, I would urge
you to vote against my motion
to reconsider.

The reason for this I mentioned
Friday and I will mention my rea-
sons again very briefly today. I
would certainly start off by saying
I am very sure that the sponsors
of this bill and those particularly
interested in it had the best in-
terests of the State of Maine at
heart without any question. The
question of a lottery was in the
papers, particularly one of my lo-
cal papers, even before the session
started, and not having thought
about the problem in detail, I was
intrigued as was everybody else.
However, on looking into the sub-
ject I was forced to decide against
the feasibility of a state lottery in
Maine because I found out that lot-
teries are not used in any other
state in the union to raise money
for the state services, and have not
been so used in the twentieth cen-
tury. I had professional advice
that study in other countries in-
dicated that lotteries rested pri-

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, MAY 9,

1961

marily on the low income groups,
people with higher incomes don’t
buy lottery tickets, they play the
stock market. Corporations don’t
buy lottery tickets, and the corpo-
rations do pay a substantial amount
of the other taxes that we collect
in the state for the support of our
state services.

I also found in a publication put
out by the Post Office Department
of the Federal Government, that
the Federal Government has spe-
cifically condemned lotteries as be-
ing immoral, that the Supreme
Court has upheld this condemnation
and that as the result the Federal
Government felt that the situation
was serious enough to forbid the
use of the mails to this particular
type of endeavor. I'll admit that
possibly a lottery could be carried
out in Maine without using the
mails, but it doesn’t seem very
practical to me to handle it on
this basis; and neither does it
seem to me that the people of the
State of Maine at this time wish
to pioneer in this particular type of
fund raising in view of the many
facts and the many customs that
are existent in the country today.

Therefore, I would hope that
when the vote is taken, you will
vote no on the motion to recon-
sider.

The SPEAKER: The Chair ree-
ognizes the gentleman from Harri-
son, Mr. Morrill.

Mr. MORRILL: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I want to thank the House for be-
ing allowed to put this on the ta-
ble last Friday until the House was
in full session. I might say that
one important thing in this bill
is: we have a large amount of
money leaving the state, it is going
to continue to leave the state and
we can keep that money in this
state. I want to thank Mr. Bax-
ter for making the motion to re-
consider, and I trust that his mo-
tion will prevail, and I ask for a
division when the vote is taken.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ken-
nebunkport, Mr. Tyndale.

Mr. TYNDALE: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I know a great many of you have
given a great deal of thought to
this question over the weekend, cer-
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tainly I have. If you will study
the history of state lotteries, you
will find that throughout this coun-
try very few of them lasted a
long while. You could analyze it in
this sense of the word, gambling
was never an answer to a financial
problem. That statement is as old
as any statement you can find in
your textbooks. It is not certainly
an answer to ours. The orderly pro-
cedure, the orderly progress of any
state never, never considered for
one moment gambling as an issue
of its progress. The progress of
any individual, the progress of any
group of men, the progress of
any group of people, was never en-
hanced by gambling. Gambling has
been proven by the mathematician
to be a losing proposition to any
man or person engaged in it. If
you will study press speculations
on the market, that has been an-
swered by the gentlemen who con-
trol the finance of the country. Ber-
nard Baruch in one of his great
essays on finance, said gambling
was the ruination of any man who
wanted to make an orderly prog-
ress in life. I don’t think that any
man or lady of this House has
changed their opinion over the
weekend, that this fine State of
ours steeped in all its great tra-
ditions, would consider this legis-
lation. I urge you very sincerely,
to reject the reconsideration of this
bill, and when the vote is taken,
because of the importance of this
subject, that the vote be taken
by a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: When
one speaks on a measure on two
different occasions, there are two
things that must be done. One is to
gather both remarks, the remarks
made both times under one roof,
and make a brief resume of them,
or else dig out new information. In
this particular instance, the infor-
mation was given to me by one
of those who very strongly favor
this measure. It was given to me
after I had posed a few questions.
I asked the individual if he was
aware of the fact that the mails
could not be used, he agreed; I
asked him if he was aware of
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the fact that there was a point of
age there when you could buy the
tickets, he agreed to that; I asked
the individual how many lotteries
would be held, he said what dif-
ference does that make as long
as the more we have, the more
money we will make and the more
prizes, the more people will make
money on their prizes. When we
got that all settled, I said now how
many people are eligible, he agreed
that there would be 450,000.

Now if you would take out, some
of you interested in figures, pencil
and paper, I'll break it down the
way he agreed with me. Now 1
kept posing the questions, and he
gave me the answers. So I ques-
tioned at first that there would be
450,000 who would buy the tickets,
but I said to give you the benefit
of the doubt, we’ll say that you
will sell a ticket and one-half which
would be 450,000 tickets and 225
more tickets would be sold. I said
what are you going to sell the
tickets for, he said $1.00 per ticket.
That would make it $675,000. Now I
said in the bill it doesn’t state
where the prizes are going to be—
actually the bill sets up three
czars—but I said sixty-five percent
goes into the fund, ten percent to
municipalities, now I said how
about the prize money and the ad-
ministration, he said that comes
ocut of the other twenty-five per-
cent. So I said dividing $675,000 by
twenty to twenty-five percent by
one-fourth would make it about 168
but we’ll make it to give you the
further benefit of the doubt, we’ll
make it $175,000, he agreed to that.
Now the salaries of the commis-
sioners amount to about $20,000,
so that is taken out of the prize
kitty; so for administration, that
brings it down to $155,000, he
agreed to that. I asked him about
the printing of the tickets. Well, he
said it’s an entry of tickets as you
know from the sweepstakes tick-
ets and this and that—well, I said
how much, he said $2,000. So that
leaves it $153,000, he agreed to
that.

Now I said you are going to
have to administer this thing, your
assistants one way or another, you
are going to have—he said we're
going to have district offices. How
many district offices are you going
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to have? He said one in each dis-
trict, that is seven, what are you
going to do there? Well he said,
there will be a director, there will
be an assistant, there will be trav-
el, mailing, work and this and that.
How much is that going to be? He
allowed fifteen thousand for each
office, that’s $105,000, so subtract-
ing that from $153,000 that leaves
$48,000. Now you have got another
problem here, you have got your
agents, who’s going to sell these
tickets? Well, we haven’t decided
that, but he said you know it is
going to be sold, people are going
to sell the tickets, they’ll get a
percentage, a cut on each ticket
that is sold, or on each lottery. I
said how much is that going to
amount to, he said well, about $50,-
000, so that leaves you losing $2,-
000.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Albi-
on, Mr. Cooper.

Mr. COOPER: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I made a few remarks in regards
to this thing. Now as far as moral-
ity of the thing is concerned, I
wonder sometimes if perhaps some
of the people who are opposed to
this bill aren’t more holy than they
are righteous. When I went home
last week, my wife spoke to me
about it, and while you people here
may justly criticize my morality,
I am very certain that you can’t
criticize hers. She couldn’t see any-
thing wrong in the bill, and she
said that if it’s passed, I shall
buy a ticket. However, when the
roll call is taken, I shall vote
against it, simply for the reason
that I don’t think that it is finan-
cially practical under the setup
that we have., If you can combine
the things as I said the other day,
these chance things, into one com-
mission, I'd have no opposition to
it, but when the roll comes up, I
shall vote against it.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The ques-
tion before the House is the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Pitts-
field, Mr. Baxter, that the House
reconsider its action of May 35,
1961, whereby this bill was indefi-
nitely postponed. A roll call has
been requested. For the Chair to
order a roll call, it must have an
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expression of a desire for a roll
call by at least one fifth the mem-
bers present.

Will those who desire a roll call,
please rise and remain standing
until the monitors have made and
returned their count.

A sufficient number arose.

The SPEAKER: Obviously more
than one fifth having arisen, a roll
call is in order.

The Chair will restate the ques-
tion. The question before the House
is the motion of the gentleman
from Pittsfield, Mr. Baxter, that
the House reconsider its action of
May 5, 1961, whereby this Bill,
“An Act Creating a State Lottery
for Old Age Assistance and Aid to
Municipalities,”” House Paper 895,
Legislative Document 1227, was in-
definitely postponed.

If you are in favor of recon-
sidering the action of the House,
you will answer ‘yes’” when your
name is called; if you are opposed
to reconsidering that action, you
will answer ‘‘no’’ when your name
is 11called. The Clerk will call the
roll.

Roll Call

YEA — Beane, Moscow; Be-
dard, Binnette, Boissonneau, Briggs,
Brown, South Portland; Brown,
Vassalboro; Burns, Bussiere, Chap-
man, Gardiner; Choate, Coulthard,
Crockett, Cyr, Danes, Dodge, Dos-
tie, Lewiston; Dostie, Winslow;
Durgin, Edwards, Finley, Gallant,
Gill, Hague, Hartshorn, Haughn,
Hendricks, Hichborn, Jameson, Jo-
bin, Johnson, Smithfield; Karkos,
Kellam, Kilroy, Kimball, Lacharite,
Lane, Lantagne, Levesque, Linne-
kin, MacGregor, Merrill, Moore,
Morrill, Morse, Nadeau, Biddeford;
Nadeau, Lewiston; Noel, Poirier,
Prince, Rust, Sevigny, Sirois, Tar-
diff, Tweedie, Vaughn, Wade, Wals,
Wheaton, Winchenpaw, Wood.

NAY — Anderson, Greenville;
Baker, Baxter, Beane, Augusta;
Bearce, Berman, Auburn; Berman,
Houlton; Bernard, Berry, Cape
Elizabeth; Berry, Portland; Booth-
by, Bradeen, Bragdon, Brewer,
Brown, Fairfield; Buckley, Carter,
Chapman, Norway; Cooper, Curtis,
Davis, Dennison, Drake, Dunn, Edg-
erly, Estey, Fogg, Gardner, Ham,
Hancock, Hanson, Bradford; Han-
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son, Lebanon; Hardy, Harrington,
Hinds, Hopkinson, Hughes, Humph-
rey, Hutchins, Jalbert, Johnson,
Stockholm; Jones, Knapp, Knight,
Letourneau, Lincoln, Little-
field, Lowery, Maddox, Matheson,
Mathews, Maxwell, Minsky, Perry,
Philbrick, Augusta; Plante, Prue,
Roberts, Schulten, Shaw, Shepard,
Smith, Bar Harbor; Smith, Fal-
mouth; Smith, Strong; Sproul, Stew-
art, Storm, Swett, Thaanum, Tur-
ner, Tyndale, Walker, Waltz, Wa-
terman, Wellman, Westerfield, Whit-
man, Whitney, Williams, Young.

ABSENT — Albair, Anderson,
Ellsworth; Dennett, Kennedy, Mal-
enfant, Philbrick, Bangor; Pike,
Stevens, Thornton.

Yes, 61; No, 80; Absent, 9.

The SPEAKER: Sixty-one having
voted in the affirmative and eighty
having voted in the negative, with
nine absent, the motion does not
prevail.

Sent up for concurrence.

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

An Act to Authorize the Con-
struction of a Causeway Connecting
Cousins Island with Littlejohns Is-
land, and a Bridge and Causeway

Connecting Littlejohns with Che-
beague Island. (H. P. 591) (L. D.
812)

Tabled — May 5, by Mr. Prince
of Harpswell.

Pending — Passage to be Enact-
ed.

The SPEAKER: This bill having
had its three several readings in
the House and having been passed
to be engrossed, and having had its
two several readings in the Senate
and having been passed to be en-
grossed, and the Committee on En-
grossed Bills having reported it as
being truly and strictly engrossed,
is it now the pleasure of the House
that this Bill shall be passed to
be enacted?

This being a bond issue, requires
the approval of two thirds the
members of the House present.
Will all those in favor of passage
for enactment of this bill, please
rise and remain standing until the
monitors have made and returned
their count.
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(Conference at restrum)

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
announce the vote.

Ninety-five having voted in the
affirmative and twenty-four having
voted in the negative, that being
more than two thirds the members
of the House present, the Bill is
passed to be enacted.

Mr. JALBERT of Lewiston: May
I approach the rostrum please?
(Conference at rostrum)

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
like to clear up a question maybe
in your minds. On an emergency
measure, it requires two thirds of
all the members elected to the
House, whether they are present or
not—that™s 101. On a bond issue, it
requires two thirds of the members
of the House, that means those
present, so we had more than two
thirds voting in favor of passage
for enactment, therefore the motion

did prevail.

If this had been an emergency
measure, the motion would not
have prevailed because we would
not have received two thirds of all
the members elected to the House.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be enacted, signed by the Speak-
er and sent to the Senate.

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

Resolve, Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution Pledging
Credit of State for Guaranteed
Loans for Recreational Purposes.
(S. P. 515) (L. D. 1535) In House
Final Passage Reconsidered.

Tabled — May 5, by Mr. Haughn
of Bridgton.

Pending — Final Passage.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bridg-
ton, Mr. Haughn,

Mr. HAUGHN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I now move the final passage of
this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from F al-
mouth, Mrs. Smith.

Mrs. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, I re-
luctantly rise again today, but as
I pointed out to you earlier, there
are a great many of these bills
and they are very technical, and
I am really afraid of some of them.
All of them, I am not familiar
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with. This one, I will call to your
attention, came in as 893; 893 mere-
ly placed the words ‘and rec-
reation’ in the MIBA bill. Then
I'm not sure whether 893 or how
we got 1358, but 1358 was an act
to create this authority. And then
eventually 893 was redrafted to be-
come 1535, and this added a whole
new section to the MIBA’s bhill.
I will only call to your attention
a few of the features that I think
are not too good in the bill. The
affirmative vote of 5 members pres-
ent and voting shall be necessary
for any action taken by this au-
thority. In other words, five mem-
bers of the authority present and
voting can put this state into any
type of business. Under section 8,
in part one, they provide only $500,-
000 which wouldn’t do very much.
They allow a million dollars in any
one project, and ninety percent of
the cost of the project and this
bill definitely puts the state in al-
most any type of business.

Now as I pointed out to you the
other day, we have had quite a
number of preliminary surveys
made. The first was started in this
industry in 1955, and was a minor
one and then eventually was added
to and that particular report was
not printed until 1959, because we
did not have that much money.
However, that report has been put
on IBM machines, we now have
and some of us worked as you
know to get the Armour Report
through, the last time, and the oth-
er report which was to do with the
recreation industry. That report has
not been printed yet, it is still at
the University of Maine waiting to
be printed. It does seem very un-
wise to me that before we can get
these reports or have any chance
of analyzing them or work on them
our own selves in any way, that we
take off into some field that we
have not been in.

Now we may come to some of
these things, but we ought to do
so really understanding how and
why we are approaching these
things. And I do beg of you not
to pass this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bridg-
ton, Mr. Haughn.

Mr. HAUGHN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
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Probably to clarify the mind of
my colleague from Falmouth, Mrs.
Smith, she asked why the different
bills. Now we heard this before
State Government, and as you
know our House Chairman is not
present here today, and I will not
attempt to take his place or speak
for him, but this Committee report-
ed this bill out favorably.

As you know it was originally
heard before the Industrial Com-
mittee—the Industrial and Recrea-
tional Committee, those bills were
determined as unconstitutional
by the Attorney General’s office.
Therefore, substitute bills were of-
fered. From this House and the
other end of the hall, they were
referred to the Committee on State
Government to be heard. Being a
member of that committee, I want
to express why I voted as I did.

This particular bill is the same
as the present one we now have
of the Maine Industrial Building
Authority, which grants loans to
buildings, to business, to embark
upon industry in the State of Maine
to bring industry and keep employ-
ment and what have you here.
At this time the MIBA, the Maine
Industrial Building Authority, they
have approximately $550,000, as I
understand it, the present time, out-
standing in loans. And over the two
vears of its operation, not one
dime of the state’s money has been
sacrificed or spent and no obliga-
tion of the state has been as-
sumed in which they are respon-
sible to pledge their -credit.

Now in setting up this particular
bill, for recreational purposes
comes under the same thing, but
they could not be entertained as
two bills in one, they have to be
set up separately. I might say
there’s a strong lobby here who
feel that private enterprise is be-
ing intruded upon by a bill of this
particular nature before you, but
I assure that it is not. This is
a non-profit organization, they can-
not make any profits out of it, the
towns and the communities the
same as a building of private in-
dustry must put up ten percent of
its total amount of costs before
any bonding agency would enter-
tain their loans. So when you break
down the whole picture, we have
certainly come a long way for the
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State of Maine to encourage and
entice industry into the State of
Maine, and to retain and enlarge
what we do have here now under
the Maine Industrial Building Au-
thority.

And I believe with the recrea-
tional programs now in the state,
or those who, if they're able
through proper financing with se-
curities such as this bill would
give, under the state’s credit,
would certainly go far and do great
things for the State of Maine for
industrial recreation. Because we
know now that there is certainly
big business in the State of Maine;
in fact, it’s one of your largest
sources of income and Kkept rev-
enue within the state during the
winter months when we have noth-
ing to offer as far as industry
goes for expansion. But we do in
the recreational areas. We don’t
want the State of Maine to be just
a summer place, we want it a
year round place. A bill of this
nature before you, it certainly
would be the proper and right
step toward making that goal
possible. So I hope that you will
entertain all these facts, give it due
consideration, and if necessary for
clearer information, I would be will-
ing if it is necessary to table this
until other bills as stated before are
forthcoming, or the Armour Report
is completed and brought before the
House; but I certainly hope you
will not make any move for the
sake and the good of the State
of Maine and its industries, whether
it be recreational wise or Indus-
trial Building Authority, to dispose
of this bill at this time, because it
would not be healthy for the peo-
ple of the State of Maine, and its
industries.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Wood-
stock, Mr. Whitman.

Mr. WHITMAN: Mr. Speaker, as
a member of the State Govern-
ment Committee, I would like to
point out a few details relative to
this bill. This is the enabling bill
which would enable us to set up
the recreational authority as pro-
vided for under another bill. Now
we already have in existence, the
Maine Industrial Building Author-
ity, which has proved its worth
many times. We would set up a
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similar program for the develop-
ment of recreational facilities. Now
when we set up the Maine Indus-
trial Building Authority, we had to
have similar enabling legislation
providing that the state could
pledge up to twenty million dollars
of its credit. However, I would
point out to you that up to this
time, not one cent of the state’s
money has had to be used under
this system. It’s only a matter of
backing up guaranteed loans and
I assure you that Maine Building
Authority would not endorse any
loan that was not properly con-
sidered and guaranteed right down
the line. The only possible way that
any of the state’s funds could be
utilized would be in the event that
one of these plans failed and the
state would at that time have to
guarantee the loan.

Now this bill only provides for
the credit of the state to be
pledged. If you will note that this
also is provided for under a state
wide referendum. We are not here
pledging the credit of the state, it
will be the question of whether or
not the people of the state so de-
sire, I really believe that by set-
ting up a recreational development
authority, we can really increase
our potential here in the State of
Maine, and 1 really believe that it’s
a worth-while consideration. As
the gentleman from Bridgton point-
ed out, this is not designed to aid
and assist private individuals or
private corporations in developing
of recreational facilities, it only
provides that the authority may
guarantee loans of towns or de-
velopment groups—non-profit organ-
izations. In other words if a town
desired to put in a recreational
swimming facility, or a ski lift,
the town upon approval of the
members of the town, could enter
upon such a project and could then
qualify for the guarantee of the
state loan. But this in no way will
contribute to private individuals or
private corporations.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mount
Desert, Mr. Kimball.

Mr, KIMBALL: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
As a member of both the Industri-
al and Recreational Development
Committee and the State Govern-
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ment Committee, it has been my
pleasure to have heard this bill dis-
cussed thoroughly in both Commit-
tees. We have worked very hard to
try to get the best possible repre-
sentation on this bill as an aid to
the state, and 1 would simply like
to rise in support of the gentle-
man from Bridgton, Mr. Haughn,
and the others who have spoken in
favor of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from San-
ford, Mr. Letourneau.

Mr. LETOURNEAU: Mr. Speak-
er and Members of the House: A
lot of discussion has been made
this morning about this bill pledg-
ing the credit of the State in the
amount of $20,000,000. We are all
interested in recreational develop-
ment, and if you want to go in
business and if you have a good
going business you can go to the
bank and borrow some money, You
don’t have to come to the State of
Maine to pledge credit. I am not
in favor of this. I hesitate to pledge
the credit of the State of Maine
for $20,000,000, so I shall now
move for indefinite pcstponement of
this bill and all its papers.

The SPEAKER: The question
now before the House is the mo-
tion of the gentleman from San-
ford, Mr. Letourneau, that the re-
solve be indefinitely postponed.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Woodstock, Mr. Whit-
man,.

Mr. WHITMAN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: The gen-
tleman from Sanford, Mr. Letour-
neau, has just brought out a point
that I think is worthy of consider-
ation. He indicated that anyone
with a good thought in mind could
obtain very readily financing from
the banks for a recreational facil-
ity. I wish that were true; how-
ever, that is not the fact. For some
reason, recreational facilities rate
very low with the banks of the
State of Maine, not because they
are not profitable risks; not be-
cause they are not worthy of con-
sideration, but for some re a-
son they take a dim view and have
in the past upon recreational proj-
ects. They would much prefer the
ordinary regular accepted practice
of business whereby they have a
great deal of precedence whereon
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to make their assessments. This is
not the case with the recreational
facilities. That is the reason why
we do need the recreational author-
ity.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from R u m-
ford, Mr. Jobin.

Mr. JOBIN: Mr. Speaker, I
would like to mention a few words
in regard to this bill, the reason
being that up to this point no one
seems to have brought out what
can the State of Maine receive
for the use of its credit.

After doing a little research it
is very simple to find that the rec-
reational industry in the State of
Maine is one of the greatest po-
tentials that we have. It also has
been proven through the national
figures that for every dollar in-
vested in recreation a return of
$145 has been had. Now what does
this mean to the State of Maine?
I submit to you that if the recrea-
tional industry were developed to
its fullest potential, due to the fact
that the return on the investment
is great, it would certainly make
a big difference in the revenue of
our sales tax as it has been
proven that tourism will cause a
sales tax enough to turn over five
or six times before it finally is
over with. So I would just like to
mention in passing that this could
possibly mean another income-pro-
ducing scheme for the State. Thank

you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from ¥al-
mouth, Mrs. Smith.

Mrs. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, 1
submit to you that I too believe
that we should develop the recrea-
tional potential of this state, and
furthermore, I not only believe
in it, I have been living it for
some years, not for my own bene-
fit by the way, since I am on a
road which has been bypassed and
I cannot too much personally ben-
efit. I am interested in the whole
interest of this state.

Now after hearing this bill de-
bated we have brought out some
of the very interesting things that
I told you zbout it, that it is very
complicated and we do not un-
derstand it. The head of the de-
partment told me it would take six
months’ work on this bill. Two



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE,

years ago in the very enactment
stage again, because it was uncon-
stitutional, we killed a bill of this
very nature. In one place here it
says that — it defines a recreation-
al project as any type of building,
and then again it starts to talk
about a local development corpora-
tion.

Now someone else says that it
is hard to get money for these
projects. Now that to some extent
is true because that is the diffi-
culty with the projects, they do
not have concrete something that
you can make loans on. However,
if anyone has the backing and has
a good location and is responsible,
they can get backing. Witness sev-
eral projects, one being the Sen-
ator Motel which is financed by a
bank in Portland I understand; wit-
ness the two new buildings which
Deering Ice Cream is going to fur-
nish at $75,000 apiece. They are al-
ready on the books. The menus are
made; there will be others. Now
we can get financing.

Also I ask this question. If it is
only to be done by towns, how
do we get involved with the back-
ing of the state or why isn’t their
credit good enough so that they
can get credit from banks? This
bill is not very clearly written and
I think you will rue the day you
pass it, but that is not for me to
say. I shall vote against it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As I un-
derstand it, last week when we
passed I believe this bill with two-
thirds, I believe 101 votes, 1 was
confused. I went along with Mrs.
Smith on the previous bill and I
thought the previous bill she spoke
on so well last week was this bill
here. I was wrong. Now as I un-
derstand it, we have a building au-
thority for business, which is a like
bill to this one here. Now as I
gather, this bill is drawn up in
the same manner as the previous
bill and it would serve the same
purpose only it would be for rec-
reation and not industry, am I cor-
rect in that assumption? I would
like to have that answered. If that
is correct nodding, I get nods from
the gentleman, I think that Mr. Jo-
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bin from Rumford brought out a
point last week that we should look
to. We have got businesses in
Maine in the recreational field that
are really growing. He talked at
length on the boating industry, and
naturally it is part of recreation
and as we must look forward to
added revenue for the State of
Maine, I don’t think this would be
any more harmful than the build-
ing authority, setting up a recrea-
tional authority, and 1 certainly
hope the motion to indefinitely post-
pone does not prevail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bridg-
ton, Mr., Haughn,

Mr. HAUGHN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
As you know, this bill was given
very deep and serious consideration
by the Committee on State Gov-
ernment. It was passed unanimous
ought to pass; it came before this
body and was passed on the emer-
gency measure by 101 votes which
is necessary and required to pass
this bill out. It is also being sent
to the public for their considera-
tion. The lady from Falmouth,
Mrs. Smith, seems to be con-
cerned with what finances are. You
are running into a different field
entirely as brought out by the gen-
tleman from Woodstock, Mr. Whit-
man in regard to finances. We have
increased our Maine Industrial
Building Authority up to $2,000,000
because they lost industry in this
state because they could not fi-
nance up to that point, so we have
in this Legislature changed that
which is healthy to guarantee up
to $2,000,000 for a single invest-
ment and guarantee.

Now if we let this one slide by,
we are in direct and complete com-
petition with Quebec, Canada, New
Hampshire, all our sister states.
They are setting up similar things
doing far in excess of what the
State of Maine is to entice and
bring industry and recreation into
the state. Are we going to let them
surpass and bypass us and if you
want them to have our business
you vote against the bill, and if
you want to help to keep and bring
it in here, I say support it and pass
it, and I ask for a division when
the vote is so taken.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Friend-
ship, Mr. Winchenpaw,

Mr. WINCHENPAW: Mr. Speak-
er, since I was the person that
had this revived the other day,
there is a little more I would like
to know about it. It says that it
is a non-profit organization, towns
or chambers of commerce or some-
one like that can ask for these
loans. Well how is the money go-
ing to be paid back? I have never
been satisfied on the interest story
that I heard along with this. I don’t
know whether you know it or not,
but the minute we reconsidered
this I received several notes from
the other end of the corridor and
I am still pretty hazy in my mind.

Now we brought out the recrea-
tion business; who is building all
these ski areas? Do they come un-
der the M.I.B.? They certainly
aren’t under this bill because this
bill hasn’t been passed yet, and
I understand that this is for
wharves where pleasure boats would
tie up, it is not industrial wharves
like we are concerned with in Rock-
land, it is swimming pools, bowl-
ing alleys and maybe other things
like that. Evidently there is plenty
of money for ski areas; there is
plenty of money for motels, and
I would like to know more about
this bill before I am asked to vote
on it again.

The SPEAKER: 1Is the House
ready for the question? The ques-
tion before the House is the mo-
tion of the gentleman from San-
ford, Mr. Letourneau, that this Re-
solve, Proposing an Amendment to
the Constitution Pledging Credit of
State for Guaranteed Loans for
Recreational Purposes, Senate Pa-
per 515, Legislative Document 1535,
be indefinitely postponed. A divi-
sion has been requested. All those
who favor the indefinite postpone-
ment of this Resolve please rise
and remain standing until monitors
have made and returned their
count.

A division of the House was had.

Forty-nine having voted in the af-
firmative and seventy-seven hav-
ing voted in the negative, the mo-
tion did not prevail,

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bridgton,
Mr. Haughn.
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Mr. HAUGHN: Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of clarification, I move
this be tabled and specially as-
signed for Thursday next.

The SPEAKER: The question now
before the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Bridgton, Mr.
Haughn, that this resolve now be
tabled until Thursday next pending
passage to be enacted. Is this the
pleasure of the House?

(Cries of “No’")

Thereupon, on motion of Mr.
Bragdon of Perham, a division of
the House was had.

Fifty-five having voted in the af-
firmative and fifty-six having voted
in the negative, the tabling mo-
tion did not prevail.

The SPEAKER: The question now
before the House is on final pas-
sage and the Chair would like to
read to the House for their in-
formation from the Constitution of
the State of Maine in the little
green register, Article X, Section
4, and the Speaker will read in part:
“The legislature, whenever two-
thirds of both houses shall deem
it necessary,” now you will no-
tice that that does not say two-
thirds of all the members elected
to the House, so for a Constitution-
al Amendment to receive final pas-
sage in the House, all that is re-
quired is a two-thirds vote of the
members of the House present. Now
continuing: * whenever two-thirds
of both houses shall deem it neces-
sary, may propose amendments to
this Constitution; and when any
amendment shall be so agreed up-
on, a resolution shall be passed
and sent to the selectmen of the
several towns, and the assessors
of the several plantations, empow-
ering and directing them to notify
the inhabitants of their respective
towns and plantations, in the man-
ner prescribed by law, at the next
biennial meetings in the month of
September, or to meet in the man-
ner prescribed by law for calling
and holding biennial meetings of
said inhabitants for the election of
senators and representatives, on the
second Monday of September fol-
lowing the passage of said resolve,
to give in their votes on the ques-
tion, .”

The question now before the
House is on the passage of the
resolution. This “Resolve, Propos-
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ing an Amendment to the Consti-
tution Pledging Credit of State for
Guaranteed Loans for Recreational
Purposes,” having had its two sev-
eral readings in the House and hav-
ing been passed to be engrossed,
and having had a reading in the
Senate and having been passed to
be engrossed, and the Committee
on Engrossed Bills having reported
it as being truly and strictly en-
grossed, is it now the pleasure of
the House that this Resolve be fin-
ally passed? This being a Consti-
tutional Amendment requires the
approval of two-thirds of the House.
Will all those in favor of f{final
passage of this Resolve, please rise
and remain standing until the moni-
tors have made and returned their
count.

A division of the House was had.

Eighty-one having voted in the
affirmative and forty-nine having
voted in the negative, and eighty-
one being less than two thirds of
the members present, the Resolve
failed of final passage. Sent up for
concurrence.

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

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT—Re-
port ‘““A” Ought to Pass—Report
“B”’ Ought Not to Pass—Commit-
tee on Labor on Bill “An Act re-
lating to Compensation for Injuries
Under Workmen’s Compensation
Law.” (H. P. 937) (L. D. 1285)

Tabled—May 5, by Mr. Jalbert
of Lewiston.

Pending—Motion of Mr. Hardy of
Hope to Indefinitely Postpone Bill
and Both Reports. (Roll Call Re-
quested)

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker, re-
peating myself from last week, this
bill here has an amendment that
would bring it from $39.00 to $42.-
00 instead of from $39.00 to $45.00
at a very low cost on premiums,
and in view of the fact that pre-
miums are tax deductible it makes
them a mere bagatelle as far as
premiums are concerned, and I
hope the motion to indefinitely
postpone does not prevail.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Old Or-
chard Beach, Mr. Plante.

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, at
this time I withdraw my motion
for a roll call and request a di-
vision.

The SPEAKER: A division has
been requested. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Brewer,
Mr. Ham.

Mr. HAM: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Last Friday I spoke in opposition
to this bill, I think today I am a
little better prepared than last Fri-
day. Now the proponents of this
bill are using as a major point
that a person cannot live on thirty-
nine dollars a week. Agreed, this
is little enough to maintain a fam-
ily in these days. I am amazed
at the number of families, how-
ever, in this very state who have
breadwinners earning thirty-
five to forty dollars a week,
and these are not men working, not
on leave for injuries. Butf, however
grand it would be to increase com-
pensation benefits, I now ask my
colleagues in this House to con-
sider a few points in opposition
before casting your votes on this
given piece of legislation.

I acknowledge the days of rugged
individualism are gone. I also re-
alize that socialistic methods have
taken giant steps in this country,
and yes, in our state. Some of
these methods have given us ad-
vantages; some have not.

My point is this. Just how far
are we to go? Should the respon-
sibility for complete subsistence of
an injured man while out of work
be borne entirely by the employer,
the man, after all, who took him
off the unemployment lists in the
first place? Just what responsibili-
ty does the worker himself have?
Or isn’t he expected to have any?
Has rugged individualism deterio-
rated that much? It would seem
there is some obligation on the
part of the worker to supplement
his compensation benefits if he
doesn’t think his compensation bene-
fits are sufficient.

Please keep in mind that a per-
sonal accident policy providing both
death benefit and weekly indemnity
coverage for a worker today is
very inexpensive and covers both
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on-the-job and off-the-job accidents.
If any man today is concerned
about compensation at the time of
injury, he should definitely have a
personal accident policy as well as
his compensation benefits, because
it is a statistical fact that a great
many more accidents occur to you
away from your place of work than
at your work. As a matter of fact,
your bathroom is statistically a
more dangerous place than any
machinist’s shop.

Now of course proponents of this
bill contend that if a man hadn’t
been working at a certain job when
the accident occurred, he would not
have been injured. This of course
is true; but it is also much like
saying that if you never eat, you'll
never get food poisoning. It is also
a fact that if a man’s employer
hadn’t established his business in
the first place, the worker wouldn’t
have been injured because the cer-
tain source of employment wouldn’t
have been possible.

In conclusion, I firmly believe
that we can price ourselves right
out of the new and present in-
dustrial and new business market
via the road of legislating man-
datory benefits that one party must
pay so that a third party can re-
ceive with no expense. Certainly
the employer has an obligation to
protect and assist an insured em-
ployee during his period of rehabili-
tation; however, I do contend that
the employee who believes in the
basic principle of our American
heritage should not desire or ex-
pect a free ride on workmen’s
compensation benefits.

Thank you, and I heartily sup-
port the motion to indefinitely post-
pone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
advise the gentleman from Old Or-
chard Beach, Mr. Plante, that in
examining the bill now before the
House on the bottom of page five,
item nine, that he would have no
way of knowing, but there was a
division taken upon the motion of
the gentleman from Hope, Mr.
Hardy, for indefinite postponement,
and that motion did prevail fifty-
three to fifty-two; however, there
had been a roll call requested.
Now since the gentleman from Old
Orchard Beach, Mr. Plante, has
withdrawn his motion for a roll
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call, unless some other action is
taken at this time and further de-
bate would be precluded, the mo-
tion of indefinite postponement, fif-
ty-three in favor and fifty-two op-
posed, would prevail.

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, I
therefore request a roll call vote.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has
been requested.

Will the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Jalbert, and the gentle-
man from Houlton, Mr. Berman,
approach the rostrum please.

(Conference at rostrum)

The SPEAKER: Will the gentle-
man from Old Orchard Beach ap-
proach the rostrum please.

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

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker, on
a parliamentary inquiry, if the gen-
tleman from Old Orchard Beach
withdrew his motion for a roll call,
then would a motion be in order
to reconsider whereby we indefi-
nitely postponed this measure?

The SPEAKER: That motion
would be in order.
Mr. PLANTE: The gentleman

from Old Orchard Beach so moves.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Old Orchard Beach with-
draws his request for a roll call.
The motion on the indefinite post-
ponement was fifty-three in the af-
firmative and fifty-two in the nega-
tive, so0 the motion to indefinitely
postpone does prevail.

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

Mr. JALBERT: Mr., Speaker, I
now move that we reconsider our
action whereby we voted to in-
definitely postpone this measure.

The SPEAKER: The question now
before the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Lewiston, Mr.
Jalbert, that the House reconsider
its action of May 5 whereby it
\épltled to indefinitely postpone this
ill.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Brewer, Mr. Ham.

Mr. HAM: Mr. Speaker, I just
question one thing, Did the gentle-
man making the motion, vote on
the affirmative side last Friday?

The SPEAKER: There was no
roll call taken; therefore there was
no record made. Therefore it is
presumed that the gentleman voted
on the prevailing side.
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The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Portland, Mr., Estey.

Mr. ESTEY: Mr. Speaker, this
issue has been thoroughly debated
and we seem to have been caught
in a melee of legislative procedure.
I would request that the motion
to reconsider be taken by division.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Houlton,
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN: Mr. Speaker,
since the opposition has spoken this
morning on this bill, I would re-
quest permission to speak briefly
on this motion—

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may proceed. It is open to debate.

Mr. BERMAN: Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I have heard
in certain circles that the political
party to which most of us in this
House belong has not been the par-
ty of the working man. Now I
would disagree. The party of Abra-
ham Lincoln was the party of the
working man as well as the party
of the farmer, the industrialist, and
the business man. The party of
Theodore Roosevelt also had very
strong support from the working
man., Sometime after his election
Lincoln said, ‘‘The working men
are the basis of all government,”
and in his annual message to Con-
gress, one hundred years ago in
1861, he wrote, and I quote: ‘‘Capi-
tal is only the fruit of labor and
could never have existed if labor
first had not existed. Labor is the
superior of capital and deserves
much the higher consideration.”
For Lincoln believed that while man
exists it is his duty to improve
not only his condition but to assist
in helping lift the burden from his
fellow men.

Therefore I urge this House to
reconsider the motion for indefi-
nite postponement so that we will
be able to accept Report “A”, in
order to allow my good friend from
Bath, Mr. Brewer, to propose his
very modest and fair amendment,
which would go half way and give
only a three dollar increase to the
injured man and his loved cnes in-
stead of six dollars.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Portland,
Mr. Estey.

Mr. ESTEY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: I

1961 1901

would just call your attention to
the third readers of today, where
we gave third reading to a bill
which would provide two years of
rehabilitation to an injured em-
ployee. This again I think demon-
strates the employer’s interest in
its employees throughout the state
and sound legislation to provide for
their protection. I hope that the
mqfion to reconsider does not pre-
vail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Hampden,
Mr. Littlefield.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Mr. Speak-
er, I presented this bill for the
simple plain fact that the cost of
living is rising and a man with
injuries who is out of work and
on Workmen’s Compensation needs
more money to pay his bills. That
is the gist of the matter. Thank

you,

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Winthrop,
Mr. Thaanum.

Mr. THAANUM: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the House:
I hope that the vote to reconsider
will prevail and that the gentle-
man from Bath, Mr. Brewer, will
have an opportunity to present an
amendment to the original propos-
al for an increase from thirty-nine
dollars to forty-five—to increase it
from thirty-nine to forty-two. I have
before me some of the matters
that are going on in the country
regarding Workmen’s Compensation
and there are presently twenty-
three of the twenty-six states that
are facing the same proposition
that you are facing this morning.
And you might be interested to
know what the proposals are in
some of the states.

In California the proposal is to
increase it from $65 to $150; in
Iilinois, from $51 to $58.50; Indiana,
$39,00 to $45.00; Iowa, from
$32.00 to $34.00; Kansas, $38.00 to
sixty per cent of the injured work-
er’'s average weekly earnings;
Maine, $39.00 to $45.00; Massa-
chusetts, $45,00 to $50.00, together
with dependency allowances in the
State of Massachusetfs; Michigan,
$57.00 to sixty-two and two-thirds
of the injured worker’s average
weekly wage; Minnesota, $45.00 to
$100.00; and the other states are
quoted here.
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Now this bill provides for two-
thirds of the weekly wage and I
think $42.00 at the present time, is
more in line with the average two-
thirds of a worker’s weekly wage.
And I do think and I agree that
there have been raises in the past
few years, but we have got to
recognize that the cost of living
is advancing and that we have got
to keep up with the times, with
the cost of living. The cost to em-
ployers, as I understand it, dis-
tributed over all the many pre-
miums in the sum of $11,000 I under-
stand the premiums carry in the
State of Maine, would approximate
$100,000 in increased rates. It does-
n't seem to me that this would
be any great burden to the em-
ployers, and I think it would be
of distinct advantage to the work-
ing people, and I am going to favor
the reconsideration motion on this
bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am very
much in favor of this measure. I
however stood here on several oc-
casions and talked about the rules
and going along with the rules, and
in all conscience I did not think
for a moment; however, I will cor-
rect the situation now. I was not
on the prevailing side and conse-
quently it is a debatable point as to
whether I would say yes or no
but I would prefer to go according
to the rules, I was not on the pre-
vailing side; I am going to make
a motion; I hope someone else
makes a motion that I made pre-
viously after I make this motion.
I now move to withdraw my mo-
tion. However, I hope someone will
make another motion to reconsider.

The SPEAKER: The Chair un-
derstands the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Jalbert, acknowledges
that he was not on the prevailing
side, and therefore, his motion to
reconsider was not in order, and
it does not have to be withdrawn
since it was not in order.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Bridgton, Mr. Haughn.

Mr. HAUGHN: Mr. Speaker, I
will now make that same motion
that was just withdrawn, to recon-
sider this bill.
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The SPEAKER: The question now
before the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Bridgton, Mr.
Haughn, that the House reconsider
its action of May 5 whereby the
Reports and Bill were indefinitely
postponed. .

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Hope, Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen: I wanted to
comment a bit further on a word
that Mr. Estey from Portland gave
a few minutes ago. This is only
going to be one very short para-
graph. It is taken from the Wall
Street Journal of last week, and
it is entitled “Injury Insurance,
Criticism of Workmen’s Compensa-
tion Rising from Industry and La-
bor.”” The paragraph follows: ‘‘One
of the severest shortcomings of the
American system of Workmen'’s
Compensation is its poor record
in rehabilitation most states agree.
Only twenty-three states have any
provision whatever for rehab.”
And I merely wanted to call
to your attention most emphatical-
ly that only last week it went
through our reading here in the
House that we in the State of Maine
have favored and are working fa-
vorably on this hill on rehabilitation.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Houlton,
Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN: Mr. Speaker, I
am constantly astonished at the op-
position when they rise on this bill.
When they quote from the Wall
Street Journal they only give you
a part of it. Now I happen to
have the entire thing, which of
course I am not going to read
here, but it isn’t as one-sided as
Mr. Hardy would have you believe.
That same issue said that Work-
men’s Compensation is unusual in a
number of ways. It is probably the
most complex body of social legis-
lation in existence because of the
literally thousands of different ail-
ments it covers. When the first
Workmen’s Compensation law went
into effect in Wisconsin in 1911 it
was hailed as a great humanitarian
measure, Today, however, almost
nobody directly involved in the day
to day mechanics of the compensa-
tion system is satisfied with it. In-
surance companies are charged with
getting too rich from Workmen’s
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Compensation. Despite state regu-
lation, some insurance firms pay
out only sixty-two cents in benefits
for every dollar of premium col-
lected from employer. In nineteen
states there is a cut-off point in pen-
sion payments for totally disabled
persons, after ten years in Jowa
or after $17,000 has been paid in
Wyoming. “The worst single de-
ficiency in the system in many
states says Dr. Arthur Larsen,
formerly Under Secretary of La-
bor, and he was Under Secretary
of Labor in the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, now teaching at Duke
University, is that they do not pay
benefits for life to a man disabled
for life. They pay him for seven
or ten years and then cut him off,
which is crazy.” And I would sug-
gest that Dr. Larsen has written
the authoritative two volume text
on Workmen’s Compensation.

Nevertheless the states are mov-
ing toward reform. Lending urgency
is the fear that unless something
is done soon, the federal govern-
ment will take over the system.
The threat is by no means remote.

“I have been sounding the alarm
for years about this” says Dr. Lar-
sen. “There are literally thou-
sands and thousands of people to-
day who are worth more dead than
alive.” The average compensation
premium as a percentage of pay-
roll is about nine per cent less
than in 1939, because of accident
reduction, Therefore, I suggest that
this state go along with the modest
amendment from $39.00 to $42.00
which is proposed today.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South
Portland, Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
In regard to rehabilitation, when
that bill came up before Labor I
voted for its passage, so that the
injured man could be reproductive
again and get back into the labor
field, and I don’t see where it
should be tied to this.

Also I think it should be pointed
out to the Members of the House
that certain rights were given up
by the laboring man when he be-
came injured and if we let those
things get too far out of balance
why we might have the laboring
man in here and of course manage-
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ment fighting against him so this
thing can be wiped off the books
and they can go back and sue.

Now if you will remember, it
has been quoted that the dollar
is only worth forty-seven cents to-
day; therefore, with this maximum
of $42.00 it only makes it $19.74.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Water-
ville, Mr. Noel.

Mr. NOEL: Mr. Speaker, I move
the question.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Waterville, Mr. Noel, has
moved the previous question. For
the Chair to entertain a motion
for the previous question, it must
be authorized to do so by at least
one-third the members of the
House. Will all those in favor of the
Chair entertaining the motion for
the previous question, please rise
and remain standing until the mon-
itors have made and returned their
count.

A sufficient number arose.

The SPEAKER: Obviously, more
than one-third having arisen, the
Chair is authorized to entertain the
motion., The question now before
the House is, shall the main ques-
tion be put now? This question is
debatable with a time limit of five
minutes for any one individual
member. Is it the pleasure of the
House that the main question shall
be put now?

The motion prevailed on a viva
voce vote.

The SPEAKER: The main ques-
tion now before the House is the
motion of the gentleman from
Bridgton, Mr. Haughn, that the
House reconsider its action of May
5 whereby the Reports and Bill
“An Act Relating to Compensation
for Injuries Under Workmen’s Com-
pensation Law,” House Paper 937,
Legislative Document 1285 were in-
definitely postponed, and a division
has been requested.

All those in favor of the meotion
to reconsider, please rise and re-
main standing until the monitors
have made and returned their
count,

A division of the House was had.
Seventy-four having voted in the
affirmative and sixty-five having

voted in the negative, the motion
did prevail.
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The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion as
it stood before the reconsideration
was made, which is the motion of
the gentleman from Hope, Mr. Har-
dy, that the Reports and Bill be
indefinitely postponed. All those in
favor of indefinite postponement
please say aye; those opposed, no.

A viva voce vote being doubted
by the Chair, a division of the
House was had.

Sixty-five having voted in the af-
firmative and seventy-two having
voted in the negative, the motion
to indefinitely postpone did not pre-
vail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bridg-
ton, Mr. Haughn.

Mr. HAUGHN: Mr. Speaker, I
move we accept Report “A” “Ought
to pass.”

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Bridgton, Mr. Haughn, moves
the House accept Report ‘A"
“Ought to pass.” Is this the pleas-
ure of the House?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Farmington, Mr. Jones.

Mr. JONES: Mr. Speaker, it looks
to me as though we are being bull-
dozed here into going for a $45.00
maximum instead of going along
with the amendment, $42.00. I
would ask a question from the
Chair, Mr. Speaker, whether or not
we are going along with the $42.00
now or the $45.00 maximum?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Farmington, Mr. Jones, has
asked a question through the Chair
of anyone who may choose to
answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Bath, Mr. Brewer.

Mr. BREWER: Mr. Speaker, if
I am in order now, I will present
House Amendment “A’” to L. D.
1285.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
is not in order at this time to pre-
sent an amendment, He may, how-
ever, if he cared to do so, ex-
plain the amendment so that the
gentleman from Farmington, Mr.
Jones, may have his question an-
swered.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Bath, Mr. Brewer.

Mr. BREWER: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
House Amendment “A’” was placed
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on your desks last week, and it
proposes to replace the figure of
$45.00 and reduce it to $42.00 a
week, and there are other changes
that reduce the total amounts in
the proposed legislation.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Old Or-
chard Beach, Mr. Plante.

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Simply as a point of clarification,
a report has to be accepted be-
fore an amendment is accepted.
Therefore, if we accept Report ‘A’
then the gentleman may submit
his amendment which we will sup-
port.

The SPEAKER: Is it now the
pleasure of the House that Report
“A” “Ought to pass’” on Bill “An
Act Relating to Compensation for
Injuries Under Workmen’s Compen-
sation Law’’ be accepted?

The motion prevailed, the ‘“Ought
to pass’” Report was accepted and
the Bill read twice.

Mr. Brewer of Bath offered
House Amendment ‘A’ and moved
its adoption,

House Amendment “A’’ was read
by the Clerk as follows:

HOUSE AMENDMENT “A” to
H. P. 937, L. D. 1285, Bill, “An
Act Relating to Compensation for
Injuries Under Workmen’s Compen-
sation Law.”

Amend said Bill in section 1 by
striking out in the 8th line the un-
derlined figure ‘“$45” and inserting
in place thereof the underlined fig-
ure ‘$42’; and by striking out in
the 10th line the underlined figure
“$22,500” and inserting in place
thereof the underlined figure ‘$21,-
000°

Further amend said Bill in sec-
tion 2 by striking out in the 10th
line the underlined figure “$45”° and
inserting in place thereof the un-
derlined figure ‘$42’

Further amend said Bill in sec-
tion 3 by striking out in the 8th
line the underlined figure “$45" and
inserting in place thereof the un-
derlined figure ‘$42’; and by strik-
ing out in the 11th line the under-
lined figure ¢$13,500" and inserting
in place thereof the underlined fig-
ure ‘$12,600°

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Casco,
Mr. Moore.
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Mr. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to ask a question of
someone on the Labor Committee,
how we compare in weekly pay-
ments and death benefits with New
Hampshire and Vermont which are
our neighboring states.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Casco, Mr. Moore, has asked
a question through the Chair of
anyone on the Labor Committee
who may choose to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Winthrop, Mr. Thaanum.

Mr. THAANUM: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the House:
As I think was explained by the
gentleman from Portland the other
day, New Hampshire is now pay-
ing $40.00 although the extension
of the coverage is not as long as
Maine. However, if my memory
serves me right, I think the New
Hampshire Legislature is now con-
sidering increasing that and—well
I am inclined to believe that that
has gone through in New Hamp-
shire, I am not quite sure of that,
but they are considering increas-
ing it from $40.00 upwards I think
to $45.00.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Portland,
Mr. Estey.

Mr. ESTEY: Mr. Speaker, in our
debate last Friday on this bill, we
did discuss comparative costs with
other states and total costs. There
were quite a number of the House
Members who were not present on
that day, and I will take just a
moment to run through it quickly
again. New Hampshire pays $40.00,
Vermont $36.00; Massachusetts $45.-
00 and Rhode Island $36.00. If we
average the above states the figure
is $39.00. Connecticut pays fifty-
five per cent of the state’s average
production wage. If we took Maine’s
average production wage of between
$72.00 and $73.00 per week, and
took fifty-five per cent of it, it
would come out between $39.00 and
$40.00.

Total benefits paid in New Eng-
land are New Hampshire $13,640;
Vermont $11,880; Rhode Island,
$16,000; Maine now pays $19,500.
May I just point out to you that
this amendment adds $3.00 per
week. To get the total benefit you
have to multiply that by five hun-
dred weeks or $1500 per each total
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incapacity. 1 will also point out to
you that each $3.00 increase is a
seven to eight per cent increase in
the benefits, and we have given
$3.00 in ’43, $3.00 more in 49, $3.00
more in 53, $5.00 in ’55, $4.00 in
'57 and $3.00 in ’59—or $4.00 in
'59. This pattern of increase has
been an additional cost of doing
business just the same as the two
to three or four per cent wage
pattern has been every year, and
if we are talking and have talked
and seriously considered an indus-
trial climate which will attract new
business, this just adds to that
cost.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mada-
waska, Mr. Levesque.

Mr. LEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I certainly didn’t want to
get into this discussion any more
than I had to this morning, but
in view of the facts that have been
brought up on the Floor this morn-
ing, I would like to say just a few
words in regard to this. Although
some of the figures that have been
brought out here this morning seem
to make some of the people believe
that the increased cost has been
phenomenal, I think the records of
the safety department will bear this
out that although the increased
benefits to the workers have been
over the period of years increased
costs to the companies represented,
have not increased but decreased
because it has caused the com-
panies to put on a better and more
extensive safety program so that
the employees will not have the
possibility of running into an acci-
dent. Now accidents are not made,
it is just something that happens
that nobody can prevent. Certainly
an employee is not going to go
and break an arm or cut a finger
or any part of any bodily injury
to receive $42.00 a week, so I don’t
think that the cost to the com-
pany is as phenomenal as it is
pointed out to be. Over the period
of years the safety program has
more than offset the cost of the
increases.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question before the House is on
the adoption of House Amendment
“A”. Is it the pleasure of the House
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that House Amendment ‘‘A”
be adopted?

The motion prevailed on a viva
voce vote, and the Bill assigned
for third reading tomorrow.

shall

The SPEAKER: The York County
Delegation meeting, change of meet-
ing time and date from today to
Wednesday at 1:30 p.m. in the Sen-
ate Chamber.
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There will be a Republican Cau-
cus in this House tonight at 7:30.

There probably will be a session
not only tomorrow morning but to-
morrow afternoon, and perhaps
Thursday afternoon.

On motion of Mr. Baxter of Pitts-
field,

Adjourned until nine o’clock to-
morrow morning,



