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HOUSE

Thursday, June 5, 1969

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

Prayer by Brig. Alfred C. Davey
of Augusta.

The journal of yesterday was
read and approved.

Papers from the Senate

From the Senate: The following
Order:

ORDERED, the House concur-
ring, that the Maine Education
Council, established under chap-
ter 452 of the public laws of 1967,
is authorized and directed to con-
duct a comprehensive study of the
Bill, ““An Act Appropriating Funds
for Educational Costs for Maine
Students in Private Schools of
Higher Education,” H. P. 952, L.
D. 1228, as introduced at the regu-
lar session of the 104th Legislature;
and be it further

‘ORDERED, that the Maine Edu-
cation Council submit a written re-
port of their findings, together with
any necessary recommendations
and implementing legislation, at
the next regular session of the
Legislature. (S. P. 483)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

In the House, the Order was read
and passed in concurrence.

Reports of Committees
Leave to Withdraw
Covered by Other Legislation

Report of the Committee on
Towns and Counties on Bill “An
Act Increasing Salaries of County
Officials of Hancock County’” (S.
P. 74) (L. D, 195) reporting Leave
to Withdraw, as covered by other
legislation.

Report of same Committee re-
porting same on Bill ““An Act In-
creasing Salaries of Judge of Pro-
bate and Register of Probate of
Penobscot County’ (S. P. 180) (L.
D. 584)

Report of same Committee re-
porting same on Bill “An Aect In-
creasing Salaries of County Of-
ficials of Oxford County” (S. P.
230) (L. D. 670)

Came from the Senate read and
accepted.
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In the House, the Reports were
read and accepted in concurrence.

Ought to Pass with
Committee Amendment
Report of the Committee on Edu-
cation on Bill “An Act relating to
School Construction Aid” (S. P.
124) (L. D. 386) reporting ‘“Ought
to pass’”’ as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment “A” (S-208) sub-

mitted therewith.

Report of the Committee on
Highways on Bill ‘“An Act relat-
ing to Town’s Matching Funds for
Reconstructing State Aid High-
ways’’ (S. P, 128) (L. D. 390) re-
porting ““‘Ought +to pass’” as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment ‘“‘A” (S-209) submitted there-
with.

Came from the Senate with the
Reports read and accepted and
the Bills passed to be engrossed
as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A”.

In the House, the Reports were
read and accepted in concurrence
and the Bills read twice. Com-
mittee Amendment ‘“‘A’’ to each
was read by the Clerk and adopted
in concurrence, and the Bills as-
signed for third reading tomorrow.

Ought to Pass in New Draft
Amended in Senate
Tabled Until
Later in Teday’s Session

Report of the Committee on
Taxation on Bill “An Act to Give
Relief to Elderly Persons from the
Increasing Property Tax” (S. P.
283) (L. D. 916) reporting same in
a new draft (S. P. 474) (L. D. 1550)
under same title and that it ““Ought
to pass”’

Came from the Senate with the
Report read and accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed as
agl’ended by Senate Amendment

In the House, the Report was
read.

(On motion of Mr. Levesque of
Madawaska, tabled pending ac-
ceptance of Report in concurrence
and later today assigned.)

Ought Not to Pass
Bill Substituted for Report
Report of the Committee on Busi-
ness Legislation reporting ‘‘Ought
not to pass’ on Bill ““An Act to
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Revise the Credit Union Law” (8.
P. 200) (L. D. 609)

Came from the Senate with the
Bill substituted for the Report and
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendment ‘A’

In the House: Report was read
and accepted in non-concurrence
and sent up for concurrence.
‘Later Reconsidered)

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Judiciary reporting ‘‘Ought
to pass” on Bill “An Act relating
te Comparative Negligence in
Civil Actions” (S. P. 89) (L. D.
251

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. QUINN of Penobscot
MILLS of Franklin
VIOLETTE of Aroostook

— of the Senate.
Messrs. BRENNAN of Portland
DANTON
of Old Orchard Beach
MORESHEAD of Augusta
FOSTER
of Mechanic Falls
BERMAN of Houlton
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘‘Ought not to
pass” on same Bill.

Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Messrs. HEWES of Cape Elizabeth
HESELTON of Gardiner

— of the House.

Came from the Senate with the
Majority Report accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Senate Amendment
HA>..

In the House:
read.

On motion of Mr. Berman of
Houlton, the Majority ‘‘Ought to
pass’’ Report was accepted in con-
currence,

The Bill was given its two sev-
eral readings.

Senate Amendment “A” (S-217)
was read by the Clerk and adopted
in concurrence and the Bill as-
signed for third reading tomorrow.

Reports were

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Judiciary reporting ‘““Ought
to pass’ on Bill ‘““An Act relating
to Time of Filing Security Inter-
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ests under the Uniform Commer-

cial Code” (8. P. 377) (L. D. 1287)

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. MILLS of Franklin
QUINN of Penobscot
VIOLETTE of Aroostook

— of the Senate.

Messrs. DANTON

of Old Orchard Beach
FOSTER
of Mechanie Falls
BERMAN of Houlton
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘“Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill.

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. MORESHEAD of Augusta
HEWES of Cape Elizabeth
BRENNAN of Portland
HESELTON of Gardiner

— of the House.

Came from the Senate with the
Majority Report accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Senate Amendment
(AA"’

In the House:
read.

On motion of Mr. Berman of
Houlton, the Majority “‘Ought to
pass’ Report was accepted in con-
currence.

The Bill was given its two sev-
eral readings.

Senate Amendment “A” (S-205)
was read by the Clerk and adopted
in concurrence and the Bill as-
signed for third reading tomorrow.

Reports were

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on State Government reporting
‘‘Ought not to pass” on Bill “An
Act Providing for a State Pilotage
System for the Penobscot Bay and
River, Maine”” (S. P. 338) (L. D.
1136)

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. LETOURNEAU of York
BELIVEAU of Oxford
— of the Senate.
Messrs. DONAGHY of Lubec
STARBIRD
of Kingman Township
RIDEOUT of Manchester
D’ALFONSO of Portland
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-

mittee on same Bill reporting
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“*Ought to pass” as amended by
Committee Amendment “A’”’ sub-
mitted therewith.

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Mr. WYMAN of Washington

— of the Senate.
Mr. DENNETT of Kittery
Miss WATSON of Bath

My MARSTALLER
of Freeport
— of the House.
Came from the Senate with the
Minority Report accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amend-

ment “A” and Senate Amend-
ment A’

In the House: Reports were
read

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Kit-
tery. Mr. Dennett.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr, Speaker, 1
move the acceptance of the Mi-
nority Ought to pass’”’ Report in
concurrence.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Kittery, Mr. Dennett moves
that the House accept the Minority
“Ought to pass’” Report in con-
currence.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Manchester, Mr. Ride-
out.

Mr. RIDEOUT: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: 1 really don’t want to go
at this with Mr. Dennett this morn-
ing in the House, but we might
just as well 1 suppose.

This L. D. 1136, I think it is un-
desirable and unnecessary and I
signed the ‘“‘ought not to pass’ re-
port as did the majority of the
State Government Committee.

Now this legislative document is
undesirable because it is designed
to benefit a handful of local pilots.
I asked the president of the Penob-
scot. Bay Pilots Association just
how many members they had in
their Association and he astounded
me, he said there were four mem-
bers. Now this would require all
vessels sailing in Penobscot Bay
to hire them. In other words, it
creates an artificial monopoly for
the benefit of a few people, there-
by restraining and reducing trade.
The restrictive intent of this bill
is underscored by Section 90(i)
which would limit the number of
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licensed pilots to and I quote ‘‘only
such number of pilots as would be
necessary to permit adequate pi-
lotage in these waters.”

Now I think this is unnecessary.
The port of Searsport now receives
about 150 vessels a year. Most al-
ready have coastal pilots who are
qualified to navigate several ports
along the Atlantic Coast, including
all of those in Penobscot Bay.
Those that do not, mostly large
tankers, do hire local pilots. In
over thirty years, during which
time several thousand vessels have
used Searsport, there has never
been an accident attributable to
lack of pilotage.

This bill- will add from $400 to
$2,000 to the cost of every vessel.
and will have the effect of reduec-
ing use of the port. This is so
mainly because many of the ves-
sels using Searsport have small
loads, and include Searsport as
but one of several stops. If these
unnecessary costs are added, many
of these vessels will simply dis-
continue use of the port. This $400
is the estimated cost of the addi-
tional pilotage. Also, if a pilot in-
sists on it, the vessel would have
to use a tug which is not now re-
quired, which could add as much
as up to $1,600 more to the cost.
depending on the size of the ves-
sel.

The ports of Bucksport and Ban-
gor now receive fewer vessels than
Searsport and they are mostly
tankers. Those who do not have
coastal pilots use the local pilots.
The only significant accident in
Penobscot Bay occurred about two
years ago when a tanker pierced
her bottom on the river. It was
being piloted by one of the men
there wko would have to be hired
if this bill passes.

Now I submit to you further that
one of the provisions of this bill
is that if a ship does not employ
one of these four men then a fee
will be paid to the pilots anyway.
Also if for one reason or another,
let’s say weather for instance, that
the pilot cannot be discharged for
an outgoing ship then he the pilot
will be paid $75 a day until he is
discharged and I will read to you
in a minute the provisions that
cover this.

Now it seems to me that this is
a special piece of legislation de-
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signed to benefit a very few per-
sons. Now I don’t blame them for
wanting this passed. I would too
if I were one of the four members
of this organization.

Now think for a minute if you
will what would happen if this is
passed should these four gentle-
men get unhappy with the terms
of their employ. They could strike
and tie up all the heavy shipping
in the whole Penobscot Bay region
and the way these sympathy
strikes spread perhaps the actions
of these four men could disrupt the
whole east coast.

Now I am not going to make a
federal case of this but I just ask
you to read parts of this bill. On
page 1, bottom of the page, ‘“‘in
case of refusal to take such pilot,
the master, owner, agent or con-
signee of any such vessel shall
pay the established pilot fee as if
a pilot had been employed.”
That’s a safety measure.

As I quoted before, on page 3,
*“Select only such number of
pilots.”” The Commission shall
“Select only such number of pilots
as would be necessary to permit
adequate pilotage in these waters’’;
and apparently that is four men.

On page 4, Liens, “Every li-
censed pilot shall have a lien for
his pilotage fees upon the whole
of any vessel liable to him there-
for.”

Now I don’t know what these
things cost but I am sure it must
be considerable, and more than
$75 a day. Now the kicker in my
mind is this: Carrying a pilof to
sea against his wishes. Now I
would just read this to you,

“If any master of any vessel
shall carry any licensed pilot to
sea under circumstances beyond
the control of the said licensed
pilot, the master of said vessel
shall pay the said licensed pilot
at the rate of $75 per day until the
said pilot’s return or death; he
shall provide first-class accommo-
dations and maintenance and the
said pilot shall be returned to his
home port at the first opportunity
by first-class passage; and for
every day’s detention at quaran-
tine by order of the health officer,
$75 per day for every day of such
detention and maintenance. Any
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pilot being detained on board of
any vessel for any reason whatso-
ever shall be allowed $75 per day
and maintenance for each day he
may be so detained. The pay-
ments and expenses incident to
this section shall be a liability of
the master, agent, owner or con-
signee . . .”

Now I see that the Senate has
amended it to make it a little bet-
ter, I think. ‘‘Whenever a master
of any vessel shall convey any
licensed pilot to sea under circum-
stances beyond the control of the
licensed pilot, the master of said
vessel shall be punished by a fine
of not more than $1000 or by im-
prisonment for not more than six
months.”

Now this probably is a good con-
cept. That I don’t know. Mr.
Dennett will tell you so anyhow,
but I just think it is a ridiculous
bill and I hope you agree with
me.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kittery,
Mr. Dennett.

Mr, DENNETT: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I will as-
sure the members of this House
that I have tried, I have ftried
almost without limit to convince
the gentleman from Manchester,
Mr. Rideout, that this is a good
bill. I have attempted to explain
and explain and explain and all
my explanations have fallen upon
deaf ears and he has been abso-
lutely immovable. But be that as
it may, I well understand the
gentleman comes from the shores
I believe of Lake Cobbosseecontee,
whose waters are quite shallow
and it does not have many dangers
and I fear that he does not just
quite understand the dangers that
lurk in the perils of the sea.

However, let me explain what
this bill is for and what it attempts
to accomplish. To the best of my
knowledge, and I think that I have
pretty fair knowledge on the sub-
ject, the several ports of the Pen-
obscot are the sole places that are
left in this continent that do not
have compulsory pilotage. All
other ports, pilotage is compul-
sory. Pilotage is compulsory for
the safety not only of the vessel
but the safety of the various ports



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, JUNE 5, 1969

and the waterways leading to
them. It is quite necessary that
men who are experienced, who
have passed examinationg given
by the federal government to qual-
ify them to act as pilots, take the
vessels in and out of these ports.
There are three principal ports
to the Penobscot, perhaps exelud-
ing Rockland which lies relatively
near to the sea, and these are
Searsport, Brewer and Bucksport.
Brewer and Bucksport handle
mostly tankers. Searsport handles
not only tankers but both carriers
and freighters and mixed cargo
ships. Now generally speaking
vessels bound into the Penobscot
do pick up the Penobscot Bay
pilots, but some of them don’t. Now
there is one thing that Mr. Ride-
out stated which should be cor-
rected, and that is he has given
you the impression that all ves-
sels bound up the Penobscot would
be required to take a pilot. Such
is not the case. The bill provides
only foreign vessels and United
States vessels under registry shall
be compelled to take a pilot.
Now what is a vessel under reg-
istry? A vessel under registry is
a vessel that is plying between
foreign ports. Vessels plying be-
tween ports in the United States
are not under registry; they are
under what is known as enrollment.
It would not include a vessel under
enrollment. A vessel under enroll-
ment would not be compelled to
take a pilot. It does not include
yachts; it does not include fishing
vessels; it does not include small
craft of any type whatsoever.
This bill only applies to these
larger vessels, the bulk of them
under foreign flags and most of
them flying what is known as flags
of convenience. A flag of conven-
ience is a flag of a country who
registers vessels actually without
any regard for ownership and the
three principal countries that do
this are Liberia, Panama and Hon-
duras. There are many vessels
registered under these flags that
never see the country under the
flag of whom they are registered.
These are generally the worst of-
fenders because they are register-
ed under these flags mainly to
avoid or evade the regulations of
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the countries in which they are
owned to hire crews .at reduced
rates and to eliminate safety
features which are required by the
United States and most large mari-
time nations. These vessels are
the chief offenders.

In the past two months the ves-
sels coming into the Penobscot,
of which I have a list, only two
of them attempted not to take a
pilot and these were two Japanese
vessels. Now of course the Japan-
ese are inclined to save money
where they can and they came
up without taking a pilot.

Now what are the disadvantages
to not taking a pilot and where
might it be disastrous for the peo-
ple of the State of Maine? Number
one, you have ferries constantly
plying across Penobscot Bay into
Vinalhaven, North Haven and Isles-
boro. What do you think for in-
stance the master of a Japanese
vessel who comes up without a
pilot knows about these ferry
schedules and where they cross?
He has no knowledge whatsoever.
Say he is attempting to negotiate
the waters of Penobscot Bay in a
thick fog. One of these Vinalhaven,
North Haven ferries could very
well be cut in two with a great
loss of life. The Penobscot pilots
know the schedules, they know the
waters, they are careful.

A further disaster that could hap-
pen — what if one of these large
tankers loaded with Bunker “C”’
oil should come up and strike a
rock and puncture a tank and spill
50,000 — 100,000 gallons of crude oil
into Penobscot Bay, to kill all the
marine life, to smear the shores
with crude oil? Think of what a
mess it would be, and this thing
happens. Now I will agree there
is no guarantee that even a Pen-
obscot Bay Pilot won’t have this
happen but I assure you that his
chances of hauling his vessel and
spilling the oil or running down
a ferry is far less than it would
be with a vessel coming up with-
out a pilot.

I don’t want to belabor this thing
and I don’t want to be long-winded
on the subject, but I would simply
point out to you that this is a safe-
ty measure to take the pilots, that
it is not a union of four men. Of
course these four people who are
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presently pilots are employed for
perhaps their own livelihood but
they are looking beyond their own
livelihood; they are looking to the
safety of the vessels, to the safety
and well-being of the people of the
State of Maine.

They go further in the bill, they
offer to provide a pilot station, a
pilot boat to be on duty at all
times, to be on call at all times
for the safe navigation of this riv-
er and bay. They go a little fur-
ther than this. Not only do they
seek the safety but they are will-
ing to employ more pilots and not
confine it to four as the business
of the Penobscot increases, and it
is increasing, and perhaps the Pen-
obscot is on its way to be a great
port. It is not beyond the realm
of a possibility, and this too is for
the benefit of the State of Maine.

I think that these various con-
cerns that did offer objections in
the first place have withdrawn
them. They realize that this is not
going to result in any great added
cost and that actually this thing
is for the benefit of the people of
the State of Maine and I trust that
you will accept this ‘‘ought to
pass’’ report. When the vote is
taken I ask that it be taken by
division.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Hodg-
don, Mr. Williams.

Mr. WILLIAMS: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: After
listening to my friend, Mr. Den-
nett, I don’t think it would be safe
for me to go up Penobscot Bay
even in a super tanker. I don’t
know an awful lot about Penobscot
Bay but I always understood it
was more or less an arm of the
sea.

Now I came here in ’51. This
same bill was before us in ’51, the
only difference being that the
gentleman from Belfast, Harry Rol-
lins had the bill. He gave as far as
I can remember, just the same
arguments that Mr. Dennett has
just given us, but I would sub-
mit to you that that was approxi-
mately twenty years ago and the
ships have been traveling Penob-
scot Bay ever since and all these
dire consequences have never hap-
pened. Apparently there were four
pilots then and there are still four
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pilots now and they are available
in case they are needed and if they
aren’t needed they don’t get this
$400. If a few ships didn’t go into
Searsport for the lack of this $400
the cost to the longshoremen there
could be much more than this $400.

So I would like to go along with
my friend, Mr. Rideout, for the
indefinite postponement of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Per-
ham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr, Speaker,
as you ladies and gentlemen know
I don’t generally vote against the
gentleman from Kittery, Mr. Den-
nett. However, one item in his re-
marks intrigued me very much
when he commented that two
Japanese vessels I believe were
the only ones that didn’t ask for
a pilot and he commented further
that the Japanese like to save
money. I suggest that we follow
their example in this case.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from South-
port, Mr. Kelley.

Mr. KELLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I made my first trip in
the Penobscot in 1913. Almost every
year I have been in there at least
once and many times more often.
This bay or river or river mouth,
whatever you want to call it, is
quite a tricky piece of water. I
have run it in the winter in the
spowstorms, I have run it in
fog, I know something about the
sets of tides over there. Lots of
your foreign boats coming in do
not realize this. There is little I
can add to what Mr. Dennett has
said except that there is one
point. You want to try to raise
one of those foreign boats on a
radio and find out what his inten-
tions are. They do not understand
the tide sets and you want to try
sometime like I have to be going
up there with a long tow in back of
you and you get crowded by one of
these fellows that doesn’t realize
what the tide is doing.

We need an organized pilotage
in that waters. We have it every-
where else up and down the coast.
I have cruised—I have seen them
in the St. John River, in Florida,
I have seen them at the mouth of
the Mississippi, New York Harbor,
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Boston Harbor, Portland Harbor,
Charleston, South Carolina. One of
the advantages, these fellows know
when the other boats are coming,
know who is on them, they have
communications and it is a great
safety factor.

I too would hate to see a big
oil spillage in Penobscot Bay and
I really think that this is a worth-
while bill and deserveg the sup-
port of the people that understand
the problems of the sea.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ston-
ington, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speak-
er and Members of the House: I
too would like to urge the House
to support Mr. Dennett’s motion to
accept the Minority Report, and
I would like to pose a question
to the gentleman from Manchester,
Mr. Rideout, because it seems to
me that under the present law we
are being a little bit restrictive
on American shipping and giving
the foreign shipping a little bene-
fit. It is my understanding at the
present time that every American
vessel must carry a pilot going
up7 the river, is this true or isn’t
it?

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Man-
chester, Mr. Rideout.

Mr. RIDEOUT: Mr. Speaker, in
answer to the question from the
gentleman, I don’t think so. I don’t
know.

But further, if I may Mr. Speak-
er, I don’t question the fact that
probably some safety measure is
in order for this sort of thing, but
as the gentleman from Hodgdon,
Mr. Williams pointed out we have
been at this now for twenty years
on this same type of bill and there
hasn’t been any great disasters.

The thing that bothers me is
not particularly the fundamental
concept of the bill, it is the bill it-
self. It just seems to me to be so
restrictive and so much to the
benefit of the pilot, not necessarily
to the benefit of the safety fea-
tures, but the bill itself is terrible.
Mr. Dennett referred to those sev-
eral countries—I submit there is
another one, it is known as Aris-
totle Onassis.
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Now if this bill passes the next
time around I am going to de-
mand that the pinks and the skiffs
that ply the Cobbosseecontee Lake
shall have a pilot for my family.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from South-
west Harbor, Mr. Benson.

Mr. BENSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Several
things that the gentleman from
Manchester, Mr. Rideout said led
me to believe that he didn’t care
for this bill. Now I know that he
has read it very carefully and I
think he is under a misapprehen-
sion, and that is that this pertains
to oils trucks also. And it doesn’t
really.

I was out in our little harbor,
Southwest Harbor, with a sea cap-
tain last year, a member that had
been on the water all his life, and
he was telling me about his many
adventures. As a matter of fact,
he said—“I know every rock in
this harbor.” It was about then
there was a horrendous hump and
he says ‘‘there’s one now.” (laugh-
ter)

Now many of these vessels that
are coming in to the Penobscot
Bay area are from foreign coun-
tries and the skippers are people
who have never been to these
shores before at all. And I just
think that this is a step in the
right direction; I do not look at it
as the gentleman from Manchester,
Mr. Rideout does as a special in-
terest group. I look at it strictly
from the point of view of safety.
Enough has been said about the
bill. I am sure that you thoroughly
understand it and no votes are
going to be changed. I think that
it’s a good bill, and 1 come from
the coast and I am not too terribly
concerned about the lake areas,
but I do think that the protection
should be extended through the
passage of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes tne gentleman from Owls
Head, Mr. MacPhail.

Mr. MacPHAIL: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Since 1936 I have lived on
the shores of Penobscot Bay and 1
am somewhat familiar with the
territory. The gentleman from
Kittery, Mr. Dennett has given you
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a very good idea -on what thig is
all about and explained some
things, but there are two of the
things I would like to bring out in
_addition to this.

He mentioned the various prob-

_lems of the State ferries. He didn’t

go into it quite deep enough be-
cause there are also boats plying
between the mainland and Mon-
hegan daily and the mainland to
Matinicus and the other islands
that he mentioned. These total
about 40 transverse crossings per
day in the summertime, and in the
summertime that river and bay
can be enshrouded in quite thick
fog.

I think this is an excellent idea
in precaution. It has been stated
that we have never had an accident
there. I don’t think we should wait
for an accident but take precaution
to prevent one. We had a very
good example of this down south
recently, as you read in the papers,
where an Australian ship cut one
of our destroyers in two and re-
sulted in the loss of 76 lives. This
could very well happen in Penob-
scot Bay. We have a United States
trial course out there. There are
times when government ships are
plying up and down those waters.
The local boys that are pilots there
are very familiar with these
waters. They know where the lob-
stermen’s gear are.

Now in the past some of these
ships have cut through these with
the resultant destruction of lob-
stermen’s gear. They do, as has
been stated, have their own radio
communications. They can be in
touch with any ship. They are
familiar with the boat schedules.
They know exactly where they are
crossing and where they are and
they can be in contact with them.
I urge the acceptance of the Mi-
nority Report of this bill,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I enjoy
as much as the rest of you folks
speaking between Mr. Rideout and
Mr. Dennett. I kind of feel that I
would like to be on Mr. Dennett’s
side but here is once that I can’t
be. He comes from down around
the New Hampshire line. It seems
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to me that we have three thousand
miles of coast and we are opening
this up to nothing but a closed shop
as far as union goes.

Now it hasn’t been mentioned at
all that we are talking about hoats
of a nine foot draft, which if we
come to small freighters that we
have along this coast it doesn’t
mean very much, and we must re-
member that we have a foreign
country, as far as I am concerned
what we call spitting distance down
east. As a matter of fact, many of
the goods that are packed in my
area are shipped out of Canadian
ports through the Canadian rail-
ways and back into the United
States.

Here we are—this whole business
is regulated by the United States
Coast Guard, and they have done
a pretty good job over the vears.
I think that I would take their
abilities and thought far ahead of
four special interest people that
we heard down here in State Gov-
ernment Committee. And as far
as this happening in the Pacific,
it was tragic—I mean this recent
one, but I can remember | had a
brother aboard a boat during World
War II and of course it was actual
combat instead of convoy, instead
of exercises, but they had u« nine
day wonder on the bridge and they
zigged when they should have
zagged in convoy. And it was after
dark and these things happen.

But we are talking here about
commerce, things—as 1 said we
have three thousand miles of coast,
we have had very little difficulty
and if we are going to have hu-
man error it can happen tomorrow
or it may never happen. [ urge
you to go along with my friend.
Mr. Rideout.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from En-
field, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen: I find my-
self somewhat in the same posi-
tion as the man from Aroostook
County. I have listened to this
many times and it hag been very
eloquently presented this morning
and it has been in years past by
some other very eloquent speak-
ers.

I just wanted to point out a few
things that leads me to believe that
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there is no hurry about this. First
of all the gentleman, Mr. Dennett
says that the crude oil might dam-
age our shoreline. I hope I live
to see the day when we do have
crude oil coming up there, we have
Bunker ‘‘C”’ occasionaly now but
crude oil is coming to a manufact-
urer to be manufactured and at the
present time we don’t have a re-
finery in the Penobscot area, which
I hope some day we will have.

And I might point out that the
bad uaccidents that I have read
about in the sea, in the Mississippi
and the mouth of the river there,
at the Hudson River in New York,
the ships in all cases were piloted
by a harbor pilot so to speak. In
all cases they were. And like he
has already so eloquently said, we
have had twenty years and this
has got along very nicely and I
don’t think there is a great many
more ships now than there has
been in the past. There again I
hope some day there will be more
and there will be a need for this
law, possibly when the shipping
gets so there is some congestion
in the area, that we will need a
law of this type, but it has gone
on for many years and we don’t
seem to.

And I might point out that your
charts. your sea going charts do
show these ferries where they run;
it is marked on the sea charts I
am pretty sure, any ferry that is
run regularly is shown on the sea
charts. And this can be seen by
even me if I was to run a ship
up and down the Penobscot. And
I have also run up and down the
Penobscot from Bucksport on down
through. So at the present time I
don’t see a need for this. During
my time in this House I have al-
ways been quite reluctant to vote
for any special legislation whether
it be sea pilots or plumbers or
carpenters or what have you. I
dislike very much special legisla-
tion. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Rockland, Mr. Huber.

Mr. HUBER: Mr. Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I too live on the shores
of Penobscot Bay. I would submit
that there has been an increase
in traffic since 1951, boat traffic,
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and there has been am increase
in people who make their liveli-
hood and their living from the sea.
I also would remind you that there
are quite a few people sitting in
the House this morning who rode
the Governor Curtis after it was
christened last summer, the new
Vinalhaven ferry. While some of
us tried to take ecredit for the fact
that the weather was good that
day, I do remind you however that
we have a lot of weather that is
not like that day. That one was
ordered specifically.

The traffic in Penobscot Bay is
not all in one direction, it is not
all north and south, primarily
north and south. There is a tre-
mendous amount of cross traffic
to all of the islands, not only the
ferry service but the lobstermen
use the area, there are small boats
and small craft. I submit to you
that this bill is a—no it may not
be absolutely necessary now, but I
don’t know that I am exactly
willing to sit around here for an-
other twenty years and take the
chance, because I think that this
particular piece of legislation
represents just a good old-fashioned
ounce of prevention.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Ellsworth, Mr. McNally.

Mr. MeNALLY: Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask a question from
the Committee or somebody that
could answer. Mr. Dennett said
that some ships didn’t have to
have pilots, if I understood him
like he said, it only applied from
say Boston into Maine ports or
perhaps any United States coastal
port to another one and didn’t go
outside in foreign waters, and I
am wondering. And the other
question is, who are these other
pilots that they call them Ilocal
pilots that are aboard these ships
when they come in?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Ellsworth, Mr, MecNally
poses a question through the Chair
to any member who may answer
if they choose.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Southport, Mr. Kelley.

Mr. KELLEY: Mr. Speaker, as
far as pilotage is concerned, you
have two types of things. The
Coast Guard will issue to officers
on vessels after they have run into
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ports various numbers of timeg and
can draw a map or chart from
memory showing all the buoys and
hazards, and there are many people
on coastal shipping that do have
pilotage into these ports and they
would not need to pick up a local
pilot. Now these are the American
vessels that are licensed to operate
coastwise but not into international
trade. So there is your difference
between having pilotage and being
a pilot.

The other problem that I would
like to mention to you people is
the use of radar. A few years ago
vessels anchored when it was thick
fog. Today they run. I have run
many hundreds of hours on radar.
I have run mostly in waters with
which I am familiar and to take
a chart and try to compare it to
the radar picture is not easy. Local
knowledge is very desirabie to
know which objects you are seeing,
and this is another thing that our
local pilots there have a very
intimate knowledge of is the use of
radar running in thick weather
and I really hope that this House
will support the Minority Report
and give this bill passage.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Stonington, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: 1 was
very much interested in my good
friend, Mr. Donaghy’s reference to
the Coast Guard because about six
or seven years ago a Coast Guard
vessel with two radars, which they
necessarily use when they have
foggy weather and it is required
on a Coast Guard vessel, ran into
the side wof a yacht shortly outside
of Rockland Harbor. Within two
weeks of that time we lost a sar-
dine boat because there is a dead
spot as far as radar is concerned
in Penobscot Bay. Now this is
something which our skipper was
very familiar with but the radar
picture kept coming and then all at
once disappeared. In simply trying
to adjust the set, which he thought
had gone out, he ran face first into
one of the tr1a1 course buoys out
in Rockland Bay with a full load
of sardines and the boat went to
the bottom.

So I would submit that even
though these vessels do have radar
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that unless you have a local per-
son, as my good friend Mr, XKel-
ley has pointed out, that in case
of the radar flicking off which it
can do, it can create an extremely
bad situation. I know many in
this House probably have been
driving along the highway, follow-
ing the white line and come to a
spot where the tar truck has been
along and has covered the white
line, and if it’s in a fog you can
very easily take a head first right
off a curve without even knowing
you are going off the romd be-
cause you have been depending
upon that white line. And this is
what a radar is; it just gives you
something to depend upon but you
have to have intimate knowledge
of the area in which you are
operating.

I certainly feel that this is a
safety factor for shipping.

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

Mr. TEMPLE: Mr, Speaker, I
would like to ask that this be
tabled for one legislative day.

Whereupon, Mr. Rideout of Man-
chester requested a vote on the
tabling motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Portland, Mr. Temple moves
that item 11, L. D. 1136, be tabled
pending the motion of the gentle-
man from Kittery, Mr. Dennett
to accept Minority ‘“Ought to
pass’” Report in concurrence. A
vote has been requested on the
tabling motion. All in favor of
this matter being tabled will vote
yves; those opposed will vote no.
The Chair opens the vote,

A vote of the House was taken.

13 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 112 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

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

Mr. TEMPLE: Mr, Speaker and
Members of the House: I am a
little at sea this morning on this
thing. Number one, to begin with
I am a licensed U.S. Coast Guard
first-class pilot, I have been for
25 years. I am very much con-
cerned with this bill in regard to
its superseding the Coast Guard
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law in regard to pilotage. One
thing in here that concerns me
very much is the fact that there
will be a commission that will
examine and license these pilots.
That is why I asked that this be
tabled to give me a chance to
go into this thing more thoroughly.

I do know of our other organiza-
tions in regard to pilots along our
coast. I am very familiar with
the one in Portland. I know it is
a closed corporation. I know what
it costs to try to buy into this
corporation and there are so many
unanswered factors in here that
is why I asked that this would
be tabled.

I cannot go along with this bill
this morning, neither can I oppose
it, but I just wanted to explain
why I asked for the tabling motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
order a vote. All in favor of ac-
cepting the Minority ‘‘Ought to
pass” Report in concurrence on
Bill ““An Act Providing for a State
Pilotage System for the Penobscot
Bay and River, Maine,” Senate
Paper 338, L. D. 1136, will vote
yves; those opposed will vote no.
The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

80 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 47 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

The Bill was given its two sev-
eral readings.

Committee Amendment “A” (S-
199) was read by the Clerk and
adopted in concurrence.

Senate Amendment ‘“A” (S-221)
was read by the Clerk and adopt-
ed in concurrence and the Bill
was assigned for third reading
tomorrow,

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Towns and Counties report-
ing ‘“‘Ought to pass’” on Bill “An
Act Creating Oxford County Com-
missioner Districts’” (S. P. 462)
(L. D. 1525)

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. PEABODY of Aroostook
MARTIN of Piscataquis
— of the Senate.
Messrs. WIGHT of Presque Isle
DYAR of Strong
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HAWKENS of Farmington
LABERGE of Auburn
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘“Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill,

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Mr. MILLS of Franklin
— of the Senate.
Messrs. HANSON of Vassalboro
CROMMETT
of Millinocket
FORTIER of Waterville
— of the House.

Came from the Senate with the
Majority Report accepted and the
Bill passed to be engrossed.

In the House: Reports were
read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from
Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln.

Mrs. LINCOLN: Mr. Speaker, 1
move that we accept the Majority
“Ought to pass’® Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln
moves that the House accept the
Majority ‘““Ought to pass’ Report
in concurrence.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Topsham, Mrs. Cof-

fey.

Mrs. COFFEY: Mr. Speaker,
could I ask for a division on that
motion?

n?

The SPEAKER: A division has
been requested. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mada-
waska, Mr. Levesque.

Mr. LEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I would beg your indul-
gence this morning for a few mo-
ments, knowing that on a few
pages hence on today’s advance
journal and calendar there is a
message from the Governor re-
garding one of these County Com-
missioner Districts and I think
rightly so that the position that the
Governor has taken regarding
these County Commissioner Dis-
triets should very well be good for
us to look at this distriet this
morning, of Oxford County.

Knowing and remembering what
has happened this winter regarding
the county budget in the County of
Oxford, and knowing very well that
the home rule provisions for the
districting of county commissioners
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is. very prevalent in the Govern-
or’s mind, and knowing very well
that the home rule when it came
to the application to the county
budget in the County of Oxford was
less than unanimous, and if I re-
member correctly it was divided

50-50. Being that as it may, I am:

not going to make a motion in
objecting to the committee report,
although I would like the members
of the House to know very well that
unless there is unanimity in the
county delegation and in the coun-
ty commissioner delegation this
will create only a monstrosity; and
as I indicated previously on some
of these county districts these will
turn out to be absolutely political
harassment within the county com-
missioner districts, and in one sec-
tion of the county you will have
one factor and in another section
of the county you will have another
factor.

This I don’t believe will be to the
help of the counties themselves,
because if you divide it into dis-
tricts then you will have three dif-
ferent areas that you are going to
go to your county commissioner
in your district and he is going to
say — well the other two county
commissioners are going to go
against it. Or if you go to the other
area in your representative dis-
trict, as far as the county commis-
sioner is concerned, he is going to
say — well the other two are
against it. Or therefore another
something else. So you are going
to create something within the
county commissioner districts that
is going to be hard to let down
after awhile, because this is going
to be purely and simply political
harassment on the county commis-
sioner districts. So this is why I
feel that these county districts,
unless there is complete unanimity
of the delegation that these are
going to be dividing lines where
the county commissioners and their
operation and they will do it.

With the basic philosophy in
mind of applying home rule for
the benefit of the entire county,
and not limited to a local district
commissioner, which might very
well be the chairman prevailing
or it could be in any other area,
creating a very very serious prob-
lem for the future. Thank you.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mexi-
co, Mr. Fraser.

Mr. FRASER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As a mem-
ber of this County, I think I
ought to say a few words on this
issue. We don’t like to say that
these are political, and yet when
these districts were divided up
none of the Democrats on the dele-
gation were consulted. They were
just brought to us and this is it
and we are going to present it. It
just so happens that as it is divid-
ed up now they have practically
assured two Republicans and one
Democrat. The district where the
Democrat comes from pays about
65% of the county tax. In other
words, two members will decide
where they contributed 359 what
the 1009 will do. I don’t think this
is fair. I hope you won’t vote for
this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from
Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln.

Mrs. LINCOLN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: First of all, this bill was
originated by a member of Oxford
County for statewide districts and
it did not pass. This was two years
ago and it was in again this year
and it did not pass for the state-
wide to go.

Waldo County has been signed
already by the Governor and as
we know, there is a — ag Repre-
sentative Levesque has said —
there is a veto in today for Aroos-
took County.

I disagree with my good friend
from Mexico. I think the way it
would stand now, with the district-
ing the way it would be, there
would be one Republican and one
Democrat and one a toss up. And
the strange thing is, the way the
county commissioners are right
now, one is in each one of these
districts.

I would also like to say that Ox-
ford County is a very small coun-
ty. We come away from each ses-
sion with nothing from the Legis-
lature. The big counties get every-
thing, and it would seem to me
that we are asking something for
within our own county, no money
involved, that we might take home
something this time. And I hope
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you go along to take the Majority
“QOught to pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Rum-
ford, Mr. Fortier.

Mr. FORTIER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Being
from the county involved and hav-
ing been affiliated very closely
with both the county government
as well as some municipal govern-
ments within the county, I feel that
1 should at least express my opin-
ion. I feel quite sure this morning
that the great majority of present
county officials would not favor
this bill. I have talked to quite
a number of them and I have still
to find one that would go along
with it

Furthermore, we feel quite proud
of the fact that the budget for Ox-
ford County which was presented
to this Legislature, I believe was
the only county budget in the en-
tire state that called for less mon-
ey than the previous biennial. This
was purely a bipartisan budget
which proves, I think, that under
the present setup of our county
commissioners and county officials
that we can work together, that it
has not been an out and out politi-
cal atfair. I see no need of this.
I am totally in accord with what
Mr. Fraser from Mexico said, that
we had not even been consulted
in the breakdown of these districts
and in view of these facts I move
indefinite postponement of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Rumford, Mr. Fortier, now
moves indefinite postponement of
both Reports and Bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Fryeburg, Mr. Page.

Mr. PAGE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I was a
county commissioner for six years
in Oxford County. I have been out
now, I think, three years. During
that three year period we have
had three county ecommissioners
from the Rumford area. In my
opinion, politics do not enter into
this. It is entirely a question of
the same thinking from the same
area. We are not represented in
the rest of the county. This dis-
trieting bill would give it to us. I
hope you will support it.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from
Bethel, Mrs. Lincoln.

Mrs. LINCOLN: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would just like to say that I wasn’t
considered either when they did
the appropriating of the districts.
It was in the bill which was for
statewide and everybody thought
we got it early in the session and
probably none of us were con-
sulted. It was just that the spon-
sor of the bill had it in and he
thought if we disagreed we would
go to see him, and I hope you
will not vote to indefinitely post-
pone this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Nor-
way, Mr. Henley.

Mr. HENLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This must
be Oxford County morning. My
friend the gentleman from Mada-
waska accuses this thing in being
crudely political. I feel that it is
political to object to it. It so hap-
pens that the center of population
and industry happens to be, as my
friend Mr. Fortier states, Rum-
ford. But need that be a criterion
for where all of our county gov-
ernment should come from?

We realize that they are a huge
percent of the tax, well and good.
But by the same reasoning, if any
other county had a city in it
whose population was more than
all the rest of the county put to-
gether, wouldn’t some of the rest
of the county feel that they should
have representation among their
county commissioners?

Our county is not large com-
pared to some of the other coun-
ties, but it is extensive north and
south. We have in the southern
and western part of the county a
rural people who in their smaller
villages perhaps have a little bit
more relationship with a lot of the
other counties and a lot of the
other people than they do in the
industrial area of Rumford, Mex-
ico and Dixfield. Consequently, we
have variances of opinion. It might
well be that if we had this district-
ing set up, there could very wel
be two Republicans and one Dem-
ocrat as county commissioners. Is
that so terrible?



3054

I feel as Mrs. Lincoln states,
the way this districting is set up,
there would be one very definite
Democratic county commissioner.
There would be one very definite
area that would be Republican as
it now stands, of course subject to
change. There would be another
district which would be a swing
district which could be very well
won by a Democrat or a Republi-
can.

I would feel that in districting
that it would be very fair. It al-
ways seems to me that pure poli-
tics are what is doing it right now
and fortunately we do have one
Republican, and he must be a
pretty wonderful person to have
got elected because all three of
our county commissioners live
within an area of ten or fifteen
miles in a county which is nearly
150 miles long.

Now I also compliment my
friend, Mr. Fortier, that the coun-
ty delegation on the budget worked
very good and our budget was
trimmed tremendously to the wail-
ings of a lot of county officials,
but I maintain that the budget
was trimmed mostly not because
of the county commissioners but
in spite of them. We did agree as
a delegation group on that budget,
but I think that especially on the
part of the majority of the county
commissioners, they certainly did
not go along with us on it. So that
one point I will not agree with my
friend Mr. Fortier.

But I don’t feel that Oxford
County should be specifically
picked on in this particular case.
I feel that districting should be a
good point in practically every
county. Some of the counties are
so situated geographically, they
are small, they are compact, their
county seat is possibly right in the
middle of them like Androscoggin
County and several of the other
small ones. There is no great prob-
lem there, perhaps, because ev-
eryone lives within fifteen or twen-
ty miles of everyone else.

It seems to me, in these coun-
ties that are stretched out, where
we have a preponderance of rural
areas in small towns, that there
definitely should be representa-
tion diversified and districted all
over the county, and I feel that it
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is politically and geographically
the only fair way to get represen-
tation. Certainly the people will go
to a minority county commissioner
and they will say, well, what
chance have I got with the other
two of the opposite party? They
say that now. That wouldn’t change
one iota, but mnevertheless that
commissioner in that area would
at least be one of them. He would
be in that area, he would under-
stand their needs. As it is now,
he can very well be all from the
same village and it can be true of
any county in the state.

I have nothing further on this
subject. I think the bill is fair. This
particular bill, as Mrs. Lincoln
states, is just a part of a bill which
was previously submitted. Anyone
had availability to the bill, had
knowledge of the type of distribu-
tion that it gave, and if there had
been objections they could have
made them. Again, I see nothing
wrong with the way this is set up,
and I urge everyone to let this bill
go through, to accept the Majority
Report, to vote against indefinite
postponement and see what will
happen to it at a later date. Thank

you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Dix-
field, Mr. Eustis.

Mr. EUSTIS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Just very
briefly, I stand simply as a mem-
ber of this group, the Oxford
County group, and the only thing I
have to say is this. As far as our
relationship went, political chi-
canery of any kind did not take
place to my knowledge, and I
don’t believe, I think we ap-
proached the situation in a logical
and reasonable manner, thinking
that when it was possible to cut
we did cut, sometimes by major-
ity, sometimes unanimously. Thank
you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from West
Paris, Mr. Immonen,

Mr. IMMONEN: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
think we get involved in reforms
in certain levels of government
and then we do not in others. The
Federal Courts rendered a decision
on the principle of one man — one
vote for voting for representatives.
Apparently even the Governor be-
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lieves that in certain counties we
can follow the principle of one
man — one vote, but the gentle-
man from Madawaska, Mr. Le-
vesque has mentioned the veto in a
later page of today’s journal on
an Aroostook County Commission-
er District is not consistent, I feel
that consistency is a jewel and
we should adopt the Oxford County
Commissioner District bill.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Rumford, Mr.
Fortier that both Reports and Bill
be indefinitely postponed. Those
members who are in favor of the
indefinite postponement motion
will vote yes; those opposed will
viote no. The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

60 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 71 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

Thereupon, the Majority ‘“‘Ought
to pass” Report was accepted in
concurrence, the Bill given its two
several readings and tomorrow as-
signed.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act relating to Neglect
of Official Duty by Municipal Of-
ficers” (H. P. 528) (L. D. 699)
on which the House accepted the
Majority Report of the Committee
on Judiciary reporting ‘‘Ought to
pass’” as amended by Committee
Amendment ‘“A’” and passed the
Bill to be engrossed as amended
by Committee Amendment “A” on
June 3.

Came from the Senate with the
Minority ‘“Ought not to pass’”” Re-
port accepted in mnon-concurrence.

In the House: On motion of Mr.
Dennett of Kittery, the House vot-
ed to insist and ask for a Com-
mittee of Conference.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act relating to Weekly
Benefits for Total Unemployment
under Employment Security Law’’
(H. P. 694) (L. D. 894) which was
passed to be engrossed in the
House on May 16.

Came from the Senate passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment “B” in non-
concurrence.

In the House: On motion of Mr,
Tyndale of Kennebunkport, the
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House voted to recede and concur
with the Senate.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act Increasing Com-
pensation of Councilmen and
Mayor of City of Augusta” (H. P.
1205) (L. D. 1532) which was
passed to be engrossed in the
House on May 22,

Came from the Senate indefinite-
ly postponed in non-concurrence.

In the House: On motion of Mr.
Lund of Augusta, the House voted
to insist,

Non-Concurrent Matter
Tabled Until Later in
Today’s Session

Bill “An Act relating to the
Taxation of Farm Machinery”
(H. P. 1216) (L. D. 1548) which
was passed to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment
“A” in the House on May 26.

Came from the Senate with
House Amendment “A’ indefinite-
ly postponed and the Bill passed
to be engrossed in non-concurrence.

In the House:

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Pittsfield, Mr. Susi.

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, I move
that we recede and concur.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Pittsfield, Mr. Susi moves
that the House recede from its
former action and concur with the
Senate.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Perham, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we insist.

The SPEAKER: The motion of
priority is recede and concur. Does
the gentleman wish to debate the
motion?

Whereupon, on motion of Mr.
Bragdon of Perham, tabled pend-
ing the motion of Mr. Susi of
Pittsfield to recede and concur and
tabled until later in today’s ses-
sion.

Non-Concurrent Mafter

Bill ““An Act relating to Inspec-
tion and Advertising of Farm Prod-
ucts” (H. P. 1219) (L. D. 1552)
which was passed to be engrossed
in the House on May 27.

Came frem the Senate passed to
be engrossed as amended by Sen-
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ate Amendment ‘“A”’ in non-concur-
rence.

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

Non-Concurrent Matter

Resolve Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution Pledging
Credit of the State for Guarantee-
ing Portions of Certain Home Mort-
gages and Housing Development
(S. P. 390) (L. D. 1315) on which
the House accepted the Majority
‘“‘Ought not to pass’ Report of the
Committee on State Government
in non-concurrence on May 29.

Came from the Senate with that
body voting to insist on its former
action whereby the Minority
“Ought to pass” Report was ac-
cepted and the Resolve was passed
to be engrossed.

In the House:

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Man-
chester, Mr. Rideout.

Mr. RIDEOUT: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we insist :and ask for
a Committee of Conference.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Manchester, Mr. Rideout
moves that the House insist and
request a Committee of Confer-
ence.

_ The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Kingman Township, Mr.
Starbird.

Mr. STARBIRD: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we recede and concur.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Kingman Township, Mr. Star-
bird moves that the House recede
from its former action and concur
with the Senate.

Whereupon, Mr, Carey of Water-
ville requested a vote on the mo-
tion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
oghnizes the gentleman from XKit-
tery, Mr. Dennett.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: In
view of the fact that this body ac-
cepted the report as it did and it
has come back to us in another
way, I think that there are several
things in this bill that perhaps
could be best decided and ironed
out by a Committee of Conference,
and I would hope that you would
reject the motion made by the
gentleman from Xingman Town-
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ship, Mr. Starbird to recede and let
us take this to a Committee of Con-
ference to see if we cannot iron
some matters out.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from King-
man Township, Mr, Starbird.

Mr. STARBIRD: Mr. Speaker,
on thinking it over I will withdraw
my motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Kingman Township, Mr. Star-
bird withdraws his motion to re-
cede and concur.

The pending motion is the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Man-
chester, Mr. Rideout that the House
insist on its former action and re-
quest a Committee of Conference.
Is this the pleasure of the House?

The motion prevailed.

Non-Concurrent Matter

An Act relating to the Statute of
Limitations for the Malpractice of
Physicians (S. P. 85) (L. D. 279)
which was passed to be enacted
in the House on June 3 and passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Committee Amendment ‘A’ on
May 22.

Came f{rom the Senate indefi-
nitely postponed in non-concur-
rence.

In the House:

On motion of Mr. Berman of
Houlton, the House voted to recede
from passage to be enacted and
from passage to be engrossed.

On further motion of the same
gentleman, the House voted to re-
cede from adoption of Committee
Amendment “A’.

The same gentleman then offered
House Amendment “A’” to Com-
mittee Amendment ‘A’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “A’’ to Com-
mittee Amendment ‘“A” (H-368)
was read by the Clerk and adopted.

Committee Amendment ‘A’ as
amended by House Amendment
“A” thereto was adopted and the
Bill was passed to be engrossed
as amended in non-concurrence
and sent up for concurrence.

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

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker,
I would like to ask for reconsidera-
tion of item 8 on page two, where
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the bill was passed ‘‘ought not to
pass.”’

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Sanford, Mr. Gauthier moves
that the House reconsider its ac-
tion on item 8, Report of the Com-
mittee on Business Legislation re-
porting ‘‘Ought not to pass’ on Bill
“An Act to Revise the Credit Union
Law,” Senate Paper 200, L. D. 609,
whereby the House accepted the
Committee Report in non-concur-
rence. Is it the pleasure of the
House to reconsider itg action? It’s
a vote.

On further motion of the same
gentleman, the Bill was substituted
for the ‘““Ought not to pass’’ Report
in concurrence.

The Bill was given its two sev-
eral readings.

Senate Amendment ‘A’ (S-210)
was read by the Clerk and adopted
in concurrence and the Bill as-
signed for third reading tomorrow.

Messages and Documents
The following Communication:
THE SENATE OF MAINE
Augusta

June 4, 1969
Honorable Bertha W. Johnson
Clerk of the House
of Representativeg
104th Legislature
Dear Madam Clerk:

The Senate has voted to adhere
to its former action whereby it
accepted the Majority Ought Not
to Pass report on Bill, An Act Re-
lating to Definition of Retail Sale
Under Sales and Use Tax Law.
(H, P. 102) (L. D. 110).

The Senate has voted to Insist
and join in a Committee of Con-
ference on the disagreeing action
of the two branches of the Legis-
lature on Bill, An Act Relating
to Damage to Private Water Sup-

plies Resulting from Alteration
of Highways. (H. P. 445) (L. D.
569).

The Senate has voted to Insist
and join in a Committee of Con-
ference on the disagreeing action
of the two branches of the Legis-
lature on Bill, ““An Act Closing the
Military and Naval Children’s
Home and Disposing of the Prop-
erty. (H. P. 757) (L. D. 977).
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Respectfully,
(Signed)
JERROLD B. SPEERS
Secretary of the Senate
The Communication was read
and ordered placed on file.

The following Communication:
THE SENATE OF MAINE
Augusta
June 4, 1969

Honorable Bertha W. Johnson
Clerk of the House

of Representativeg

104th Legislature

Dear Madam Clerk:

The Senate has voted to Insist
and join in a Committee of Con-
ference on the disagreeing action
of the two branches of the Legis-
lature on Resolve, Relating to Re-
tirement Allowance for Hal G.
Hoyt of Augusta. (H. P. 868) (L.
D. 1110)

Respectfully,
(Signed)
JERROLD B. SPEERS
Secretary of the Senate

The Communication was read
and ordered placed on file.

The following Communication:
June 4, 1969
Members of the Senate
and House of Representatives
of the 104th Legislature

I have considered House Paper
49, Legislative Document 50, An
Act Creating Aroostook County
Commissioner Districts, and have
decided to return it to the Legis-
lature without my signature.

This bill is one of several County
Commissioner District proposals
which the Legislature has been
considering. Since the Legislature
has adopted this County by County
approach to the problem of elect-
ing County Commissioners, appar-
ently reflecting its judgment that
the issue in each County requires
separate evaluation, I have decided
to respond with a similar evalua-
tion of the gituation in each Coun-
ty.

In making these evaluations I
have relied heavily on consulta-
tiongs with the County Commis-
sioners and Legislative delegations
of the affected Counties. I have
attempted, at the conclusion of
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these consultations, to determine
if there is a real consensus among
the Counties’ elected officials
either for or against the particular
County Commissioner District pro-
posal, or if feelings are divided.
Basing my decisions on this ap-
proach, I have signed County
Commissioner District bills for
Waldo and Somerset Counties.

With respect to L. D. 50, the
County Commissioners of Aroos-
took County have gone on record
as unanimously opposing it. A
portion of the County’s Legisla-
tive delegation, although a minor-
ity, is opposed to it. I have found,
in short, evidence that the elected
officials of Aroostook County are
sincerely and clearly divided on
the issue of whether or not this
proposal would serve the interests
of more effective and representa-
tive government. Under these cir-
cumstances I have strong doubts
about its value to Aroostook Coun-
ty government. Consequently, I
do not feel that I should sign L. D.
50 into law.

Ordinarily, when the Governor
considers the signing of Legisla-
tion, he must evaluate its effect
throughout the State. In such a
situation the objections of any par-
ticular section of the State must be
subordinate to the general wel-
fare. But L. D. 50 represents a
different type of legislation. The
only people directly affected by
this proposal are the citizens of
Aroostook County and their elected
officials. Their County govern-
ment has an immediate impact on
their lives.

In these circumstances it is
only just that the State consider
the opinions of the County’s elect-
ed officials and representatives
before ordering changes in the
voting practices of the County.

Moreover, we in State govern-
ment have become increasingly
alert to the need for greater local
control over the structure of local
government. The proposal now be-
fore the Legislature to provide in-
creased home rule for our munici-
palities reflects this awareness. 1
believe that our approach to Coun-
ty government should reflect a
similar degree of confidence in
the ability of our people to deter-
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mine at the County level the type
of representation that is best suit-
ed to their needs. In my judgment,
at this time, the officials of Aroos-
took County, elected by the peo-
ple of Arocostook County, do not
feel with sufficient unity that L. D.
50 best serves those needs.

An alternative to L. D. 50 was
discussed which would have pro-
vided for the selection of County
Commissioner candidates on a dis-
trict basis with the -election-at-
large of one Commissioner each
two years. To allow the Legisla-
ture to consider this alternative
a joint order to recall L. D. 50 was
approved in the House of Repre-
sentatives. However, on June 4
this order was tabled in the Sen-
ate, preventing any reconsidera-
tion.

I therefore request that my ac-
tion disapproving L. D. 50 be sus-
tained.

Respectfully submitted,
(Signed)
KENNETH M. CURTIS
Governor

The Communication wag read
and ordered placed on file.

The SPEAKER: Shall this bill
become law wnotwithstanding the
objections of the Governor?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Bridgewater, Mr. Fine-
more.

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: Under
the circumstances if the other
counties have received the Gover-
nor’s signature no doubt I shouldn’t
debate the veto, but as the recall
for this bill was tabled at the re-
quest of one of the members of
the other body from our own
Aroostook County and therefore
killed the recall from the Gover-
nor’s desk, I reluctantly suggest
that the House sustain the vote.
Thank you all for the support you
have given me on this bill,

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Madawaska, Mr. Levesque.

Mr., LEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: In view wof the remarks
made by the gentleman from
Aroostook County, Mr. Finemore
and in view of the action taken
by a member of the other branch
regarding a Joint Order that was
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placed before the House to recall
this bill, if you for one minute
don’t think that there are political
implications behind the districting
of County Commissioners, you had
better just have a look at just what
transpired between one of the
counties.

We had met the county delega-
tion and considered the County
Commissioners, their reasoning,
and took that under consideration
and what we thought was an agree-
ment that could be worked wout,
that had been worked out between
the county delegations and the
County Commissioners, only to
find out that because it didn’t suit
somebody from the other branch
although he had mever said any-
thing while the delegation was to-
gether, in order to have this bill
before us as a reconsidered Joint
Order yesterday, tabled the Joint
Order so that it was impossible,
it was the last day yesterday,
knowing full well that by tabling
the Joint Order that this bill had
to be vetoed.

So this is some of the implica-
tions that I have tried to exemplify
to the members of the House, a
few members might not look at it
with the real political implications
behind it, but there is definitely
and absolutely political implica-
tions in these adjoining districts.
So therefore I hope this morning
that you feel the same as the
gentleman Mr. Finemore feels that
the members of this House should
sustain the Governor’s veto on this
item this morning.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question before the House is, shall
this Bill become law notwithstand-
ing the objections of the Governor?
In accordance with Article IV, Sec-
tion 2 of the Constitution the yeas
and nays are iordered. All those in
favor of this Bill becoming law
notwithstanding the objections of
the Governor will vote yes; those
opposed to this Bill becoming law
will vote no. The Chair opens the
vote.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Baker, Barnes, Benson,
Berman, Birt, Bragdon, Brown,
Buckley, Bunker, Chandler, Chick,
Clark, C. H.; Crosby, Curtis,
Cushing, Dennett, Donaghy, Dur-
gin. Dyar, Evans, Farnham, Fine-
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more, Foster, Hall, Hanson, Harri-
man, Haskell, Hawkens, Henley,
Hichens, Huber, Immonen, Kelley,
K. F.; Lee, Lewin, Lewis, Lincoln,
Marstaller, Mc¢Nally, Meisner,
Millett, Moreshead, Mosher, Nor-
ris, Noyes, Page, Porter, Pratt,
Rand, Richardson, G. A.; Richard-
son, H. L.; Rideout, Sahagian,
Scott, C. F.; Scott, G. W.; Shaw,
Snow, Soulas, Stillings, Susi,
Thompson, Tyndale, White, Wight,
Williams, Wood.

NAY — Allen, Bedard, Bernier,
Binnette, Boudreau, Bourgoin,
Burnham, Carey, Carrier, Carter,
Casey, Clark, H. G.; Coffey, Cote,
Cottrell, Couture, Cox, Crommett,
Croteau, Curran, Dam, Drigotas,
Dudley, Emery, Erickson, Eustis,
Faucher, Fortier, A. J.; Fortier,
M.; 7Fraser, Gauthier, Gilbert,
Giroux, Heselton, Hewes, Jalbert,
Jameson, Johnston, Jutras, Kelle-
her, Keyte, Kilroy, Laberge, Law-
ry, Lebel, Leibowitz, LePage,
Levesque, Lund, MacPhail, Mar-
quis, Martin, McKinnon, Me-
Teague, Mills, Mitchell, Morgan,
Nadeau, Ouellette, Quimby, Ricker,
Rocheleau, Ross, Starbird, Tan-
guay, Temple, Vincent, Watson,
Waxman, Wheeler.

ABSENT — Brennan, Corson,
Cummings, D’Alfonso, Danton,
Fecteau, Good, Hardy, Hunter,
Kelley, R. P.; Payson, Santoro,
Sheltra, Trask.

Yes, 66; No, 70; Absent, 14,

The SPEAKER: Sixty-six hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
seventy in the negative, it is the
judgment of the House that the
Governor’s veto be sustained.

Orders

Mr. Dennett of Kittery presented
the following Joint Resolution and
moved its adoption:

WHEREAS, marriage is love’s
souvenir, the sanctity of which and
perpetuation thereof is the ftrue
cornerstone of our society; and

WHEREAS, Herman Sahagian
and Stella Derderian entered the
solemun bonds of holy matrimony
within the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts fifty years ago; and

WHEREAS, beginning as a child
of two continents who later united
with a woman who dignified the
title of homemaker, their happiness
has become a continuous harvest
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of untiring efforts to build upon
this relationship; and

WHEREAS, the Sahagians will
celebrate these happy years and
special family relations on the Gol-
den Anniversary of their wedding;
now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED: That we, the Mem-
bers of the Senate and House of
Representatives of the One Hun-
dred and Fourth Legislature of the
State of Maine now assembled,
join the Golden Wedding Anniver-
sary celebration of our friend and
colleague and his dear bride by
extending our warmest congratula-
tions on thig memorable occasion,
along with our very best wishes for
the years to come; and be it fur-
ther

RESOLVED: That a suitable
copy of this Joint Resolution be
immediately transmitted to the
Honorable Herman D. Sahagian of
Belgrade and his devoted wife, as
a small memento of our esteem.
(H. P. 1250)

The Joint Resolution was adopted
and sent up for concurrence.

The SPEAKER: The Chair and
the Members offer their congratu-
lations to Representative Herman
Sahagian of Belgrade. (Applause,
Members rising)

Mr. Sahagian of Belgrade was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House.

Mr. SAHAGIAN: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I want
to thank the gentleman from Kit-
tery, Mr. Dennett for presenting
this order. I only wish that I could
be here to celebrate my seventy-
fifth anniversary. Although it
sounds like a surprise, it wags until
about five minutes ago. Then my
seatmate over here let the cat out
of the bag. I have got a little note
from. one of my {riends on the
other side of the aisle and I
couldn’t understand how he knew
that this was our anniversary. Then
1 asked my seatmate here, I said
how come, how did he know? And
then I went out and I came back
and he said to me, there it is right
here. 1 said I don’t have it in
mine. Well, he says, maybe they
didn’t give one on yours.

So this wasn’t really a surprise,
but thanks a lot. I appreciate this
very much and T hope I can be
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here as I said earlier, to cele-
brate my seventy-fifth anniversary.
Thank you all very much.

Mr. Jalbert of Lewiston was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Possibly
the reasons for my remarks are
the fact that everyone knows my
feelings concerning this body and
the people within this body and
probably a little mileage that I
have had and accumulated while a
member of this body.

Yesterday wafternoon on two dif-
ferent occasions we witnessed the
Speaker immediately gavel with a
comment that the rules of the
House were being violated. This
procedure is absolutely proper. I
think that in timeg of the waning
days of the Legislature when the
pressure is really on, I think that
we must also realize that if it’s
on us, just how it is to the gentle-
man who wields the gavel—1 speak
of the Speaker, the Honorable
David Kennedy.

1 think my own self I have been
guilty at times of violating House
rules in a minor manner, such as
probably laughing a little iouder
than I should, such as probably
cajoling around the area of my
seat. However, anybody who has
ever attempted to come down to
my seat from outside of the aisle,
whether he be a member or not, 1
have immediately told him that
that was an infringement upon our
rules and could not be tolerated
and would not be tolerated.

It is to be reminded that I first
learned about the rules of the House
by the gentleman who was here
since time immemorial, the Hon-
orable Harvey R. Pease, who told
me what rules meant; and I have
never forgotten it. Proudiully I
say—and probably we all should
be made aware of the fact, that
Maine enjoys as good if not the
best decorum of any House in the
Nation, and I am sure that we want
to keep it and I am sure that we
want to cooperate with the Speak-
er and so that there won’t be any
more recurrence on his part of
having to say that the rules of the
House are being infringed upon.
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Mr. Dennett of Kittery was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr. Speaker, to
get in line with the remarks made
by the gentleman from Lewiston,
Mr. Jalbert, I wish to state at this
moment that I am very much in
accord. I have had, in my short
lifetime, the opportunity to visit
several legislatures of several
states and I too will state that in
the State of Maine I believe we
hold the best decorum and we hold
dignity unexcelled in any other
state. We have a fine mark to
keep up to and I hope that over the
years it will continue. Thank you.

Mr. Jutras of Sanford was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House.

Mr. JUTRAS: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
It is my belief that the significance
of this day, June 5 and June 6, 1969
should not be overlooked, for this
is the 25th anniversary of the great-
est military operation in history,
and it was done primarily by ecivi-
lian soldiers of the United States
of America in liberating from the
Nazi Regime a regional town of the
Cotentin Peninsula in the Manche
Region of France, Ste. Mere
Eglise—the first American bridge-
head on the Continent in France,
on the 6th of June, 1944.

Today, at Ste. Mere Eglise, there
is a man from Sanford, Maine who
is the official representative of the
12th Regiment, 4th Division, at-
tending the dedication of a me-
morial to fallen comrades at Utah
Beach on June 6, 1944.

He is Sergeant Edgar C. Roy,
Company G. 12th Infantry, 4th
Division, who holds a bronze star
with Oak Leaf cluster for heroic
achievement in military opera-
tions against an enemy of the
United States. And the purpose of
making this significant date of
singling out this date and this
man is not to eulogize an individ-
ual for the sake of an individual.

Sergeant Roy is typical of the
hundreds of thousands who have
served their country selflessly dur-
ing periods of war, conflict, na-
tional and international emergen-
cies. We salute these men and
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pause to recognize their efforts
and courage and self discipline,
hoping thereby to remind the suc-
ceeding generations that in the
final analysis we were not what
some have the temerity to call us
—no, we did not let you down, and
neither will you let your succeed-
ing generations down.

We have faith in you, Youth of
America, We know that you will
pick up the torch of enlightenment
and freedom and hold it high and
steadfast in all climates and
storms and that you will suffer
through in order to show the way
to a better life to your sons and
daughters.

Mr. Speaker, if it is possible I
respectfully request that a copy
of this salutation be directed to the
General Services Administration,
National Personnel Records Cen-
ter, Military Personnel Records,
9700 Page Boulevard, St. Louis,
Missouri, and a copy for the Per-
sonnel Officer, Records Adminis-
tration Center, for inclusion in the
201 file of World War II Veteran
Edgar Roy (Sgt.) Company “G”
12th Infantry Regiment, 4th Divi-
sion.

I also request that a copy be
sent to Mr. and Mrs. Edgar Roy,
88 High Street, Sanford, Maine.

Mrs. White of Guilford presented

the following Joint Order and
moved its passage:

WHEREAS, Squaw Mountain
Corporation has recently an-

nounced the expansion of its facil-
ities by the addition of two trails;
and

WHEREAS, said trails will per-
mit the skiers to take full advant-
age of the available vertical drop
and will provide trails two miles
in length; and

WHEREAS, the cost of said ex-
pansion made possible by a sub-
stantial investment by Scott Paper
Company in the stock of Squaw
Mountain Corporation; and

WHEREAS, earlier this year, in
order to provide an area for still
more expansion the Scott Paper
Company agreed to swap a sizable
parcel of its land with the State
of Maine, which land Scott Paper
Company will make available to
Squaw Mountain Corporation; now,
therefore, be it
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ORDERED, the Senate concur-
ring, that the members of the 104th
Legislature duly recognize the in-
itiative and imagination of the of-
ficers and directors of Squaw
Mountain Corporation in construct-
ing and expanding a major ski
resort where only seven years ago
it was nonexistent and also note
the public spirited cooperation,
encouragement and financial con-
tribution of Scott Paper Company
in this worthy project; and be it
further

ORDERED, that suitable copies
of this Joint Order be immediately
transmitted to the Squaw Moun-
tain Corporation and the Scott Pa-
per Company in recognition of
their outstanding achievement. (H.
P. 1251)

The Joint Order received pas-
sage and was sent up for concur-
rence.

On motion of Mr. Cox of Bangor,
it was

ORDERED, that Cindy Norris
and John G. Norris of Brewer be
appointed to serve as Honorary
Pages for today.

Mr. Huber of Rockland present-
ed the following Joint Order and
moved its passage:

ORDERED, the Senate concur-
ring, that the Legislative Research
Committee be, and hereby is, di-
rected to study the subject matter
of the Bill, “AN ACT Creating the
Maine Lahor Relations Act, House
Paper No. 567, Legislative Docu-
ment No. 748, introduced at the
regular session of the 104th Legis-
lature, to determine whether the
best interests of the State would
be served by the enactment of
such legislation; and be it further

ORDERED, that the State De-
partment of Labor and Industry is
requested to provide the Commit-
tee with information, technical ad-
vice and such other needed assist-
ance as the Committee deems
necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this Order; and be it fur-
ther

ORDERED, that the Committee
report its findings and recommen-
dations at the next regular or spe-
cial session of the Legislature.
(H. P. 1252)
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The Joint Order received pas-
sage and was sent up for concur-
rence.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
burn, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker, is
the House in possession of House
Paper 963, L. D. 1243?

The SPEAKER: The answer is
in the affirmative—Bill “An Act
relating to Bids for Contractual
Services Under the Auburn City
Charter.”

Mr. EMERY: I move that we
reconsider our action of yesterday
whereby we adhered to the action
of the other body and passed this
bill for engrossment in concur-
rence.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from. Auburn, Mr. Emery moves
that the House reconsider its ac-
tion of yesterday whereby it re-
ceded and concurred in accepting
the ‘““Ought not to pass’> Report.
Is this the pleasure of the House?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-

woman from Orrington, Mrs.
Baker.
Mrs. BAKER: Mr. Speaker, 1

oppose the motion for reconsidera-
tion and I would ask for a divi-
sion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
burn, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker, I
request permission to speak on
this motion.

The SPEAKER: The matter is
before the House. The motion to
reconsider is debatable and the
gentleman may proceed.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This bill
is strictly local in nature. It gives
the elected Councilmen of our City
powers to confirm bids for many
thousands of dollars of equipment
and contracts.

This bill was opposed by our
Manager and Mayor with others in
attendance at the Committee hear-
ing, Now when certain people get
in power in a municipality some-
times it is to their advantage to
have bid powers concentrated in
the hands of one individual. Natu-
Ez_\lllly certain interests oppose this

ill.
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It was stated that this power can
be enacted by City ordinance. I
believe there exists a question on
this. One certainly has to have an
awful lot of support to fight City
Hall as we all know when one
group is in power.

I certainly believe that when
the Legislature has powers over
city charters, I believe that the
Legislature is the place for chart-
er revision. It is a certainty that
this House is impartial, and there-
fore I beg for the favorable pas-
sage of the bill. I believe that we
could do better with a Committee
of Conference and straighten out
this matter. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Chel-
sea, Mr. Shaw.

Mr. SHAW: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: This
bill was heard before Legal Af-
fairs. It had six or seven oppon-
ents, had one proponent. Opposed
to the hill were the legal Council
of Auburn, the Mayor, members
of the Council, members of the
Charter Committee. According to
the testimony this could be done
by ordinance or it could be done
by order and I don’t believe that
this change should go into the
charter.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The pend-
ing question is on the motion of
the gentleman from Auburn, Mr.
Emery that the House reconsider
its action of yesterday whereby
it receded and concurred with the
Senate in accepting the ‘“Ought
not to pass’’ Report. If you are
in favor of reconsidering you will
vote yes; if you are opposed you
will vote no. The Chair opens the
vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

57 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 44 having voted in the
negative, the motion to reconsider
prevailed.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question now is receding and con-
curring.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Auburn, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker, I
move that we insist on our former
action and ask for a Committee of
Conference.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the gentleman that the
pending question is receding and
concurring.

All in favor of receding and con-
curring will vote yes; those oppos-
ed will vote no. The Chair opens
the vote.

A vote of the House was taken,

29 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 82 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

Thereupon, the House voted to
insist and ask for a Committee of
Conference.

House Reports of Committees
Leave to Withdraw

Mr. Susi from the Committee on
Taxation on Bill “An Act Provid-
ing for the Taxation of Forests’
(H. P. 876) (L. D. 1119) reported
Leave to Withdraw.

Report was read and accepted
and sent up for concurrence.

Referred to Next Legislature

Mr. Huber from the Committee
on Labor on Bill ““An Act Creating
the Maine Labor Relations Act”
(H. P. 567) (L. D. 748) reported
that it be referred to the next
legislature.

Report was read and accepted,
the Bill referred to the next legis-
lature, and sent up for concur-
rence.

Ought to Pass in New Draft
New Drafts Printed,

Mr. Heselton from the Commit-
tee on Judiciary on Bill ‘“An Act
relating to Hospitalization for Men-
tal Illness of Inmates of County
Jails and During the Pendency of
Criminal Proceedings’ (H. P. 600)
(L. D. 781) reported same in a new
draft (H. P. 1239) (L. D. 1574)
under same title and that it
‘‘Ought to pass”

Mr. Moreshead from same Com-
mittee on Resolve Reimbursing
Louis Nadeau, formerly of Bidde-
ford, for Violation of his Constitu-
tional Rights (H. P. 923) (L. D.
1184) reported same in a new
draft (H. P. 1240) (L. D. 1575) un-
der title of ‘‘Resolve Authorizing
Louis Nadeau to Bring Civil Action
Against the State of Maine” and
that it ‘‘Ought to pass”
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Mr. Norris from the Committee
on Legal Affairs on Bill “An Act
to Incorporate the Town of Flag-
staff” (H. P. 413) (L. D. 524)
which was recommitted, reported
same in a new draft (H. P. 1241)
(L. D. 1576) under same title and
that it ‘““Ought to pass’’

Reports were read and accepted,
the Bills read twice, Resolve read
once, and tomorrow assigned.

Tabled Until Later in Today’s
Session

Mr. Dennett from the Committee
on State Government on Bill “An
Act Establishing a Full-time Ad-
ministrative Hearing Commission-
er’” (H. P. 1010) (L. D. 1312) re-
ported same in a new draft (H. P.
1242) (L. D. 1577) under same
title and that it ‘““Ought to pass”

Report was read.

(On motion of Mr. Rideout of
Manchester, tabled pending ac-
ceptance of Report and assigned
for later in today’s session.)

Miss Watson from same Com-
mittee on Bill “An Act Placing
All State Forestry Department
Employees on the Merit Service
Step System” (H. P. 301) (L. D.
377) which was recommitted, re-
ported same in a new draft (H. P.
1243) (L. D. 1578) under title of
“An Act Placing All Unclassified
State TForestry Department Em-
ployees in the Classified System’’
and that it ““Ought to pass”

Report was read and accepted,
the Bill read twice and tomorrow
assigned,

Ought to Pass with
Committee Amendment

Mr. Scott of Wilton from the
Committee on Business Legislation
on Bill *“‘An Act to Permit Savings
Banks to Engage in Debtor
Counseling Services’” (H. P. 1076)
(L. D. 1399) reported ‘‘Ought to
pass’” as amended by Committee
Amendment “A’’ (H-464) submitted
therewith.

Mr. Shaw from the Committee
on Legal Affairs on Bill “An Act
Establishing the Boundary Line
Between the City of Bath and the
Town of Woolwich” (H. P. 1079)
(L. D. 1402) reported ‘‘Ought to
pass” as amended by Committee
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Amendment “‘A”
mitted therewith.

Mr. Dennett from the Committee
on State Government on Bill ““An
Act relating to Expenses of the
Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives”’ (H. P. 44) (L. D. 45) report-
ed “Ought to pass’” as amended
by Committee Amendment ‘‘A”
(H-466) submitted therewith.

Reports were read and accepted
and the Bills read twice. Commit-
tee Amendment “A” to each was
read by the Clerk and adopted,
and tomorrow assigned for third
reading of the Bills.

(H-465!  sub-

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Highways on Bill ‘“An Act
to Make Allocations from the Gen-
eral Highway Fund for the Fiscal

Years Ending June 30, 1970 and

June 30, 1971 (H. P. 231) ‘L. D.

287) reporting same in a new draft

(H. P. 1244) (L. D. 1579) under

same title and that it ‘“‘Ought to

pass”
Report was signed by the tollow-
ing members:

Messrs. GREELEY of Waldo
CIANCHETTE of Somerset
PEABODY of Aroostook

— of the Senate.

Messrs. BURNHAM of Naples
NADEAU of Biddeford
McNALLY  of Ellsworth
LEE of Albion
WOOD of Brooks
HALL of Windham

— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee on same Bill reporting
same in a new draft (H. P. 1245)
(L. D. 1580) under same title and
that it “Ought to pass™

Report was signed by the follow-
ing member:
Mr. DUDLEY of Enfield
— of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The
recognizes the gentleman
Brooks, Mr. Wood.

Mr. WOOD: Mr. Speaker, I move
that we accept the Majority
“Ought to pass’® Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Brooks, Mr. Wood, moves
the acceptance of the Majority
“Ought to pass’ Report in new
draft.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Enfield, Mr, Dudley.

Chair
from
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Mr. DUDLEY: Mr., Speaker and
Members of the House: I feel as
though I should say a few words in
relation to the Minority Report, of
which I am the only signer. There
were others that felt the same as I
did but they had made prior com-
mitments. And so I am the lone
signer.

So I must tell you that what you
have before you this morning was
put on your desks, both of these
reports, and there is no basic qu’-
ference I suspect, and I will point
them out to you. On the very ‘t‘op
of the very first item is ‘‘Admin-
istration’’. In the last biennium
they had for administration $I1,-
364,446. The department request
was for $1,900,000. I felt as though
I would go along for this year
1969-70; in other words, for the
year 1970-71, $1,781,767, which is an
increase of $440,314. Of course this
allows all the increases but
doesn't make room for another
five or six employees in adminis-
tration. I couldn’t see the neces-
sity for more in administration.
This is one basic difference.

The next one is snow removal. I
felt, after taking a very close look
at snow removal, it could be cut
some. The rest of the committee
thought it could be cut $1 million
each year and being from northern
Penobscot, and I know there is
quite a delegation here from Aroos-
took and Northern Piscataquis, and
we have a lot of snow, I felt as
though we may be penalized some
buried in snow. However, in my
report 1 felt as though we could
take from the salt account or snow
removal $500,000 each year, which
is one half of that amount, and this
is my second change in the Mi-
nority Report.

The third one is, I believe that
we are going to be able to get
along in this Legislature with a
one cent increase in the gas tax,
and in order to do that we cannot
give these departments everything
that they request. And I am well
aware of where some of the cuts
should be made. I didn’t make
them here. 1t is up to the in-
dividual members. I have got
some other things I will point out
later when the tax is before you
so that I will not bore you too long
at any one time.
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In my particular area the third
item I asked to take out was a
bridge being constructed across the
Penobscot River, which the ap-
proaches are now being built at the
cost of about $600,000. Now all the
surveys show that they may need
a bridge there but the projection
of the figures show that they will
need this bridge approximately ten
years hence if you use traffic count
or any projected figures that you
can use. So the people where I
live don’t like to be bypassed, the
towns of Enfield and Howland will
be bypassed by this new bridge. It
will not make the people of Lincoln
any shorter route to Bangor or
going south; as a matter of fact
it will be further.

As a matter of fact Lincoln does
have a bridge across the Penob-
scot River only -approximately
three miles from the present site
where they intended to build an-
other one ‘and this bridge was only
built a few years ago. As a mat-
ter of fact, just prior to my com-
ing to the House, it was built the
year before that. And so there is
a bridge there and there is another
one at Howland, which is down the
river 11 miles or 12 miles. So we
do have two bridges across the
river now.

The population of Lincoln is less
than 5,000 at the present time and
I don’t anticipate it will be 10,000
in the next ten years and neither
do the people of Enfield and How-
land. The people of Enfield and
Howland feel very seriously that
this bridge is being built because
it takes all the traffic away from
their little stores and filling sta-
tions and so forth, and I might
confess that I do have one of these
filling stations that will be by-
passed, but there are others and
there are many little stores, and
it just puts two towns practically
out of business, and we don’t feel
that it will help the town of Lin-
coln that much because the traffic
that gets off at Howland now still
has to go through Lincoln. So I
suggested that this be removed
from this year’s budget, and this
is the three major changes. How-
ever, there is many more that
could be made.

Now if you believe that we should
have a one cent gas tax I should
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suggest that you take a look at
what I am saying and maybe lis-
ten carefully because I intend to
have a lot more to say. I have
before me, and I intend to have on
your desk soon before we discuss
these tax measures and how much
bond indebtedness we have, a copy
of the estimates of the Highway
Department. Let me say that in
the years 1964-65 we underesti-
mated the revenue of 1,226,000 some
odd dollars. In 1965-66 we again
underestimated it by 1,263,000.
1966-67 we underestimated the rev-
enue by 1,467,000, and in 1967-68,
which has just past we underesti-
mated it 1,900,000 some odd
change.

Now at the close of business of
1968 the Highway Department had
44,156,000 some odd dollars in sur-
plus. Now when it comes time to
talk about bond issues and the two
cent gas tax, this will be distributed
on your desk and I am going to
have some proposals, and one of
them is going to be a House order
by me upping the estimates about
a million two hundred thousand.
This should give them in my opin-
ion some seven to nine hundred
thousand surplus still to the win-
ter surplus. And it is through this
surplug account that they are able
to do a lot of things that members
of this House do not approve of.

Now these are some of the pro-
posals that I make and I am sure
that there is other projects that
could be detained. I don’t say that
this bridge shouldn’t be built ten
years from mnow, maybe twenty
years from now, when the need
exists, and in many other places
in the state there is projects go-
ing on that could be detained, and
there is many other places like
in the City of Waterville needing
a bridge and there are many
other places where congestion and
deaths are being caused for lack of
highway funds. And this I have
discussed with the Highway De-
partment and I will have some
comments on that later but just
so that I will not bore you too
long this is a start for these peo-
ple like myself that believe that
a one cent gas tax will be suffi-
cient for this department for the
next biennium.

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, JUNE 5, 1969

I would say thig in closing, that
if we give the Department one
cent raise in gas tax, we are giv-
ing them approximately $4,500,000
in extra revenue, Then if we upped
the estimates which I am sure is
going to happen because it has
happened over the past ten years,
this will be another million and
a half dollars, about six million
dollars. I say to you as members
of this House if we could do this
much for every department down
here, give them an extra six mil-
lion dollars, we should go home
feeling that they could keep house
until we get back in the next
regular session. If they can’t there
is something drastically wrong,
there is lots of holes in the sieve
of that department.

So this morning I hope that you
will consider my request, that you
will go along with me in this Mi-
nority Report, especially if you
live in a county that wants to be
plowed out this winter, and in the
meantime you start looking in your
own area and you will find places
where money needs to be spent
that is not being spent, and you
will find projects that you prob-
ably don’t approve of and your
people would agree with you, and
this is the case in my area and
this about all I have to say and
I hope that you will accept the
Minority Report eventually and
thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lin-
coln, Mr, Porter,

Mr. PORTER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I suppose
it will come as no great surprise
to anybody in this House that I
am going to oppose the gentleman
from Enfield, Mr. Dudley, in {ry-
ing to eliminate our bridge. We
definitely need a bridge.

Interstate 95 bypassed my town
by four miles. We were told by
the Highway Commission at that
time that we could expect there
would be 1500 cars fewer every
day going through our town. Our
merchants tried to make ad-
justments for the loss of that much
traffic and when the count was
made of the traffic on Interstate
95 it was found that the count
was not 1500 but over 2300.
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Now taking 2300 cars a day out
of Main Street in Lincoln certain-
ly solved our traffic problem but
it did nothing to help our mer-
chants. We feel that we need help
and we think that bridge will help
us.

As I said the Town of Lincoln
is only four miles from Interstate
95 but would you believe the way
that we have to go to get to In-
terstate. Leaving the center of
Lincoln we go five miles and seven
tenths north, then five tenths of
a mile west, then seven miles
south, Finally two mileg and four
tenths east, and lo and behold
we are on 95, some 15.6 miles to
go a distance of four miles in a
straight line.

Last fall the Highway Commis-
sion let contract for the construc-
tion of the approaches to the
bridge. They cut the right-of-way
through the woods six tenths of a
mile down to the edge of the
river and a half a mile on the
east side of the river and opened
up a road through a field. They
worked on the thing until the snows
came on the 8th of November and
had to cease work. Then early
thig spring they went in there with
large bulldozers, they bulldozed
the snow away and started con-
struction, and they have been
working on it since. The road is
there, the approaches are almost
completed, the road has not had
its final coat because it doesn’t
need the final coat until the traffic
begins using the road. But it is
about ready to start construction
of the bridge,

In the Highway allocation bill
there is $1,200,000 to build that
bridge. We need it. Now the gen-
tleman from Enfield gave you two
reasons, at least two, why we
shouldn’t have the bridge. I main-
tain those two reasons are in di-
rect conflict with one another.
First he said it wouldn’t be used.
Secondly he said it would hurt
Howland and West Enfield. Now
both of those statements can’t be
correct. If it ig going to be used
it may hurt the merchants in
Howland and Enfield. If it isn’t
going to be used, it would not
make a particle of difference to
the business in Howland.
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Ladies and gentlemen, the Town
of Lincoln is being hurt by 95 by-
passing. We need that bridge to
connect our town to 95. We urge
you to support ug in building that
bridge.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from En-
field, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I concur
with almost everything that the
gentleman from Lincoln has said
about the bridge except there are
a few points that I want to make
very clear. Now the people going
up the turnpike are not going to
Lincoln, an awful lot of them. But
you can build a bridge there in
Lincoln, you can build two or three
bridges. If they are going to Houl-
ton, Presque Isle, Madawaska,
Van Buren and so forth, they are
still going there, they are still not
going to get off at Lincoln. And for
some of the merchants in Lincoln
I have talked to they feel that if
it did make easy access onto the
bridge, it would just help the shop-
ping center in Bangor, the Mart
and so forth, because if you think
you are making it easier for them,
which I don’t think you are and
most pecple do not because it is
going to be further to go to Ban-
gor via the new bridge.

But now assuming for a minute
that you was going north up the
turnpike and assuming you was
going to Millinocket or any place
north, or East Millinocket, or Van
Buren, Fort Kent, Madawaska, or
any other place in Aroostook
County, I can’t visualize you driv-
ing five or six miles into the Town
of Lincoln. There is nothing there
for you that you would want ex-
cept a lot of smell from the paper
mill, unless you want to smell
what a paper mill smells like, and
drive five or six miles more to
get back on to it again.

Now I concede this much what
he said is true, the traffic count
has dropped in both Enfield, How-
land and Lincoln by virtue of the
turnpike. This is true, but by build-
ing a bridge you are not going to
put that traffic back in Lincoln
because these people going north
are still going north; they are not
going to go in there just to smell
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the paper mill. And so I think it
is a useless cause to spend when
it is done, the approaches and
everything, $2,000,000 and if the
time ever comes when they do
need a bridge I will be the first one
to stand here and tell this House
let’s spend a couple of million dol-
lars to build these poor people a
bridge.

At the present time no matter
where the traffic, if the traffic
gets off at Howland and goes north
they have got to go through En-
field. They see the same traffic
in Howland as Enfield does. They
are going to continue to seeing
this same traffic, and building a
new bridge, they still are going
to see the same traffic only it is
going to be split between three
bridges instead of two.

And I hope you will consider
that I know what I am talking
about. I have lived there all my
life and I know something about
the shortness of money in the High-
way and you have got to start
somewhere if you are going to
get the house in order and put
these departments in a place where
we can go home and say to the
people, we didn’t have to raise
the two cent gas tax and raise the
registration to pay for projects
that may be needed twenty years
from now. And this is one place
where we can start, I know about
it.

There are others that I am not
sure of but this one is right in
my doorsteps. I do know about it
and I know there are lots of
others and I would be willing to sit
down and point out plenty of other
places in this budget where in my
opinion it could be cut, but if I
had cut it in a half a dozen other
places that would have meant I
would have to stand here before
you for two hours and explain in-
stead of three places where I made
changes I would have to explain
the others and believe me there
are plenty of other chances where
it could be pared down and we
could very well say, cut the cloth
to fit the pattern for all these de-
partments and the Highway is
only one of them. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lin-
coln, Mr. Porter.
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Mr. PORTER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: With ref-
erence to the smell at Lincoln, we
sometimes call our town, Lincoln,
the smell of Lincoln. We lost that
bridge a year ago March, that mill
a year ago March 4 and we were
without it until August. There was
a lot of opposition to the mill and
the smell before that but since
that mill has come back the say-
ing around town, is that smell
smells like money.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-

ognizes the gentleman f{rom
Brooks, Mr. Wood.
Mr. WOOD: Mr. Speaker and

Members of the House: I explained
this Highway budget very thor-
oughly a few days ago and I am
not going ‘to take time to now,
but this Report “B” that’s come
out has changed things very little
except to cut out the construction
of this bridge. It does remove a
little money from administration
of the Highway Department. We as
a Committee did remove money
at first and after thoroughly study-
ing the requests of the administra-
tion we found that bills that had
been passed that are laying on
the table in the other branch would
make enough difference, if they do
happen to be finally passed, to
make this difference to put back
into the administration so that
they needed this amount of money.
And to take it out now will jeopar-
dize many of these L. D.’s and
other things that we hope will be
passed finally.

On the winter maintenance of
winter roads we hear a lot but in
this budget, in the budget for ’68
we had more money than we had
been having and of course the kind
of winter we had, this winter of
’68-69 it cost the State a whole lot
more money to remove the snow
and ice. But we had a little sur-
plus and we went to the Governor
and Council and were able to get
the money and pay that bill. We
have given them more in Part I
budget than they had in ’68. We
have given them a little less than
they asked for for the simple rea-
son that we feel that there will be
a small surplus and they can al-
ways go to the Governor and
Council if we have a bad winter
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again and get the money to pay
for this with.

That is the reason of the good
part of having a little surplus, of
having money on hand to do these
things with. Other than that this
Part ‘B Report will do nothing
but cut out this bridge in the Town
of Lincoln. We studied this bridge
two years ago, decided to defer
action on it for a time. When the
mills went down in Lincoln the
Governor and Council promised
the people of Lincoln that they
would build this bridge. So they
started construction, they have
built the approaches, the contracts
have been let and they are nearly
complete. It looks to me now to
be, it seems to be a pretty foolish
idea with all of that money spent
for approaches to the bridge to
just delay the building of the span
across that river.

I hope you people will realize
what it would do, what it would
do to the Town of Lincoln. It may
cost us half as much again five
years from now as it does now to
build it if we should delay it and
try to build it then, and I bhelieve
that we should accept this Report
as it is presented and vote on it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lubec,
Mr. Donaghy.

Mr. DONAGHY: Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask a question of Mr.
Wood if he would care to answer.
I understood him to say that the
House turned this bridge down two
years ago and then the Governor
and Council promised it would be
built,

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Lubec, Mr. Donaghy poses a
question through the Chair to the
gentleman from Brooks, Mr. Wood
who may answer if he chooses.

The Chair recognizes that gen-
tleman.

Mr. WOOD: Mr. Speaker, we
didn't turn the bridge down. There
was money available to build the
bridge with but we delayed it for
one or two reasons and the Gov-
ernor and Council had the right at
any time to go ahead and have
that money used for the building
of the bridge, and that it what they
did because they saw the necessity
for it and at this time after study-
ing this all this winter the Com-
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mittee sees that same necessity for
the bridge and we hope that you
will go along with it.

Mr. Dudley of Enfield was grant-
ed permission to speak a third
time.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker.
Ladies and Gentlemen: First let
me say, item 1, Administration,

the bills on the table in the other
branch that’s pending do not come
out of Administration, they are in
construction or in snowplow ac-
count or some other account, and
at least one of the major ones is
taken care of by taking away the
nine months’ provision in the truck
registration law so that is one of
the bigger ones that is taken care
of there.

Any other bills that I know of or
can think of are taken out of some
other part of the budget but not
out of Administration, so I want
to correct that point. And I want
to say that it is true we felt as
though the bridge wasn’t necessary
two years ago because they
couldn’t substantiate any traffic
count or they had no way of say-
ing that you could, that a man go-
ing to Houlton or Van Buren was
going to drive over there in Lin-
coln and stay.

But when the mill went down
and there was no smell there,
they said well maybe they would
come over there and stay in a ho-
tel now and so maybe we should
build the bridge and the Governor
went along with it because he
thought it would make some work.
He was so concerned with the poor
people out of a job that he wanted
to make some jobs in Lincoln and
the Council went along with him
and then the mill shortly started up
and they are talking about expan-
sion now. So there was no chance
to hire anyone in Lincoln so they
then let the contracts to a con-
tractor that brought in outside la-
bor, so the need even for labor
doesn’t exist there any more.

And two years ago there was no
traffic count or no congestion or
no need for the bridge. The same
thing exists today and the same
thing will exist two years from
now, and I can’t go beyond that
but I would say it would be ten to
twenty years before the people of
Houlton and Madawaska and those
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people going north would want
to go over and stay in Lincoln.
Because now generally if you leave
Augusta here today you would
probably drive to Houlton before
you felt like turning in for the
night. T doubt if you would want
to stop between here and there.
That is generally the case today.

And those are two points I want
to say. Now I very seldom come
up and ask for your indulgence for
the third time, but to me this is
a very important issue and it is a
very important expenditure that
is not called for today no more
than it was two years ago and it
was only through making proposi-
tions and trades with different
members of the Committee that
you got this kind of report. Be-
cause there were several on the
Committee said, well I am sorry
Mr. Dudley, I think you are right
but I have already committed my-
self. So this is where it stands in
our Committee and I thought the
House should know this. Thank

you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Albion, Mr. Lee.

Mr. LEE: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As a freshman legislator
I have tried not to have too much
to say. Several of the matters that
come up before me I am not
familiar with but I wish to state
now that over the past twenty
years I have been in the highway
construction field, for the last
three years I haven’t built any
highways so I am not presently
engaged in it. I have served as
the President of the Maine Good
Roads Association and in the
chairs of the Associated Contrac-
tors of Maine. Presently I am a
member of the National Commit-
tee of that organization, so I am
fairly familiar with the highway
program and I thought when I got
assigned to the Highway Commit-
tee that was a great place for me.
I guess it is because I do know
something about it. But I am get-
ting an education all alone here.

I think this House of Representa-
tives is very fortunate to have
a second Highway Committee and
it was this morning when we got
these two bills before I realized
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there was a second report coming
out on this.

Let me say just a few facts the
way I see them. We received the
Governor’s and the Highway
budget and as a committee we
worked it down and reduced it
some $13,000,000. Each one of the
items we went through carefully,
we did it many times. In Mr.
Dudley’s Report ‘B’ he has
changed the allotment of the way
we approached the money matters
in such a manner that there is one
thing it will do, it will change
the amount iof matching money
for the federal road program by
a million dollars over the two
years, $500,000 each year. This
isn’t good. This is the reason that
the Committee took a million dol-
lars from the Highway snow re-
moval. Let me tell you that the
inerease in the budget asked for
this year was $3,000,000 more than
it was last term. We thought that
they could live within $2,000,000.

Now he made a remark about
not getting some roads plowed.
Let me tell you something about,
and it is right in the program you
all have, the 55th report of the
Highway Commission, 1968. The
biggest item for snow removal, it
isn’t the snow removal itself as
such, they do a wonderful job,
but there are ice control $5,000,000
— 59% of the whole budget; plow-
ing $1,468,238.17 — that is 17%
So it isn’t the cost of plowing the
snow that costs the money, it is
the cost of running those trucks
for moving the ice and something
over a million tons of salt. We
felt they could live within a budget
that included $2,000,000 more than
they had last year.

Now when it gets down to the
money matters, subtracted off
$829,000, there is only $118,000 of
this money being subtracted in
the second year and $711,000 in the
first year. $500,000 is this bridge.
Let me remind you that the
$500,000 of this bridge is match-
ing money and $500,000 comes from
the U. S. Government,

I am not getting into an argu-
ment about the bridge. I don’t
know if it is good business or
poor business to build that bridge.
I think from all the reports of
Route 6 and everything that they
will have to have the bridge and
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it takes a couple of years to build
a bridge. The program for the
Highway Department is set up
over a period of four, five or six
years and it gets within two years
before you can allot money for
it. So the Highway program has
got to be looked ahead to. Let me
tell you folks that if we don’t have
a good Highway program the
State of Maine is just as dead as
can be,

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Ellsworth, Mr. McNally.

Mr. McNALLY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: You know,
there isn’'t a department in the
State of Maine but we could all
get up and find fault with. We
could all second-guess the whole
bunch of departments put to-
gether.

Now all my life I have been con-
nected with building and I worked
nine years for the Bridge Depart-
ment of the Highway Commission
and I have seen many things hap-
pen in the course of that time. I
also was fortunate enough to be
President of the Association for
General Contractors one year and
I have been to several national con-
ventions. And I want this House
to know that we have a Highway
Commission that is thought of as
being as good any of the fifty
states.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The pend-
ing question is on the motion of
the gentleman from Brooks, Mr.
Wood, that the House accept the
Majority ‘‘Ought to pass’ Report
on Bill “An Act to Make Alloca-
tions from the General Highway
Fund for the Fiscal Years Ending
June 30, 1970 and June 30, 1971,”
House Paper 1244, L. D. 1579. The
Chair will order a vote. All in
favor of accepting the Majority
“Qught to pass” Report will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no.
The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

103 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 26 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Thereupon, the New Draft was
given its two several readings and
assigned for third reading tomor-
Tow.
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Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on Legal Affairs on Bill “An
Act relating to Minimum Hour
and Wage Standards for Fire-
fighting Personnel of the Auburn
Fire Department” (H. P. 692) (L.
D. 892) reporting same in a new
draft (H. P. 1246) (L. D. 1581) un-
der same title and that it “Ought
to pass”
Report was sighed by the follow-
ing members:
Messrs. CONLEY of Cumberland
KELLAM of Cumberland
— of the Senate.
Messrs. COTE of Lewiston
NORRIS of Brewer
COX of Bangor
WHEELER of Portland
— of the House.
Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘‘Ought not fo
pass’” on same Bill,
Report was signed by the follow-
ing members:

Mrs.

Mr. TANOUS of Penobscot
— of the Senate.

Mr. SHAW of Chelsea

Mrs. BAKER of Orrington

Mr. CUSHING of Bucksport

— of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Or-
rington, Mrs. Baker.

Mrs. BAKER: Mr. Speaker, I
move the acceptance of the Mi-
nority ‘“‘Ought not to pass’ Report
and would speak to my motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Orrington, Mrs.
Baker, moves that the House ac-
cept the Minority ‘‘Ought not to
pass’ Report.

The gentlewoman may proceed.

Mrs. BAKER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This is a
bill having to do with the Auburn
Fire Department. The original L.
D. to which I refer is L. D. 892.
At the hearing on this bill, there
were four proponents including
the sponsor of the bill who pre-
sented the bill by request, and
three members of the Auburn Fire
Department. There were seven
opponents to the bill including
the atterney for the city, the fire
chief, one of three deputy chiefs,
a former councillor, the city man-
ager and the assistant city man-
ager. We were told that when this
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bill was filed in February, it was
not known at that time how the
negotiations for the new labor con-
tract for the fire department would
come out. So they filed this bill
as a safety measure and the con-
ditions of the bill were part of the
basis for negotations on the fire
department contract. By the time
the bill got through the processes
of the Legislature, the fire depart-
ment had signed the contract as
of April 1 this year, and it is a
one year contract. It runs until
April 1 of 1970.

The attorney for the City pointed
out that this was actually a breach
of contract to bring this matter be-
fore the Legislature. In my opin-
ion, it is something which should
not be established in the Charter
of the City of Auburn and it could
not possibly take effect until the
contract had expired. It infringes
upon the rights of Home Rule.
They can take care of this matter
right in Auburn. It does not need
to come before the Legislature or
be a part of their Charter. There-
fore, I hope you will go along with
the ‘‘Ought not to pass’ Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from
Auburn, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: As a
sponsor of this L. D. in the original
state, I was opposed to it when
the bill came before the Labor
Committee. When the bill was
transferred to the Legal Affairs
Committee and redrafted, I agreed
with it and I support it. This bill
gives back to our firemen only
what they had in their old Charter
previous to the 1967 session of the
Legislature.

I would also remind the mem-
bers of the House that this bill
has a referendum provision at-
tached and it is up to the voters
of my city to finally reject or ap-
prove this matter. I therefore ask
that we vote in favor of the Ma-
jority Report. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The pend-
ing question is on the motion of
the gentlewoman from Orring-
ton, Mrs. Baker, that the House
accept the Minority ‘‘Ought not to
pass’” Report. The Chair will
order a vote. All in favor of ac-
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cepting the Minority ¢‘Ought not
to pass’” Report will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no. The
Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

58 voted in the affirmative and
57 voted in the negative.

Mr. Emery of Auburn then asked
for a roll call vote on the motion.

The SPEAKER: The yeas and
nays have been requested. For the
Chair to order a roll call it must
have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and
voting. All members desiring a
roll call will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no. The Chair
opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having expressed
a desire for a roll call, a roll call
was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentlewoman from Orrington, Mrs.
Baker, that the House accept the
Minority ‘‘Ought not to pass” Re-
port., If you are in favor of the
“Ought not to pass” Report you
will vote yes; if you are opposed
you will vote no. The Chair opens
the vote.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Allen, Baker, Barnes,
Birt, Boudreau, Bragdon, Brown,
Buckley, Carey, Chandler, Chick,
Clark, C. H.; Clark, H. G.; Cox,
Crosby, Curran, Cushing, Dennett,
Donaghy, Drigotas, Durgin, Erick-
son, Evans, Farnham, Finemore,
Fortier, M.; Foster, Fraser, Gil-
bert, Hall, Harriman, Haskell,
Hawkens, Henley, Heselton, Hewes,
Hichens, Huber, Immonen, Jame-
son, Johnson, Kilroy, Leberge, Lee,
Lewin, Lincoln, Lund, Marstaller,
McNally, Millett, Mitchell, More-
shead, Noyes, Page, Payson, Por-
ter, Pratt, Quimby, Richardson, G.
A.; Richardson, H. L.; Sahagian,
Scott, C. F.; Scott, G. W.; Shaw,
Snow, Starbird, Susi, Thompson,
Trask, Tyndale, White, Wood.

NAY—Bedard, Bernier, Bourgoin,
Bunker, Burnham, Carter, Casey,
Coffey, Cote, Cottrell, Crommett,
Croteau, Curtis, Dam, Dudley,
Dyar, Emery, Eustis, Faucher,
Fecteau, Fortier, A. J.; Gauthier,
Giroux, Hanson, Hunter, Jalbert,
Jutras, Kelleher, Kelley, K. F.;
Kelley, R. P.; Keyte, Lawry,
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Lebel, Leibowitz, LePage, Le-
vesque, Lewis, MacPhail, Marquis,
Martin, McTeague, Mills, Morgan,
Nadeau, Norris, Ouellette, Rand,
Ricker, Rideout, Rocheleau, San-
toro, Sheltra, Stillings, Tanguay,
Temple, Vincent, Watson, Wax-
man, Wheeler.

ABSENT-—Benson, Berman, Bin-
nette, Brennan, Carrier, Corson,
Couture, Cummings, D’Alfonso,
Danton, Good, Hardy, McKinnon,
Meisner, Mosher, Ross, Soulas,
Wight, Williams.

Yes, 72; No, 59; Absent, 19.

The SPEAKER: Seventy-two hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
fifty-nine having voted in the nega-
tive, the motion to accept the
““Ought not to pass’ Report does
prevail. It will be sent to the
Senate.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Orrington, Mrs.
Baker.

Mrs. BAKER: Mr. Speaker, I
would ask for a reconsideration
and I would hope that you will all
vote against me.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Orrington, Mrs.
Baker, moves that the House re-
consider its action.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from En-
field, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker, I
ask to table the reconsideration
motion until tomorrow, please.

Mr. Richardson of Cumberland
then asked for a vote on the tabling
motion.

The SPEAKER: A vote has
been requested on the tabling
motion. All in favor of the re-
consideration motion being tabled
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no. The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

52 having voted in the affirm-
ative and 77 having voted in the
negative, the motion to table did
not prevail.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is for reconsidering our
action whereby we accepted the
“Ought not to pass’” Report.

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

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Formerly I did not rise
to debate this bill because I felt
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that it had a referendum -clause
on it and that the people of the
City of Auburn should have the
final say.

I was at that hearing. Yes,
there was some opposition, but the
opposition came from those who
wrote up the Charter two years
previously and they felt that the
Charter should not be changed,
that they had made no mistake.
I know of no Charter adopted by
any city or town that doesn’t have
to be changed in the future, be-
cause they are all making mis-
takes.

In my opinion, the firemen of the
City of Auburn were diseriminated
against in this Charter inasmuch as
they were included in the Charter
for many years without any dis-
cords of any kind, just because
they were making certain demands
to join the union and the writers
of the Charter, which were former
councilmen, objected to the fire-
men. They even went so far as
to propose a call fire department
which was just rejected about a
week and a half ago if you read
the newspapers from Lewiston,

Now 1 feel this is purely a mat-
ter for the City of Auburn to con-
sider. T think an injustice was
done two years ago and I feel
that this House has a chance to
correct this injustice. I hope when
we vote to reconsider that you do
reconsider the matter.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
burn, Mr. Drigotas.

Mr. DRIGOTAS: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
hesitate to rise, I hesitate to have
the people here in this House
feel that there is discord between
the members of the Auburn dele-
gation. As I mentioned once bhe-
fore, the discord it is not between
us but is between certain members
of the delegation and by remarks
made here it is very evident at
whom they are directed. They are
directed at the governing body of
the City of Auburn.

I was the one that sponsored the
Auburn City Charter. I was proud
to do it because the people that
drew up this Charter were repre-
sentative citizens of the City of
Auburn whom I highly respected.
They came from many walks of
life. There were attorneys, there
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were farmers, there were people
who were not college graduates,
they were people with high school
educations.

Two years were spent in draw-
ing up this Charter, drawn up with
the advice of a very competent
city attorney. It was drawn up
with the wise counsel also of the
City Manager of Auburn, Mr. Wood-
bury Brackett, who has achieved
the high honor of being President
of the City Managers Association
of the United States of America,
who has spent perhaps thirty years
in city managership and wupon
whom no reflection should be cast
because there never has been in
the past. And now that I have
expressed my sentiments, I hope
that you will go along with Mys.
Baker’s wish to vote against her
when she moves for reconsider-
ation.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
burn, Mr. Emery.

Mr. EMERY: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I personally sponsored L.
D. 892, and as I stated before I
didn’t agree with the original
form. This redraft would make
sure that the City of Auburn would
have a permanent fire department.
1 have always maintained that a
permanent type of fire depart-
ment is absolutely necessary for
Auburn in this day and age. I
believe that any city in the state
should do away with the concept
of call-force fire departments., In
a day and age when we are having
many types of industry move into
our area, this is an absolute neces-
sity. We are building a new fire
station, a central station, to the
tune of $500,000 this year and I
feel we should staff this with a
permanent department.

Various statements have been
made as to who conducted or
asked for a study to be made of
Auburn’s present type of fire de-
partment and changing it to that
of a callforce. It is my recol-
lection that this proposal came
from the manager’s office. To
clarify my position in respeet to
this proposal, I will state that I
do not, have not, and will not con-
sider this type of call-force feasible
for Auburn.
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As originally presented by me,
892 contained certain stipulations
I could not agree with. Several
issues were the prerogative of the
council to decide, but I still be-
lieve that we should enact an
amendment that would definitely
give Auburn a permanent type of
fire department.

If a callforce type of fire de-
partment were reinstalled in Au-
burn, there would arise serious
repercussions, one, the effect upon
the Lewiston-Auburn mutual aid
agreement. Home fire rates would
rise from 15% to 50% per year as
a result of a lower insurance
classification, and insult{ would be
added to injury in the case of the
manufacturer operating in Auburn.

When I think of fire, I cannot
help but remember the fire in
1933 in a section of the City called
New Auburn. There was $3 mil-
lion worth of damage, there were
2,500 people moved out of their
homes as a result of this fire and
the City in my estimation is just
beginning to recover from that,
and this was in the year 1933 in
May. I move that we reconsider
our action.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Chel-
sea, Mr. Shaw.

Mr. SHAW: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: As
I understand it, the present Auburn
Fire Department is rated the num-
ber two department in the State
of Maine, which is quite an ac-
complishment in itself.

I don’t know if you have looked
at this new draft, but it specifies
how many people will be in the
department, exactly when they
will work, when they will take
their vacations. If we are going
to put legislation like that into a
Charter, we might as well put into
the Constitution of the State of
Maine how many window washers
we are going to use here in the
State House. And I support the
motion of Mrs. Baker.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is the motion to recon-
sider. Is the House ready for the
question? The Chair will order a
vote. Those desirous of reconsider-
ation will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no. The Chair opens the
vote.
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A vote of the House was taken.

34 having voted in the affirm-
ative and 86 having voted in the
negative, the motion to reconsider
did not prevail.

Divided, Report
Tabled Until Later in Today’s
Session

Majority Report of the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs on Bill
‘““An Act relating to Civil Action
for Negligent Misstatements” (H.
P. 898, (L. D. 1159) reporting same
in a new draft (H. P. 1247) (L. D.
1582} under title of ‘““An Act re-
lating to Credit Reports’” and that
it ““‘Ought to pass’

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. TANOUS of Penobscot
KELLAM of Cumberland
CONLEY of Cumberland

—of the Senate.

Messrs. NORRIS of Brewer

COTE of Lewiston

COX of Bangor

CUSHING of Bucksport

WHEELER of Portland

—of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘‘Ought not to
pass’ on same Bill.

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Mrs. BAKER of Orrington

Mr. SHAW of Chelsea

—of the House.

Reports were read.

(On motion of Mrs. Boudreau of
Portland, tabled until later in to-
day’s session pending acceptance
of either Report.)

Mrs

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Com-
mittee on Legal Affairs reporting
“‘Ought not to pass’” on Bill “An
Act relating to Civil Service Com-
mission in City of Auburn” (H. P.
1000} (L. D. 1302)
Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:
Messrs. TANOUS of Pencbscot
KELLAM of Cumberland
—of the Senate.
Messrs. COX of Bangor
SHAW of Chelsea
CUSHING of Bucksport
BAKER of Orrington
—of the House.
Minority Report of same Com-
mittee on same Bill reporting

Mrs.
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same in a new draft (H. P, 1248)
(L. D. 1583) under same title and
that it ‘“Ought to pass’’

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Mr. CONLEY of Cumberland
—of the Senate.
Mrs. WHEELER of Portland

Messrs. COTE of Lewiston
NORRIS of Brewer
—of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ban-
gor, Mr. Cox.

Mr. COX: Mr. Speaker, I move
the acceptance of the Majority
“Ought not to pass’” Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
burn, Mr. Rocheleau.

Mr. ROCHELEAU: Mr. Speak-
er, may I have this item tabled
for one legislative day?

Thereupon, Mrs. Baker of Or-
rington requested a vote on the
tabling motion.

The SPEAKER: A vote has been
requested on the tabling motion.
If you are in favor of this matter
being tabled you will vote yes; if
you are opposed you will vote no.
The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

44 having voted in the affirm-
ative and 76 having voted in the
negative, the motion to table did
not prevail.

Thereupon, the Majority ‘‘Ought
not to pass’’ Report was accepted
and sent up for concurrence.

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Com-
mittee on State Government on
Bill ‘““An Act Increasing the Sal-
aries of Justices and Judges of
the Supreme, Superior and District
Courts” (H. P. 258) (L. D. 334)
reporting same in a new draft
(H. P. 1249) (L. D. 1584) under
same title and that it ‘“‘Ought to
pass”’
Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:
Messrs. WYMAN of Washington
BELIVEAU of Oxford
LETOURNEAU of York
—of the Senate.
MARSTALLER of
Freeport
WATSON of Bath

Mr.
Miss
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Messrs. RIDEOUT of Manchester
D’ALFONSO of Portland
—of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting ‘Ought not to
pass’’ on same Bill.

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. DENNETT of Kittery
STARBIRD of Kingman
Township
DONAGHY of Lubec
of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Xit-
tery, Mr. Dennett.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr. Speaker, 1
move the acceptance of the Minor-
ity ‘‘Ought not to pass’” Report of
the Committee and would speak
briefly to that motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Kittery, Mr. Dennett, moves
the acceptance of the Minority
“Ought not to pass’” Report.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: This
is a road that I have traveled
many times. This is a road that
in my opinion should at this time
lead to no pay raises for partic-
ularly what I considered well-paid
servants of the State of Maine.
These are the judges of the su-
preme and the superior courts and
the district courts. It would allow,
in general, $2,000 to $2,500 in raises
for these particular persons who
are now getting I believe $15,000
$19,500 and $20,000 per year re-
spectively. These are not, at least
in my opinion, peanuts in regards
to salaries. There is quite a con-
trast between these gentlemen who
are very efficient, who are very
able, who are very capable per-
sons, this I admit. But there is a
vast difference between these
people and the lowly paid em-
ployes of the state who I believe
either got a meager $7 or $9 raise.
This is truly a great contrast,

This whole thing would aad
roughly, in round numbers, $80,000
in more appropriations to the
state. It is very little—it is 8
cents for every man, woman aad
child in the State of Maine, but 8
cents here and 10 cents here and
50 cents here, and we build our-
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selves up into an enormous amount
of money.

I maintain that these justices of
the court are not suffering with
the money that they are getting
and I would hope that in the in-
terest of trying to keep things down
a little in the State of Maine—I
am only trying to be consistent—
that I hope you would go along
with the Minority *‘Ought not to
pass’” Report. When the vote is
taken, I would ask for a division.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Man-
chester, Mr. Rideout.

Mr. RIDEOUT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: In
speaking of traveling the roads, I
seem to be traveling a blind road
today. I find myself again in op-
position to Mr. Dennett.

We have heard testimony fo the
effect that impressed me that
we should raise the pay of these
gentlemen that are on the bench
that we entrust implicitly with
some of the most important de-
cisions that are made in the state.
Now I am in sympathy with Mr.
Dennett on the lower paid people,
I am in sympathy with giving them
a raise too; but I do think that we
owe these people the wages that
are suggested in this bill and for
that reason I hope you will vote
against the motion to accept the
Minority Report and accept the
Majority Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair iec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cape
Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes.

Mr. HEWES: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: ! nave
been voting with the gentleman
from Kittery all morning, but I
am now switching my vote to sup-
port the position of Mr. Rideout,
the gentleman from Manchester.

These judges, in my opinion. are
extremely over-worked and dedi-
cated. They could earn substantial-
ly more in private practice than
they are being paid now. As a
matter of fact, a referee in bank-
ruptcy here in Maine receives
more than the Chief Justice of the
Maine Supreme Judicial Court.
And in my experience with the
superior court judges, one of them
has to have an insulin injection
periodically, a few weeks ago he
had a 300 sugar blood count which
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is extreme and would put many a
man in the hospital. Another time,
another judge, the Honorable Jus-
tice Charles A. Pomeroy, in the
course of his charge to the jury in
a case he was trying he had a mild
heart attack and yet he came back
after seeing the doctor and ac-
cepted the verdict of the jury an
hour or two later.

In short I feel that the judges
are grossly underpaid particularly
when you consider they are the
bulwark of our democratic system
and I urge you vote against the
motion of the gentleman from Kit-
tery, Mr. Dennett.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Au-
gusta, Mr. Lund,

Mr. LUND: Mr, Speaker and
Members of the House: I feel I
would not be living up to my
responsibilities if I did not speak
in opposition to the motion of the
gentleman from Kittery, Mr. Den-
nett. This redraft is a redraft of
the bill which I sponsored before
the Committee and it represents a
substantial reduction in the amount
of pay increase that was provided
in the original bill.

I would simply like to make a
couple of points with respect to
the court system that we have in
the State of Maine. This is one
of the three equal branches and
they of course have no power to
raise their own salary. They are
dependent upon the Legislature
to see that they are adequately
provided for.

We have in the State of Maine I
think what is generally considered
an outstanding judiciary. Our
bench is made up largely of at-
torneys who have been success-
ful in their trial practice and able
to earn annual incomes consider-
ably, I hear someone say double,
I would say double perhaps the
amounts which we are paying
members of the court. I am per-
sonally aware of individuals who
have been considered for the court
who have come from active trial
practices, who have said they re-
gret the circumstances but they
are unable to serve on the bench
because of their financial obli-
gations in raising their families
and putting their youngsters
through college.
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We are fortunate in having a
large number of judges who have
been able to accept the sacrifice
and who are carrying out their
duties.

I would also like to just point
out that today people are inter-
viewing graduates or persons who
are to be graduating from our lead-
ing law schools in this country, and
the top salaries being offered in
our New York law firms are cur-
rently $15,000 per year. Granted
these are for the outstanding
people of their class, but I sug-
gest to you that these judges are
outstanding men.

I would also like to point out
that our cost of living in the State
of Maine as in the rest of the
country has been going up very
rapidly. My recollection is that
the cost of living since the first
of the year has climbed 5%. 1
would suggest that the increases
which are set forth in this bill
here are reasonable and fair un-
der all the circumstances and I
hope you vote against the pending
motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from King-
man Township, Mr. Starbird,.

Mr. STARBIRD: Mr. Speaker
and Memebrs of the House: I rise
in support of my Chairman, Mr.
Dennett, this morning or this after-
noon I should say. I personally at
this time cannot see how we can
afford these raises even if they
are justified, and I have some
doubts in regard to that. I, like
Mr. Dennett, have every respect
for the gentlemen that now occupy
these positions but to plead that
these gentlemen must need this
raise to help put children through

college or to pay their medical
bills I think is somewhat far-
fetched.

There are ordinary people, old
people, sick people of younger
ages that have to use insulin that
are living in my distriect and I
presume in all the districts here
represented and there are people
also that have heart trouble. Very
few of these people are probably
earning in the range of $20,000 per
year. Somehow they have to pay
their own medical bills and prob-
ably these medical bills in many
cases amount to as much as the
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gentleman’s that were referred to
a few minutes ago.

Poor people also would like to
educate their children. Many of
these poor people have children
that are just as well qualified to
go to college, just as well qualified
to occupy positions that require
great ability as some of our
people that earn more, but these
people cannot put their children
through college. These people
cannot educate their children
without help. We know $80,000
doesn’t amount to a drop in the
bucket but referring back to Mr.
Dennett’s argument, a lot of drops
together will fill that bucket and
that is where these drops should
go, to help help our poor people.
I don’t think $20,000 a year puts
the gentlemen in the poverty
bracket by any means.

And speaking as a person who
comes in that poor man’s level,
and since this 5% increase start-
ing the first of the year my salary
hasn’t gone up either. It has
dropped to zero.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Hollis,
Mr. Harriman,

Mr. HARRIMAN: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I have
got to agree with my good friend,
Mr. Dennett from Kittery, that if
we can’t do more than we are
doing for the State employees I
don’t think we should give a higher
percentage to the judges, and if
my memory is correct—and if
anybody in the House knowsg dif-
ferently I would appreciate a cor-
rection, but if my memory is cor-
rect these same judges got $2,000
more in the last special session.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Eliot,
Mr. Hichens,

Mr. HICHENS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I rise in
support of the motion of the gen-
tleman from Kittery this morning
although before the session started
I told the Speaker that I didn't
think I had anything to talk about
today. I will have to apologize for
having to change my mind. As
the gentleman from Hollis has
stated, we raised the pay of these
judges two years ago and after
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the House so voted I talked with
one of these judges who happens
to be a customer of mine and he
thanked me for the raise. I said
I will have to tell you that I voted
against it. He said, well if I had
been in the House as I formerly
was I would have voted against
it also, but I am not going to refuse
the raise because it helps me to
pad a little for the future. So you
know these judgeships that we
have now are almost a reward for
faithful service as attorneys and
lawyers throughout our time serv-
ing the State. He said I can use
this raise along with the other
gentlemen, but we really do not
need it. I do not think they need it
today either.

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

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr., Speaker
and Memberg of the House: I rise
in support of my good friend, Mr.
Dennett. I feel that these people
are well paid and I think that at
the present time we should look
in the direction of those people
who work at Pineland who are
looking to get an extra dollar in
order to feed their families, never
mind sending them to college.

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

Mr. TYNDALE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: It is
with a great deal of reluctance that
I rise in opposition to the motion
of my good friend, Mr. Dennett,
to indefinitely postpone this bill.
In view of the recent news con-
cerning this problem it seems to
me that it would be most bene-
ficial if we kept the salary of our
judges at a high level in order
that we might bring to the bench
the best talent in the legal pro-
fession.

Certainly it seems to me short-
sighted economy to economize in
an area that is so dreadfully con-
cerned with the concept of sec-
tions 1 and 2 of our Constitution
that the rights of the people be
protected. Certainly we legislators
should make this our first concern.
I hope you certainly will vote
against the motion to indefinitely
postpone.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cum-
berland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speak-
er, Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am sure you are some-
what amused to see lawyers seram-
bling to their feet on this par-
ticular bill and you might I sup-
pose erroneously draw the con-
clusion that some of us may have
cases pending before these judges.

To hig credit the Governor of
this State appointed I believe two
vears ago the now junior member
of the Superior Court of the State
of Maine. I believe this judge at
the time of his acceptance of this
appointment was the youngest jus-
tice or the youngest man ever to
have been appointed to the Su-
perior Court. I know from person-
al experience, from knowing him
and having dealt with him in the
really pretty sometimes rough
world of the trial practice, riding
circuit as he does and as all our
Superior Court judges do, he is re-
quired to be away from his home
for weeks on end. He has many
many small children, I forget the
number but it is a good healthy
family, and I have often wondered
how we can expect to draw young,
qualified, competent attorneys to
the bench unless we can pay them
a salary which is at least some-
where near, and it doesn’t any-
where near fully meet, but some-
where near what they could make
in private practice.

Now I know the judge or I be-
lieve I know the judge to whom the
gentleman from Eliot, Mr. Hichens
refers. As a matter of fact I am
sure that I know him and I know
that his view is that a lawyer
after twenty-five, thirty or thirty-
five years of practice on coming
to the fall of this life looks on the
judicial position as a pretty nice
proposition. He gets a retirment
which he has probably like most
of us failed to provide for during
his active years, and that he ap-
proaches this — or at least some
of them do, and I don’t mean to
indict the particular judge involved
who is not on the Superior Court
incidentally, comes to look on this
as sort of a way to live out his
later years in relative comfort.

3079

The real problem is attracting
young men to what I believe is a
real killer job and that is serving
on the Superior Court and hope-
fully then being elevated to the
Supreme Judicial Court of this
State. It is young men such as
these, it is men such as Mr. Jus-
tice Roberts that we need and
must have on the bench if the
people of this State are to receive
the brand of justice worthy of the
name,

It is for this reason, not because
I am unconcerned about Pineland,
not because I am unconcerned
about secretarial staff, persons in
the building next door, it is for
these people for this reason that
we must provide adequate salaries.
I suggest to you that the amend-
ment drastically reduces the
amount requested and I think that
you should vote against the mo-
tion pending and allow this bill
to receive enactment in the House
and take its place on the Appro-
priationg table with the other mea-
sures that are already there.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Kit-
tery, Mr. Dennett.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: Brief-
ly and just one final word. As you
well know I am not an attorney.
I have no cases pending before the
court, but I think I am taking a
greater risk than perhaps any at-
torney who might be inclined to
vote against this bill. Should I
ever appear in any of these courts
taking the stand I do, I am more
or less certain to have the book
thrown at me; but nevertheless I
do. These judges are mostly older
men. They have no children to
educate. If they are sick, if they
are ill, this is something that be-
falls us all in our declining years.

It is fine to say that we must
pay these young men greater sal-
aries. We do not have too many
young men. Usually as formerly
stated this is more or less a re-
ward for service. These lawyers
have built up excellent practices
and I would presume too that they
had a portfolio of pretty close to,
when they go into the judgeship,
close to $100,000. And I don’t think
they are going to suffer any at all.
Most judges really almost fight to
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get on the bench. This is quite a
lot of prestige. This is a high hon-
or, and I don’t think we should be
constantly showering them with
money and to the detriment of
people who are receiving very very
little.

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

Mr. TYNDALE: May we have
the yeas and the nays?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Kennebunkport, Mr. Tyndale,
moves that when the vote is taken
it be taken by the yeas and nays.
For the Chair to order a roll call
it must have the expressed desire
of one fifth of the members pres-
ent and voting. All members de-
siring a roll call vote will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no. The
Chair openg the vote.

A vote of the House was taken
and more than one fifth having
expressed a desire for a roll call,
a roll call was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Kittery, Mr. Den-
nett, that the House accept the
Minority ‘““Ought not to pass’” Re-
port on Bill “An Act Increasing
the Salaries of Justices and Judges
of the Supreme, Superior and Dis-
trict Courts,”” House Paper 2538,
L. D. 334. All in favor of acceptiing
the Minority Report will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no, and the
Chair opens the vote.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Allen, Baker, Barnes,
Bedard, Benson, Berman, Bernier,
Binnette, Bourgoin, Bragdon, Buck-
ley, Bunker, Burnham, Carey, Car-
rier, Casey, Chick, Clark, H. G.;
Coffey, Cote, Crommett, Crosby,
Curran, Curtis, Cushing, Dam,
Dennett, Donaghy, Durgin, Dyar,
Eustis, Evans, Finemore, Fortier,
A. J.; Fortier, M.; Gauthier, Gil-
bert, Giroux, Hall, Hanson, Hardy,
Harriman, Henley, Hichens, Huber,
Hunter, Immonen, Jameson, Ju-
tras, Kelleher, Kelley, K. F.;
Keyte, Laberge, Lawry, Lebel,
Lee, Lewin, Lincoln, MacPhail,
Meisner, Millett, Mills, Mitchell,
Morgan, Mosher, Nadeau, Norris,
Ouellette, Porter, Quimby, Rand,
Sahagian, Scott, G. W.; Snow,
Starbird, Tanguay, Thompson,
Trask, Tyndale, Williams, Wood.
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NAY — Birt, Boudreau, Carter,
Chandler, Clark, C. H.; Cottrell,
Cox, Croteau, Drigotas, Farnham,
Faucher, Fecteau, Foster, Fraser,
Haskell, Hawkens, Heselton,
Hewes, Jalbert, Johnston, Kelley,
R. P.; Kilroy, Leibowitz, LePage,
Levesque, Lund, Marquis, Marstal-
ler, Martin, McNally, McTeague,
Moreshead, Page, Payson, Pratt,
Richardson, H. L.; Ricker., Ride-
out, Santoro, Scott, C. F.: Shaw,
Sheltra, Soulas, Stillings, Susi,
Temple, Vincent, Watson, Wheeler,
White.

ABSENT — Brennan, Brown,
Corson, Couture, Cummings, D’Al-
fonso, Danton, Dudley, Emery,

Erickson, Good, Lewis, McKinnon,
Noyes, Richardson, G. A.; Roche-
leau, Ross, Waxman, Wight.

Yes, 81; No, 50; Absent, 19.

The SPEAKER: Eighty-one hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
fifty in the negative, the motion
does prevail. It will be sent up for
concurrence.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Kingman Township,
Mr. Starbird.

Mr. STARBIRD: Mr. Speaker, [
now ask that we reconsider our
vote on this measure and ask
that you vote against me.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Kingman Township, Mr.
Starbird moves that we reconsider
our action whereby we accepted
the Minority ‘““‘Ought not to pass’
Report. Is this the pleasure of the
House? Al those in favor of re-
considering say yes; those opposed
say no.

A viva voce vote being
the motion did not prevail.

taken,

Divided Report
Majority Report of the Commit-
tee on State Government on Bill

““An Act Revising the Maine State

Personnel Laws” (H. P. 1048)

(L. D. 1376) reporting ‘“Ought to

pass’” as amended by Committee

Amendment ‘“A” submitted there-

with.

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:

Messrs. WYMAN of Washington
BELIVEAU of Oxford
LETOURNEAU of York

— of the Senate.
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Miss WATSON of Bath
Messrs. MARSTALLER
of Freeport
STARBIRD
of Kingman Township
RIDEOUT of Manchester
D’ALFONSO of Portland
DENNETT of Kittery
— of the House.

Minority Report of same Com-
mittee reporting “Ought not to
pass' on same Bill.

Report was signed by the fol-
lowing member:

Mr. DONAGHY of Lubec
—of the House.

Reports were read.

On motion of Mr. Dennett of
Kittery. the Majority ‘‘Ought to
pass’ Report was accepted.

The Bill was given its two sev-
eral readings.

Committee Amendment “A” (H-
467) was read by the Clerk and
adopted and the Bill assigned for
third reading tomorrow.

Divided Report
Report “A” of the Committee
on Legal Affairs on Bill “An Act
relating to Contraets for Class
Pins. Emblems or Photographs’’
(H. P. 822) (L. D. 1061) reporting
“Ought to pass’” as amended by
Committee Amendment “A” sub-
mitted therewith.
Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:
Mr. TANOUS of Penobscot
— of the Senate.
Messrs. COX of Bangor
NORRIS of Brewer
SHAW of Chelsea
CUSHING of Bucksport
—o0f the House.
Report “B” of same Committee
reporting “‘Ought not to pass’ on
same Bill.
Report was signed by the fol-
lowing members:
Messrs. CONLEY of Cumberland
KELLAM of Cumberland
— of the Senate.

Mr. COTE of Lewiston
Mrs BAKER of Orrington
Mrs. WHEELER of Portland

— of the House.

Reports were read.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from Or-
rington, Mrs Baker.

Mrs. BAKER: Mr. Speaker, I
move the acceptance of Report
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“B” “Ought not to pass” and
would speak to my motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Orrington, Mrs.

Baker, moves that the House ac-
cept Report ‘B’ the ‘“‘Ought not to
pass’’ Report. The gentlewoman
may proceed.

Mrs. BAKER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This bill
seeks to restrict severely the
rights of schools and photogra-
phers throughout the state to do
business with respect to yearbook
photography in the manner in
which the business has been con-
ducted for years, not only in this
state but throughout the United
States.

At the committee hearing a
handful of photographers coming
mostly from the Bangor area were
the only proponents and it was
apparent that their support of the
measure was based solely on com-
petitive reasons. As a matter of
fact, the bill stems directly from
a controversy in Bangor arising
out of the selection of an official
photographer for Bangor High
School, a matter which was
straightened out to the satisfac-
tion of all parties concerned by
the school officials of the City of
Bangor.

This whole area is purely a mat-
ter of local concern and the Ban-
gor incideat proves that it should
be handled locally. The proponents
of this Dbill used the word ‘kick-
back’ to substantiate their claims
that legislation is necessary. This
word is not only completely mis-
leading but it is a reflection on all
of the principals and students of
the high schools in the state. The
commeon practice throughout the
country in selecting a yearbook
photographer is to request any in-
terested photographers to submit
bids. Bids are usually submitted
either to the principal or more
frequently to a committee of
students, and in some instances to
the entire studemt class. The con-
tract on which the bids are sub-
mitted requires the photographer
to list his charges to the individual
students in the event they wish to
buy class pictures and the dead-
lines for completion of the work. In
addition the photographer is usual-
ly asked fo agree to furnish free
of charge pictures of the faculty,
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athletic teams, student groups, and
student activities for inclusion in
the yearbook and is asked to
purchase an ad in the yearbook.
This is the so-called kickback.

However, as you can see it is not
a kickback but a part of a freely
negotiated open bid contract and
in effect helps subsidize the year-
book. L. D. 1061 would prohibit
this practice and this means that
the increased cost of the yearbook
will either have to be paid by the
students or the local taxpayers
will have to add more money in
the school budget to make up the
difference. It certainly is hard to
see how a law which can only cause
an inecreased financial burden to
the high school students and local
school budgets is needed at this
time.

As originally drafted, the bill
placed similar restrictions on con-
tracts for school emblems and
rings, but this was amended out
and now deals only with photog-
raphers, which I think clearly
proves that it is purely spite legis-
lation by one group of photog-
raphers against another. There is
not one single state in the entire
country which has such a law on
the books and I submit that we
don’t need it here. I don’t believe
any widespread problem exists in
the selection of school photograph-
ers in the first place but if any
problems do exist, certainly our
local school boards and superin-
tendents of schools can adequate-
ly take care of them, and I would
urge you to support the ‘‘Ought not
to pass’” Report of the Commit-
tee.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman {rom
Lewiston, Mr. Cote.

Mr. COTE: I rise to support the
lady from Orrington, Mrs. Baker.
I have been contacted by several
schools in my area who are
definitely opposed to L. D. 1061.
The Executive Secretary of the
Maine Principals Association ex-
pressed his strong opposition to
the bill at the committee hearing.
The school officials and the stud-
ents like the way they produce
their yearbooks now under the di-
rection of local school authorities
and they do not want to see it
changed.
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There is certainly nothing wrong
with the present system. Anyone
is free to bid for the business and
the successful bidder is chosen by
the school. Yearbooks have been
an accepted part of schiool life for
many many years and the ad-
vantages of having an official
photographer do the work are
obvious. It provides uniformity of
the pictures and the purchase of
an ad and the furnishing of free
activity photos wobviously helps to
finance the entire project. In addi-
tion, the people specializing in this
field are of tremendous help to the
students in producing the year-
book.

It is my understanding that one
of the photographers who appear-
ed in lopposition to the bill is from
Bangor and it probably is his
studio against whom this legisla-
tion is principally directed. He has
built a highly successful business
to the point where he employs
some fifty-five people and is the
official photographer for over a
hundred and twenty-five schools in
Maine, New Hampshire, and Ver-
mont. In addition he is the year-
book photographer for such insti-
tutions as the University of Maine,
Maine Maritime Academy, Gorham
State, Phillips Exeter, Dartmouth,
Brown, Columbia, Yale, Wheaton,
Duke, the University of Michigan,
the University of Akron, North
Carolina State, and many other
colleges throughout the country.
Certainly, if something was wrong
with their method of doing business
they could not have developed such
an impressive list of clients. I
certainly agree that there is no
need for this legislation and I hope
you will not go along with it.

The SPEAKER: The
recognizes the gentleman
Eastport, Mr. Mills.

Mr. MILLS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: You all know the area I
come from and it is a very desti-
tute area. Over the weekend while
I was home I had twelve letters
in opposition to this bill. I won’t
digress on it. I simply support Mrs.
Baker from Orrington.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Marquis.

Mr. MARQUIS: Mr. Speaker,
earlier this morning Mr. Dudley

Chair
from
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of Enfield said that he disliked
special legislation. ZLadies and
gentlemen, I submit to you that
this is about as special legislation
as I have seen as a freshman
legislator this year. This is the
most particular class of legislation
seen before this House. I would
like to ask a question to any mem-
ber of the committee, why is it
that they have only the photog-
raphy business in the L. D. and
not the following items, as was
previously submitted, class pins,
rings, emblems, award Iletters,
diplomas, graduation invitations,
caps and gowns, athletic equip-
ment and also the school milk
program? I further ask if this bill
was not submitted because of a
personal local situation in the
Bangor area, which they can’t
seem to rectify and therefore want
a legislative situation that should
be resolved on the local level and
not here in this Legislature.

I know of no other area in the
state that seems to have this
problem. And since when are we
to get involved in purely local mat-
ters? I therefore ask you ladies
and gentlemen, to reject the Com-
mittee ““A’”’ Report and accept the
Committee ‘“B”’ Report and let us
move on to legislation that truly
deserves our full attention and let
the local matter resolve itself as
all local matters should be re-
solved,

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Orono,
Mr. Chandler.

Mr. CHANDLER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I am
going to make the classic state-
ment, I did not intend to rise and
speak on this matter. However,
the battery of proponents in aid
to Mrs. Baker’s motion is a little
disturbing. Let me take just a
moment and tell you what my
knowledge of yearbook matters is.
I was managing editor of my high
school yearbook and managing
editor of my college year bhook,
and I can tell you ladies and
gentlemen of the House right now
that there is hanky panky in these
yearbook contracts.

One of the areas that the educa-
tional authorities all over the
nation most closely guard is their
somewhat dubious right to enter
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into private enterprise in order to
provide profit for their schools.
This particular piece of legislation
as far as I am concerned is a step
in the right direction toward put-
ting an end to that hanky panky.
There is a large and powerful
lobby of very wealthy photograph-
ers opposed to this piece of legis-
lation.

I submit to you that the speakers
this morning have acted in very
good faith, that they feel that it
is class legislation in order to pro-
tect a minority. You know, I
think we have passed a lot of class
legislation in this session in order
to proteet minorities and I for
one am very proud of it.

I would ask your serioug con-
sideration toward the passage of
this bill and I would ask that you
vote against Mrs. Baker’s motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bangor,
Mr. Soulas.

Mr. SOULAS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am a little confused at
this point. I have only heard from
one side of this argument. I
would hope that somebody would
get up on the other side of the
defending motion and can maybe
enlighten me on what is going on.
I didn’t attend the hearing and I
have only heard the side of the
Report “B’”’. I would like to hear
from someone on Report ‘“‘A’.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bangor,
Mr, Cox.

Mr. COX: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am the
sponsor of thig legislation and re-
marks have been made that this
was a local problem in Bangor.
At the hearing we had photo-
graphers who were proponents of
the bill from all over the state.
We also had opponents from all
over the state. But it is very true
that if you could have heard the
presentation of the representative
of the photographer from Bangor,
who is a very industrious man,
and you could have compared
them with the speeches that we
have had on the Floor this morn-
ing, you would think you were
hearing a replay.
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There is a very serious problem
in this area. One photographer
even came in and proposed an
amendment whereby he would
keep his business in the grammar
schools where he frankly admitted
paying the teachers to administer.
There are kickbacks, as I call
them. These people are going in
and negotiating with young stu-
dents, or they are negotiating with
advisers or principals and they
are buying $1,500 adg or $2,000 ads
that cost anybody else $30 to $50,
and they say they are doing the
students a favor by keeping the
cost of their yearbook down. Well
let’s not be that naive. These
photographers aren’t going into
these schools and losing money.
Of course the local photographer
in most of these towns can’t com-
pete with this. They don’t have
the finances to put $1,500 or $2,000
on the line and wait until the pic-
tures are purchased.

I hope you will support this piece
of legislation and vote against the
gentlewoman from Orrington, Mrs.
Baker.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kittery,
Mr. Dennett.

Mr. DENNETT: Mr. Speaker
and Memberg of the House: I arise
in support of the motion made by
the gentlewoman from Orrington,
Mrs. Baker. 1 arise principally on
a matter that actually I know too
little about, but on the advice and
perhaps the counsel of the faculty
of the local high school in the
Town of Kittery, which is Robert
W. Traip Academy,

I have quite a lengthy Iletter
from them. I will not attempt to
read it all, but I would read a
paragraph which I think might be
quite enlightening, and they go
on to say that, ‘‘Pragmatically I
believe the result of this bill as
law would mean the end of the
yearbooks for Traip and most
schools. These books provide a
valuable training experience for
the staff, pleasant reminders to
the students later as alumni, and
the only practical record of the
school’s extra-curricular activities.
I would appreciate you opposing
this bill.”” I also understand from
my seatmate, Mr. Hichens, that
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the school in his SAD, which is
known as Marshwood High, is of
the same opinion. I hope that you
might support the gentlewoman
from. Orrington, Mrs. Baker.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Orono,
Mr. Chandler.

Mr. CHANDLER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: Let’s
get down to hard, cold, clear-cut
faets for just a moment. The year-
book photographer takes the job
for one primary reason: so he can
sell graduation photos, portraits
if you will, to each individual
graduate. Ladies and gentlemen, I
submit to you that in a poverty
stricken state such as the State
of Maine, when parents by virtue
of the cries of their children are
asked to purchase from fifty to
one hundred dollars worth of por-
traits so that these photos may be
passed among their classmates to
remain in some dusty trunk for
years and years thereafter, that we
are encouraging a system which
is an extreme hardship on the
poor people of the State of Maine.

The yearbook photographer, pri-
marily, once again, takes this con-
tract so that he may sell portraits
to each individual student. This
is the very lucrative, and as far
as I am concerned, great hard-
ship created by him.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Cote.

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: In answer
to the gentleman from Orono, Mr,
Chandler, it was brought out in
testimony that these people could
take pictures for about $3 or $4
a sitting while the private photo-
graphers charge between $5 and
$7. So if that iz not a saving to
the student, I would like to know
what is. It has also been brought
to the attention of the Committee
that nobody was pressured to buy
pictures. If they so wished, they
did. As far as buying some fifty
to a hundred pictures is concerned,
that depends on the popularity of
the individual. When I went to
high school 1 remember buying
five dozen, I think I have got
three dozen left over. Something
like my horoscope of today. But
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sometimes we think we are popu-
lar and we buy quite a few and
sometimes we are not that popu-
lar, we get left with some in our
hands. But that is not here nor
there except that we found out it
was cheaper to buy from a large
outfit than it is to buy from an
individual photographer.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from East-
port, Mr. Mills.

Mr. MILLS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I just
want to remark, I had a commit-
tee of three seniors wait on me
last weekend in opposition to this
bill. Their estimated cost increase
to them this year is 25% to 30%
if this bill is effective.

The SPEAKER: The Chaijr rec-
oghizeg the gentleman from Skow-
hegan. Mr. Dam.

Mr. DAM: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I rise to
support this bill, not from the
point whether it would be cheaper
for the children to have their pic-
tures taken by a private photog-
rapher or from a photographer
that was going around to the
schools making this a business.
What I am opposed to is the same
situation that we had, that we
still have in my district, that of
the photographers sending in their
letters to the school board saying
we will take these pictures for
such and such a price. Our per-
centage of return, or kickback,
which I eall it, to the teachers will
be 15%. The next week in comes
a letter from another group say-
ing that they can do a little bet-
ter. They can give 18 or 20% Kkick-
back to the teachers. My position
I took on this on my board was
that if anybody was going to get
the kickback, let’s reduce the
price of the pictures to the chil-
dren and not let the kickback go
to the teachers.

Now the teachers say they are
doing this, and this is extracur-
ricular work, that they are handl-
ing thig on the side. This is not an
extracurricular activity as far as
the teachers in the school system
are concerned, this is something
that goes with the school system
just as much as anything else. I
mean, when a kid is graduating
from school he has his pieture
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taken: it has been done for years.
So why should the teacher get any
kickback on this? I am definitely
opposed to the kickback business
in any type of work.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman from
Bath, Miss Watson.

Miss WATSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
just like to say in answer to the
charge of the kickback to the
teachers, my father has been a
class advisor at Morse High School
to the seniors for many many
yvears and has dealt with year-
books and he has never received
one penny on a kickback.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Skow-
hegan, Mr. Dam.

Mr, DAM: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: The state-
ment I rmmade of kickback, I made
it very clear that I referred to my
own district of SAD 54. Now this
is @ matter of public record. It is
entered in the minutes of the
meeting of the discussion we had
on the kickback and when you
start giving teachers 15%, 18%
or 20% to handle a job they should
be handling for nothing, this is
definitely kickback and it is a
matter of public record, it is rot
an idle statement.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The pend-
ing question is on the motion of
the gentlewoman from Orrington,
Mrs. Baker that the House accept
Report “B” ‘“Ought not to pass”.
The Chair will order a vote. All
in favor of accepting the ‘‘Ought
not to pass’’ Report will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no. The
Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

78 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 45 having voted in the
negative, the motion did prevail.

Sent up for concurrence.

On motion of Mr. Richardson of
Cumberland,

Recessed until two-thirty o’clock
in the afternoon.

After Recess
2:30 P. M.
The House was called to order
by the Speaker.
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Passed to Be Engrossed

Bill ‘“An Act Appropriating
Moneys for a State Vocational and
Technical Institute in Waterville”
(S. P. 477) (L. D. 1554)

Bill “An Act Altering Formula
for Retirement under State Retire-
ment System’ (S. P. 480) (L. D.
1558)

Were reported by the Commit-
tee on Bills in the Third Reading,
read the third time, passed to be
engrossed and sent to the Senate.

Third Reader
Tabled Until Later in
Today’s Session

Bill “An Act to Provide Pro-
tection for the Consumer Against
Unfair Trade Practices” (H. P.
770) (L. D. 1003)

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

(On motion of Mr, Berman of
Houlton, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and assigned for
later in today’s session.)

Third Reader
Tabled Until Later in
Today’s Session

Bill ‘“‘An Act Establishing a
State-Municipal Government Rev-
enue Sharing Program’ (H. P.
1174) (L. D. 1498)

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

Mr. Snow of Caribou offered
House Amendment “A” and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment ‘“A” (H-450)
was read by the Clerk and adopted.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cum-
berland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speak-
er, Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I would like to direct a
question to the sponsor of this
legislation and -ask whether or not
the grant of monies by the State
to the various towns and munici-
pal governments is to be based up-
on the population factor described
to us the day before, and if this is
true is this going to be based on
the Federal Decennial Census each
time around?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Cumberland, Mr. Richardson
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directs a question to the gentle-
man from Caribou, Mr. Snow, who
may answer if he chooses, and
the Chair recognizes that gentle-
man.

Mr. SNOW: Mr. Speaker, 1 don’t
have the information with me
right now.

Whereupon, on motion of Mr.
Richardson of Cumberland, tabled
pending passage to be engrossed
and assigned for later in today’s
session.

Third Reader
Tabled and Assigned
Bill ““An Act to Extend Registra-
tion Coverage and to Provide In-
creased Feeg in Lieu of Personal
Property Tax on Certain Water-
craft” (H. P. 1236) (L. D. 1569)

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

(On motion of Mr. Kelley of
Southport, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially as-
signed for tomorrow.)

Amended Bills

Bill ““An Act to Authorize Bond
Issue in the Amount of $2,515,000
for the Construction and Improve-
ment of Facilities for the Treat-
ment and Care of the Mentally I,
Mentally Retarded, and the Youth-
ful and Adult Offender at our
Mental Health and Corrections In-
stitutions” (H. P, 311) (L. D. 398)

Bill ‘“An Act to Authorize Bond
Issue in the Amount of $770,000 for
the Construction and Improvement
of Vocational Education Facilities
at Northern, Southern, Eastern
and Central Maine Vocational-
Technical Institutes, and for the
Construction and Improvement of
Education Facilities at Maine
Maritime Academy and the Unor-
ganized Territory Schools and In-
dian Schools” (H. P. 317) (L. D.
404)

Bill ““An Act Revising the Sav-
ings Banks Laws’” (H. P. 1021)
(L. D. 1360)

Were reported by the Committee
on Bills in the Third Reading,
read the third time, passed to be
engrossed as amended by Com-
mittee Amendment “A’’ and sent
to the Senate.
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Third Reader
Tabled Until Later in
Today’s Session

Bill ‘“An Act relating to the
Water and Air Environmental Im-
provement Commission” (S, P.
322) (L. D. 1084)

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

(On motion of Mr. Snow of
Caribou, tabled pending passage to
be engrossed and assigned for
later in today’s session.)

Third Reader
Tabled and Assigned

Bill ‘““An Act relating to Small
Loan Company Licensees” (S. P.
396) (L. D. 1352)

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

(On motion of Mr. Scott of Wil-
ton, tabled pending passage to be
engrossed and specially assigned
for tomorrow.)

Constitutional Amendment
Tabled Until Later in Today’s
Session,

Resolve Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution Providing
for Convening of the Legislature
at Such Times as the Legislature
Deems Necessary (H. P. 21) (L. D.
24)

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

(On motion of Mr. Levesque of
Madawaska, tabled pending final
passage and assigned for later in
today’s session.)

Constitutional Amendmeng
Tabled and Assigned

Resolve Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution to Pro-
vide for Municipal Home Rule (H.
P. 343) (L. D. 451)

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

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Cote.

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
Due to the actions taken here this
morning by killing bills with ref-
erendum clauses on them, which
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in effect is home rule, it seems
to me that this body is not ready
to accept the concept of munici-
pal home rule. Therefore I move
indefinite postponement of Resolve
Proposing an Amendment to the
Constitution to Provide for Muni-
cipal Home Rule, which is' House
Paper 343, L. D. 451.

Whereupon, on motion of Mr.
Levesque of Madawaska, tabled
pending the motion of Mr. Cote of
Lewiston to indefinitely postpone
and specially assigned for tomor-
Tow.

Passed to Be Enacted
Bond Issue

An Act to Authorize Bond Issues
in the Amount of $50,000,000 to
Provide Funds for School Building
Construction (H. P. 158) (L. D.
197)

Was reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed. In accordance
with the provisions of Section 14
of Article IX of the Constitution a
two-thirds vote of the House being
necessary, a total was taken. 102
voted in favor of same and 19
against, and accordingly the Bill
was passed to be enacted, signed
by the Speaker and sent to the
Senate.

Enactor
Tabled Until Later in Today’s
Session

An Act to Create the Mountain
Resorts Airport Authority (S. P.
368) (L. D. 1281)

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

(On motion of Mr. Benson of
Southwest Harbor, tabled pending
passage to be enacted and as-
signed for later in today’s session.

Passed to Be Enacted

An Act to Permit the Payment
of School Construction Aid Upon
the Completion of a Project (H. P.
376) (L. D. 485)

An Act Amending the Sanford
Sewerage District (H. P. 706) (L.
D. 920)

An Act to Provide Funding for
Police Professional Liability Insur-
ance for Maine State Police Of-
ficers (H. P. 855) (L. D. 1097)
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Finally Passed

Resolve in Favor of Matinicus
Isle Plantation (H. P. 1213) (L. D.
1545)

Were reported by the Committee
on Engrossed Bills as truly and
strictly engrossed, Bills passed to
be enacted, Resolve finally passed,
all signed by the Speaker and sent
to the Senate.

Orders of the Day

Mr. Hunter of Durham was
granted unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House.

Mr. HUNTER: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Often in comin’ down here
mornings I ride with my leader,
the gentleman from Lewiston, Mr.
Jalbert, and we part in the ro-
tunda — our compatibility stops
right there — and I noticed that
he goes to the Research office and
then he goes into the Speaker’s
office and other offices of the
hierarchy. But me, I go in and
see Frank Wood and Charlie Ham-
mond in the document room and
then I step across the hallway into
the pages’ office and that’s where
I learn a lot of things from them.
These page boys — if there is any
reason that I don’t come back here
another year, these pages will be
the ones that I miss. They’re quite
knowledgeable kind of people. You
see my policy is never be out after
dark at night and these page boys
they tell me about the various
things and how people live after
darkness comes on.

The other day one of them here
was telling me that when you go
to one of these drive-in theaters
you don’t drive head on, you back
in so that the light of the screen
adon’t botha’ ya. I also have a —
I have also got these boys so that
they talk more like me than I do
myself, T noticed.

But all of it is coming to a pass.
One of our pages is going to get
married this comin’ Saturday and
he’s gonna march down the aisle
with the woman of his choice and
be united in holy matrimony. Now
I don’t know the girl at all, but I
do know that she’s a awful lucky
girl and I wish Bill Dowling here
the most luck that anyone ever
could have in bein’ married. (Ap-
plause)
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The SPEAKER: Thank you,
George, I am sure that the mem-
bers of the House join you in their
best wishes to young Bill.

The Chair laid before the House
the first item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill ““An Act Regulating Snowmo-
biles” (S. P. 455) (L. D. 1501) con-
sideration of which the House was
engaged in at the time of adjourn-
ment yesterday, the pending ques-
tion being passage to be engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizeg the gentleman from Milli-
nocket, Mr, Crommett.

Mr. CROMMETT: Mr. Speaker,
I move that the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Millinocket, Mr. Crommett,
moves that the rules be suspended
for the purpose of reconsideration.
Is there objection?

(Cries of ‘“‘Yes’’)

Suspension of the rules requires
a two-thirds vote. Are you ready
to vote? The pending question is
suspension of the rules. All in
favor of the rules being suspended
will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no, The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

69 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 52 having voted in the
neiglative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Van
Buren, Mr. Lebel.

Mr. LEBEL: Mr. Speaker, am I
in order to present an amend-
ment?

The SPEAKER: The Chair
would advise the gentleman that
amendments are in order,

Mr. Lebel of Van Buren offered
House Amendment “F”’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “F* (H-463)
was read by the Clerk and
adopted.

Mr, Dyar of Strong then offered
House Amendment “C” and
moved its adoption.

Thereupon, House Amendment

“C” (H-434) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bridge-
water, Mr. Finemore.
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Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker,
am I in order to ask a question?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may pose his question.

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr, Speaker
and Members of the House: I
notice they have got an amend-
ment on here that is raising that
fee to $13, one of those Senate
Amendments, and I notice this
Amendment “F’’ is coming back
to the $10 fee again. Does that
make a conflict? One place it
mentions $13, the other $10.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the gentleman that the
Chair is not in a position to make
a declaratory judgment,

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker,
would this be corrected in en-
grossment? Would it be noticed
or picked up?

The SPEAKER: The Chair is
not in a position to determine that.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Cumberland, Mr. Rich-
ardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: As I
understand it, House Amendment
“C” would be in conflict with Sen-
ate ““‘C’’ which is already on the
bill and as to which the House re-
fused the suspension of the rules
for reconsideration and the pos-
sible indefinite postponement. I
oppose House Amendment “‘C”’ and
I would request a division on its
adoption.

The SPEAKER: Does the gentle-
man move indefinite postpone-
ment?

Mr. RICHARDSON: Yes sir, I
move indefinite postponement and
request a division on the motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Strong,

Mr. Dyar.

Mr. DYAR: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: House
Amendment ‘C’”’, to those who

haven’t read it, merely changes it
and takes out the right to use an
unregistered machine on lands
which he has contractual right.
The amendment would change it
so you would have to have a ma-
chine licensed to go onto this con-
tracted land and the only place
you could use an unlicensed ma-
chine would be on lands where you
are domiciled which would be con-
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current with hunting and fishing
licenses and other things of that
nature,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Milli-
nocket, Mr. Crommett.

Mr. CROMMETT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I op-
pose the motion to indefinitely post-
pone House Amendment ““C’’. This,
as explained by Representative
Dyar, this would on land to which
he has a contractual right, applies
to landowners. Now the land-
owners should not expect both ends
and the middle. They have al-
ready passed a liability bill, spon-
sored by the gentleman from Free-

dom, Mr. Evans, and it would
seem to me that this is a fair
amendment.

The SPEAKER: Is the House

ready for the question? The Chair
will order a vote. All in favor of
indefinite postponement of House
Amendment “C” will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no. The
Chair openg the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

60 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 62 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

Thereupon, House Amendment
“C” was adopted.

Mr, Williams of Hodgdon offered
House Amendment ““D”’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “D”
was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the same gentleman.

Mr, WILLIAMS: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: All
this does is bring a couple of dates
into line with the previous measure
in one part and in the second part
says that these hearings shall be
published in a statewide paper, a
paper of statewide circulation. At
the present time they have been
published in the K. J. and up in
our neck of the woods we never
see the K. J.

Thereupon, House Amendment
“D” was adopted.

Mr. Fortier of Rumford offered
House Amendment “E’’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “E’’ (H-438)
was read by the Clerk and adopted.

1 H-435)
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Mr. Crommett of Millinocket
offered House Amendment “B”’ and
moved its adoption.

House Amendment “B’’ (H-333)
was read by the Clerk and adopted.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment ““C”’ and House
Amendmemts uAnl’ an’ uc’,’ an’
“E” and ‘“F” in non-concurrence
and sent up for concurrence.

The Chair laid before the House
the second item of Unfinished
Business:

HOUSE REPORT — ‘‘Ought not
to pass’’ — Committee on Judiciary
on Bill “An Act to Give the At-
torney General Authority to Re-
quire Certain Telephone Records’’
(H. P. 386) (L. D. 496)

Tabled — June 3, by Mrs. Pay-
son of Falmouth.

Pending — Acceptance.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentlewoman from
Falmouth, Mrs. Payson.

Mrs. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I move that the bill be sub-
stituted for the committee report
and request permission to speak
~ to my motion,

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Falmouth, Mrs. Pay-
son moves that the House sub-
stitute the bill for the ‘‘Ought not
to pass’ Report, and the gentle-
woman may proceed.

Mrs. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I am in favor of law en-
forcement and I am happy there-
fore to sponsor this bill. It pro-
tects your telephone credit cards
so that others cannot use it illegal-
ly, thereby putting you in the posi-
tion of paying their telephone bills.

If you are careless about where
you put down your wallet — as
some of us are sometimes — your
credit cards can be extracted even
in your own home. Some time ago
a college student entertained some
of his fraternity brothers at his
parents’ home. One of the boys
stole daddy’s telephone credit card
and passed it around to his friends
at college. The result, before it
could be stopped, daddy had bills
in the thousands of dollars for
calls that went out all over the
United States to the girl friends.
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It is not necessary to steal a
card. Your number alone may be
stolen. Anyone can lounge outside
a public telephone booth. It’'s a
snap to overhear a person’s credit
card number being given to the
operator and then you are free and
clear. Then there is the unauthor-
ized person using your credit card.
During the 103rd Legislature sev-
eral telephone credit cards were
used illegally through the lending
to other people. It cost the State
a couple of thousand dollars.

In Maine the telephone -credit
card problem is more common
than the second category, which
involves organized criminals in
gambling operations. Gamblers de-
pend more on the spoken word
than on the written word. They
prefer a telephone call to a letter.
I would, too, if I were in their
business. This bill has been intro-
duced to reach these illegally oper-
ating people quickly. L. D. 496 al-
lows the Attorney General when
he has complaint to write to a
telephone company to request
records of where calls originated
and where they went to, their
destination. A study of the calls
can reveal a so-called pattern of
calls from which it is possible to
track down the individual making
the calls. This bill does not allow
anyone to learn the contents of
a call. Let me emphasize: anything
said on the phone cannot be ob-
tained.

Because the request of the At-
torney General must be in writing
there is a record of his action
which is the public’s protection
against misuse by the Attorney
General,

At the public hearing before the
Judiciary Committee, the largest
telephone company in Maine testi-
fied in favor of this bill. No op-
position was expressed. This bill
merely speeds up the process of
pinning down the punk. The illegal
operator can be pursued now
through the time consuming sub-
poena process, but that can take
up to two months.

I hope that you too are in favor
of law enforcement and urge you
to viote in favor of the bill and kill
the committee report.

The SPEAKER: The gentle-
woman from Falmouth, Mrs. Pay-
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son, moves that the House sub-
stitute the Bill for the Report.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Houlton, Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I hope you
won’t substitute the bill for the
report. I will try to tell you why
quite briefly.

When the lady from Falmouth
came down before the Committee
on Judiciary, very frankly she
charmed us with her presentation
and we allowed the bill to get out
of committee with some mixed
emotions. But on second thought
we started doing some serious
thinking and when it came back
to the committee, we were more
alert. This actually is one of the
two ‘‘Peeping Tom” bills with
which our committee has been
confronted this rather hectic ses-
sion. And when I give a good
hard look at L. D. 496 today I
would paraphrase the memorable
gentleman from Auburn some
years ago, the Honorable Ben-
jamin Turner, when he said of
one of my respected colleagues,
“How coud such a lovely lady
have such a distasteful bill?”’

Now each member of this Legis-
lature has a credit card and I
think, for the most part, they are
in good hands. I personally sel-
dom use mine and I myself would
not be greatly concerned if the
good lady from Falmouth or some-
one else would check up on whom-
ever 1 called. I was a little sur-
prised last session to learn that
someone, apparently in the Legis-
lature, had charged some of their
calls to my credit card because I
had actually no calls out of ses-
sion after our adjournment, but I
myself really would prefer that
someone use my calls if they
thought that they were necessary,
but 1 don’t think that we should
have this type of snooping legisla-
tion. 1 don’t think it really would
accomplish the purpose for which
it was set forth.

Now I would like each of you to
read the bill which is quite brief,
and it says: ‘‘Whenever the At-
torney General has reasonable
grounds to believe that the serv.
ices of a public utility, subject to
th jurisdiction of the Maine Public
Utilities Commission as defined in
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Title 35, section 15, subsections 17
and 19”’—which I won’t read to
you but which you can find in
your Revised Statutes—‘‘is being
used or may be used for an un-
lawful purpose, he may demand
in writing, all the records in the
possessien of such public utility
relating to such service. Such pub-
lic utility shall forthwith deliver
to the Attorney General all the
records or information in compli-
ance with said demand.”

Now there is absolutely no pro-
tection to the public under such
a bill. The state’s attorney doesn’t
have to go to a judge and justify
getting the telephone records. If
we have people that we want to
trace their telephone calls and
create dossiers on, this would be
a very logical way of doing it
and none of us would know what
would be happening, the public
wouldn’t be protected by any sort
of a court order and for that
reason I hope that you will not
substitute the bill for the report
and when the vote is taken 1
would request a division.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The pend-
ing question is the substitution of
the bill for the report. The Chair
will order a vote. All in favor of
substituting the Bill for the
“Ought not to pass” Report will
vote yes; those opposed will vote
no. The Chair opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

51 having voted in the affirm-
ative and 75 in the negative, the
motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, the ‘‘Ought not to
pass” Report was accepted and
sent up for concurrence.

The Chair laid before the House
the third item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill ‘““An Act relating to Con-
tracts of Loans under Small Loan
Agency Law” (H. P. 622) (L. D.
810)

Tabled—June 4 by Mr.
out of Manchester.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment ““A” (H-406)

On motion of Mr. Gauthier of
Sanford, retabled pending passage
to be engrossed as amended and
specially assigned for tomorrow.

Ride-



3092

The Chair laid before the House
the fourth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

Bill ‘“An Act Establishing the
Municipal Public Employees Labor
Relations Law’ (H. P. 636) (L. D.
824)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Cote of
Lewiston.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment ‘A’ (H-431) and
House Amendment “A” (H-447)

On motion of Mr. Farnham of
Hampden, the House reconsideved
its action of yesterday whereby
House Amendment ‘“A” was
adopted.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentlewoman {rom
Topsham, Mrs. Coffey.

Mrs. COFFEY: Mr. Speaker
could I have that motion tabled?
Representative Ross can’t be here
this afternoon and I would like to
table this for one legislative day.

Wherepon, on motion of Mr.
Rideout of Manchester, retabled
pending adoption of House Amend-
ment ““A’’ and specially assigned
for tomorrow.

The Chair laid before the House
the fifth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

An Act to Correct Errors and In-
consistencies in the Fish and Game
Laws (S. P. 464) (L. D. 1543)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Fine-
more of Bridgewater.

Pending—Passage to be enacted.

On motion of Mr. Porter of Lin-
coln, retabled pending passage to
be enacted and specially assigned
for tomorrow.

The Chair laid before the House
the sixth item of Unfinished Busi-
ness:

An Act Providing for Androscog-
gin County Funds for Child and
Family Mental Health Services (H.
P. 1084) (L. D. 1405)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Marquis
of Lewiston.

Pending — Passage to be en-
acted.

On motion of Mr. Jalbert of Lew-
iston, tabled pending passage to
be enacted and later today as-
signed. (Later Reconsidered)
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The Chair laid before the House
the seventh item of Unfinished
Business:

Bill “An Aect Making Supple-
mental Appropriations for the Ex-
penditures of State Government
and for Other Purposes for the
Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 1970
and June 30, 1971 (S. P. 449) (L.
D. 1483)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Benson
of Southwest Harbor.

Pending — Motion of Mr. Rich-
ardson of Cumberland to recon-
sider failure of passage to be en-
grossed as amended by House
Amendment “B” as amended by
House Amendment ‘A’ thereto.
(H, “B”-L. D. 1542) (H. A" to
H. “B” H-387)

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cum-
berland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker,
in order to put an amendment be-
fore the House for reconsideration
I would ask the tolerance of the
members of the House, we have to
put it in a parliamentary posture
to present the amendment. First
of all, Mr. Speaker, I move the
pending question which is to recaon-
sider.

The pending motion prevailed.

On motion of the same gentle-
man, under suspension of the rules,
the House reconsidered its action
of May 23 whereby House Amend-
ment “B’”’ as amended by House
Amendment ‘“‘A” thereto was
adopted, and on further motion of
the same gentleman, the Amend-
ment was indefinitely postponed.

On further motion of the same
gentleman, under suspension of the
rules, the House reconsidered its
action of May 23 whereby House
Amendment “A” to House Amend-
ment “B” was adopted. and the
Amendment wag indefinitely post-
poned.

‘Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker,
I offer House Amendment ~D’’ to
Senate Paper 449, L. D. 1483, which
is printed and appears on the mem-
bers desks as L. D. 1568 and move
its adoption, and I would speak
briefly to that motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Cumberland, Mr. Richardson,
now offers House Amendment “*D”’
and moves its adoption. The Clerk
will read the Amendment.
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House Amendment ‘D”, being
L. D. 1568, was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may proceed.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker,
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I hope that today we can
accept the amendment and give
the bill its first two readings in
the amended form in order that
we can debate at a later time and
in more detail the gist of the
amendment which is presented. I
do want to say very briefly, how-
ever, that the amendment which
you have before you is the product
of compromise and in my diction-
ary compromise is not a dirty
word. Politics is defined by Web-
ster in two senses: ‘‘Politics is the
art of state government,” and the
second and less flattering defini-
tion of course brings to mind vi-
sions of clouds of smoke in a very
small room and politicians in the
narrow sense trading away the
public interest.

In this instance, the Democratic
and Republican leadership of the
House and Senate met time and
again in order to attempt to work
out a program which would solve
the very real problem that faces
this Legislature, I think the most
serious, most challenging, most
agonizing financing problem that
we have ever had. And in doing
so, we had to rule out certain al-
ternatives. We had to rule out a
number of alternatives, so-called
patchwork tax programs which we
felt were wunacceptable. And in
order to put together a program
that would fund the Part II Budget
at a level which we think is re-
sponsible, yet very substantially
below the recommendations and
requests of the Governor, we have
to be able to generate something
in the area of $42 million worth
of revenue.

Now it ig therefore my job today
to offer to the members of the
House in good -conscience an
amendment with which at the
same time I am not completely
pleased. I have told many of you
individually and I state to you now
publicly that there are many
things in the amendment which 1
don’t care for. There are logical
inconsistencies in the imposition
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of a tax on income from so-called
intangibles while not at the same
time placing a tax on other in-
come. There are inconsistencies in
placing a tax on corporate earn-
ings, profit, and at the same time
not placing a tax on the earnings
of unincorporated businesses, as-
sociations and partnerships. There
is a basic inconsistency in impos-
ing a tax on corporations and not
on individuals. Yet we face a pro-
found and profoundly disturbing
funding dilemma.

1t ig for this reason that I would
hope that we can somehow find
our way through this thicket and
pass this program which is a com-
promise in the finest sense of the
word — a compromise of conflict-
ing views, both as to the scope of
our effort and the type of taxes we
need to pay for them, a compro-
mise which hopefully can allow us
to meet our obligations to the
people of the state, to feel that we
have done the job that hag to be
done, as we see the job.

I, therefore, Mr. Speaker, hope
that we can adopt today as a pre-
liminary matter, House Amend-
ment D,

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

Mr. LEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: As the gentleman from
Cumberland, Mr. Richardson, has
indicated, we have reached that
stage of the game where we must
either agree on a compromise or
go home and do nothing. Now the
word compromise might have
some connotationg as far as some
members of the House are con-
cerned or even some members of
the general public. I would like
to express my feeling in this com-
promise package as really collec-
tive bargaining in the best inter-
ests of the people of our state.

Certainly the gentleman from
Cumberland, Mr. Richardson, has
indicated that he is not all happy
with the collective agreement, and
I may express the same feeling
that T am not always happy with
this kind of settlement. But this,
ladies and gentlemen of the House,
in all sincerity, is truly an agree-
ment that I feel is absolute neces-
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sity for the betterment of state
government in this state.

I say this because failure to do
this at this time, at least give it
its preliminary introductions so
that those of you who might have
some reservations might have a
chance to have a look at it, ex-
amine your conscience, and what
better can be done with it. We
are no perfect, so that is why I
say what better can be done with
it?

I would hope that the members
of this House, the Democratic
members of this House especially
that I am concerned with, that
you examine your conscience and
find out if this piece of legislation
does not become a part of our
laws this year at this regular ses-
sion of the Legislature, what more
irresponsible act would be for us
to do is not to enact a supple-
mental budget and go home and
wait for the turmoil to stir up
amongst the people of our popula-
tion only to stir us into action in
trying to resolve the problems at a
later date, which the areas that
are having problems would even
be magnified and multiplied to a
point of almost complete misunder-
standing.

I would ask and urge every
member of the House today to
give us the sincere support that
we think between the leadership of
both parties that we have bar-
gained in good faith, and this is
not the end to all the solution, but
I have yet to find a session of the
legislature that has been able to
produce the answer to all the prob-
lems in one legislative session.

So therefore I would urge that
every member of this House will
give this its most serious consid-
eration and help support the pass-
age of this document. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Sanford,
Mr. Jutras.

Mr. JUTRAS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am not
rising here today as a maverick
of my party, and I am not arising
to speak in non-cooperation with
the leadership of the other side of
the aisle. I am simply stating to-
day that I think something that
we should be very careful to—yes,
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I will. agree with the Minority
Leader, this is the time to examine
our consciences, and I think we
have so much on our conscience
right now that it will probably take
a little more time, I think it
would be wise for us to cool it a
little bit and possibly go home
and come back when it ig a little
cooler in the season in October
and pass the Part II Budget.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Cum-
berland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Predictably,
I asked you to bear with me sug-
gesting or implying that I would
be brief and I now find of course
that I can’'t be.

I want to indicate to several
people, I had discussed this both
today in the terms of I think some-
thing along the line of going along
with) ug in the first two readings—
and I had somehow mentally
turned off the current and I did not
realize of course that the bill to-
day before you, the question, is
passage to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment
“D’’; and therefore I want to re-
lease any of you who made a com-
mitment to go along with me to-
day on the grounds that you are
going to vote against it on third
reading because there won’t be a
third reading, it is engrossment to-
day. And it was a very tempting
thought to allow that to happen
and then apologize later, but I
don’t want to do it that way.

The bill, if it is passed to be en-
grossed today, will go to the Sen-
ate where a number of amend-
ments will be necessary to put in
the additional portions of the pro-
gram that the Republican and
Democratic leadership feel is
necessary. It will then come back
to us and at that time we can
make any further amendments in
the basic package that we want
to. Let me say this finally, and
I know you have perhaps read it
in the papers somewhere, but I
think that the legislative record
of this session should contain this
statement.

In the last session of the Legis-~
lature, plagued by dissent and
shot through with bitterness, when
I went home on July 7, I carried



LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, JUNE 5, 1969

away some very unhappy feelings,
unhappy memories, about some
of the association that I had had
with the members of the leader-
ship of the other party. This ses-
sion, the one thing that I know I
am going to take away from this
session is a feeling of real respect
and real genuine friendship for
those of the opposite number who
have worked with us to try to
work this program out.

If vou reject the program I am
sure that I won’t take it ag a per-
sonal affront and neither will the
gentleman from Madawaska, Mr.
Levesque. The program does rep-
resen; though, in the sincerest
terms I can possibly express, it
does represent a conscientious best
effort to answer an agonizing prob-
lem. For that reason I ask you to
vote for the engrossment of this
bill in this amended form.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston., Mr. Jalbert.

Mr, JALBERT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: The
measure that is before us today,
if one would understand the ex-
planation of it, calls for the ori-
ginal $34,129,000 in Part II. It
would give the $900,000 necessary
for the interest on the $22,000,000
bond issue, which is the money
we owe the towns and cities and
must pay them by law. It also
concerns itself with the bond in-
terest and retirement. It would
keep the sanatorium in Fairfield
open for the commitment we have
made for at least one year, It
gives to the state employees from
$7 to $9. It gives $300,000 for some
overtime pay — time and a half
pay — and it gives $367,000 to re-
duce the working program at our
correctional institutions from 48
hours to 44 hours. It also gives us
an opportunity to better meet from
the $7 to $9 the request of the
state employees.

Angd skipping, it also gives raise
changes to the Mental Health and
Correctional institutions who work
directly with the mentally ill and
retarded.

In a Democratic caucus, which
is open to the public anyway, and
open to the press, I asked those
who would work at the Mentally
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Retarded institutions for double the
salary that was presently given
them to raise their hand and not
one hand rose. It would give grade
changes to psychologists and
physiotherapists, which means
continuation of accreditation. It
means naturally more money for
L.D.’s which can be brought down
in future amendments, it means
educational subsidy rises to the
cities and towns. It means also
a tax package.

Now my very good friend from
Sanford, Mr. Jutras mentions that
we could cool off and then come
back later on and do our job. The
state employees are not waiting
that long. The state employees in
our mental institutions are not
waiting that long. And I don’t
blame them,

The reliefs that we are giving
to our poor, to our handicapped, to
our dependents, cannot wait that
long; specifically the ADC Pro-
gram. By Federal law we could
stand to lose federal funds The
programs that we have instituted
in other departments cannot wait
that long. Certainly all of the
students cannot be turned away
from our Orono campus and also
our Portland and also our Au-
gusta campus. And I could go on
and on for what cannot wait that
long.

But thaf is not my real purpose
for opposing the thinking of going
home and coming back. Because I
know it has been a long trial with
me, of two years ago, when I
stood here with a few stalwarts
begging the leadership of both par-
ties to go along with the one-half
cent package, telling them that
they would come back and do the
very same thing that I was asking
them to do in June—exactly what
happened seven months later, it
cost the State $9 million in revenue,
a great percentage of it from out-of
state because we did not take ad-
vantage of that year’s tourist sea-
son and certainly the season of
our ski problem during the pro-
gram in the summer.

We did come back, dusted off the
half cent bill that I had, put an-
other name on it without a word
of debate, enacted it, having lost
all of that money. And as far as
I am concerned I shall vote—I
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shall stay here and I shall vote for
a package along this line. If we
come back I shall vote for no pack-
age and when I am going to con-
sider voting for another package
when we leave here, will be at the
105th Legislature if God permits
me—ang naturally the ballot box
has a little something to do with
it, permits me to be back here.
I don’t threaten that—I promise
that.

Way back January 4, 1969, im-
mediately after the Governor’s
message, I predicted this very
situation. I then asked the leaders
to get together. The leaders have
gotten together, both leaders have
said this will be amended anyway
and will come back to us, because
I know and you all know that
somewhere along the line there
will be changes made. But cer-
tainly I for one, in this present
form here, who has hollered loud
and long for the leadership of both
parties to get together, I am go-
ing to indicate something and the
leader of my own party naturally
and the leadership of the opposi-
tion party as well, because of the
job they have done. And I think
certainly here when these people,
the leadership of both parties, of
both brancheg of the Legislature,
get together and come up with a
package that they themselves ad-
mit to be engrossed here and
probably touched elsewhere, cer-
tainly I am going to give them a
vote of confidence today. I am
going to vote yes and when the
vote is taken I ask that it be done
by the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bangor,
Mr. Soulas.

Mr. SOULAS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentleman of the
House: There was a great states-
man once said—“I'm from Mis-
souri, I can’t see the compromise,
show me.”

I just want to read a little
article from the Bangor Daily
News, which goes way back to
February. ‘“How to reduce State
budget. The 104th Legislature has
been presented by Governor Curtis
with a biennial budget totalling
$365 million. This is not just a
record budget — it’s a whooping
budget, an increase of more than
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one third the previous budget of
240 millions, more than one half
is earmarked {or the spiralling
demands of education. The legisla-
tors, elected representatives of the
people and holders of the purse
strings, are duty bound to trim
down the budget to reasonable
size. It won’t be easy and there will
be an anguished howl from special
interest groups, but it must and
can be done.

‘“We recommend the Legislature
extend a freeze for the next two
years. It would bring about a lump
sum savings of 18.3 millions. This
would be greater than receipt from
the half cent increase in the sales
tax. There won’t be any hardship
involved, no reduction in public
services. The department heads
can save money when they have
to, it has been demonstrated time
and time again.”

And I am going to skip a little
bit and get down to the end. “We
realize it is easier to say yes than
no, especially when persuasive and
pressurizing lobbyists are at your
side. But legislators wanting an
easy time of it in Augusta had mo
business being candidates in the
first place. We will guarantee dis-
mayed and indignant constituents
won’'t go easy on legislators who
fail to substantially cut back the
fantastic spending program.”

I personally cannot vote for a
tax that discriminates against a
few. I feel it is everybody’s prob-
lem — everybody receives; every-
body should pay.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman {rom
Skowhegan, Mr. Dam.

Mr. DAM: Mr. Speaker and

Members of the House: I rise only
to make one comment on my good
friend Mr. Jalbert’s statement. To
set the record straight, when he
made that statement — when he
asked the question of were there
any members at the Democratic
caucus that wouldn’t take the job
at twice the price, and he said no
one raised their hands. Well this
was one caucus that I attended
and I want to set the record
straight, that there were two mem-
bers that raised their hand.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Southwest Harbor, Mr. Benson.
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Mr. BENSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
just like to comment on some of
the remarks made by the gentle-
man from Bangor, Mr. Soulas,
and that is on the cutting lof the
budgets.

We have I feel, as a member
of the Appropriations Committee,
done what we had to do to meet
with the approval of the several
philosophies represented there. We
had people, extremely conservative
people, sign the document that is
presently before you and we had
some people I consider to be
reasonably liberal sign that same
document.

We talked about these programs
day after day, week after week,
and we compromised as has the
leadership of both of those parties
compromised on a revenue meas-
ure to pay for it. We compromised
to the point that we felt was a
middle of the road between two
philosophies, and we have present-
ed, just yesterday at a Republican
caucus, item by item the Part II
budget and we asked for questions.
There were questions and answers
of clarification given. As yet we
have not received any new budget
proposal with any considerable cuts
in it.

I teel that the budget that we
are considering is ione that can be
voted on with good conscience by
both parties and I hope that we
will have that vote here today and
continue on with our important
business.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston. Mr. Jalbert,

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker
and Members 'of the House: In
truly apologizing to the gentleman,
my friend Mr. Dam, I would like
to state that I really didn’t see
the two people and if he will
acquaint them to me I think two
out of sixty-four is a very low
average:; however, if he will ac-
quaint them to me Kupalian Hall
has some forty vacancies lof
vegetable people who can’t help
themselves in any direction what-
ever, if he will acquaint them to
me 1 will okay their application.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Brunswick, Mr. McTeague.
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Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: There
are three items in the tax package
excluding the raise in ten cents
a gallon on the beer tax; the major
items in the tax package constitut-
ing about 92% wof it are the corp-
orate income tax and the in-
tangibles tax. It has been said that
there is some discrimination in
each of these taxes. I guess people
that are taxed always feel in a
sense that they are being dis-
criminated against. I feel both of
these are very equitable taxes.
They could use some adjustments
but the ideas behind them are very
good.

Too much of our current state
and local revenue comes from the
sales tax, the real estate tax, and
other forms of taxation which are
characterized as regressive, be-
cause they bear down hardest on
the lower and middle income peo-
ple. I think at least, generally
speaking, the corporate income tax
and the intangibles tax will cause
at least some equitable readjust-
ment in having the upper income
people pay their fair share of the
cost 'of government.

One great advantage of the
corporate income tax is the fact
that it is to the corporation, the
state corporate income tax is a
deduction from their federal corp-
orate income tax. The federal rate
is 48%, so that roughly speaking
each two dollars of revenue we
bring into the state by the corpo-
rate income tax will only cost our
corporations one dollar. I think
that’s a very good deal and good
sense.

In regard to the intangibles tax,
assuming a 5% rate of return on
investmerits in stocks, which is
perhaps a bit high—I think the
average is about 4% % of all the
stocks listed on the New York
Exchange; so assuming a 5% re-
turn a man and a wife could have
$40,000 in taxable stocks, $40,000
in savings accounts which are not
taxable—and part of that 40,000
perhaps in United States defense
bonds, which are not taxable, and
a $20,000 home, for a net worth of
$100,000, before they would pay
one penny under the intangibles
tax.

For these reasons, although per-
sonally I would like to see some
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adjustments in both the intangibles
and the corporate income tax, and
recognizing that taxes are always
disliked, I think of all the forms
of taxation that have been pro-
posed these two are the most
equitable, because they tax those
people that are able to pay.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mada-
waska, Mr. Levesque.

Mr. LEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: A few short and final
words I hope this afterncon re-
garding this document. I think
every member of this House will
very well recognize the fact that
no human being can be perfect
one hundred per cent of the time,
and we don’t at least in the lead-
ership claim that we've got a
perfect document. We are only
trying to assume the responsibility
of giving to the people of the State
of Maine what we think is re-
sponsible under all the circum-
stances, errors included. And cer-
tainly the Appropriations Commit-
tee that made some adjustment in
the Current Services budget and
also in the Supplemental budget
that is presently before us, they
might have felt urged to add more
than they did, or might have had
an urge to stop the elimination of
some of the state employees in
certain areas, or the increasing of
state employees in the Supple-
mental budget.

But ladies and gentlemen, let
me remind you that when the
entire Appropriations Committee
is able to understand and agree
one hundred percent and are in
accord of reporting out a package,
plus the fact that the leadership
of both political parties after iron-
ing out their differences are
also able to agree on a collective
agreement that this is what we
think we should do before we go
home, then I think this Legisla-
ture has accomplished an almost
overbearing burden and I hope
that you will continue your sup-
port for good government in the
State of Maine and support this
document this afternoon so that
we can go home with the reason-
able satisfaction that we have at
least accomplished a reasonable
agreement for the people of Maine.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Cote.

Cr. COTE: Mr. Speaker, I am
going to move for indefinite post-
ponement of House Amendment
“D’” and the reason I am voting
for indefinite postponement is not
because I am against the tax
package, but I am against the
continuous reckless spending that
this Legislature or the so-called
leadership has gone into.

Assuming that we have prob-
lems with the State employees, I
think they should have been taken
care of in the first budget. If we
had done that at the outset then
whatever new taxation we would
have needed we could have used
this type of taxation if it doesn’t
touch the little fellow — but no.
What did we do? We passed a
$277,000,000 budget that hits the
little person all over the place.
We have got all kinds of bills now
pending in this House and in the
other body, again taxing the same
pocketbook, and that is what I am
against. And I don’'t feel that we
should go into the second budget
of $42V% million when we have al-
ready raised the spending in this
state some 35% over and above
two years ago when we were here.
And that is the reason why I
move indefinite postponement of
House Amendment “D”.

The SPEAKER: The Chair ree-
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle
Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Earlier you heard the gen-
tleman from Southwest Harbor,
Mr. Benson indicate that there are
more liberal factions on the Ap-
propriations Committee., The only
thing he didn’t do was name them.
There is no question to whom
he was referring, There is no ques-
tion that I was not satisfied with
the Part II as it came out, but
there is one thing that I have
learned in the three terms that
I have been here, that if you
are not willing to compromise and
not willing to arrive at a final
solution which may not be totally
acceptable to you, then probably
you should never have been here
in the first place. At least this is
what people kept telling me after
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the end of the first session that
I was here, and perhaps they were
right.

Yesterday in caucus the gentle-
man from Madawaska, Mr. Le-
vesque indicated that if he ran
for Governor on the program of
cutting State employees in half
that it is quite possible that he
could be elected Governor on that
basis alone, Unfortunately this is
true because the bdbulk of the
people of this state—or perhaps I
should not say the bulk but I
should say a portion of the people,
do not clearly understand what
they are saying when they say
this. It is very nice to say that
you can cut State employees; it
is very easy to say it, but it is
another thing when you have to
sit on the Appropriations Com-
mittee and you have to try to find
people to remove.

Now I believe that this is the
first time in the history of the
state that an Appropriations Com-
mittee has actually removed posi-
tions from a Part I budget like we
did. I can’t remember the exact
figure but it seems to me around
200 positions that were elimi-
nated. The majority of these of
course were not filled, but approx-
imately 20 of these positions that
will be eliminated come July 1 are
actually positions that are filled
today. This is the first time that
this has ever been done because
the Appropriations Committee
clearly scrutinized every area.

When the gentleman from Ban-
gor, Mr. Soulas indicated that
there had been no compromise, let
me point out this to you. That the
Governor’s budget in the Part II
alone was $83 million; the budget
which came out of Appropriations
Committee was $34 million. That
is quite a compromise. And today
we are talking of a total budget of
approximately $41 million. Even
that is a little bit less than half
of what was recommended by the
Governor,

Now the gentleman from Lewis-
ton, Mr. Cote indicates to you that
we should go home and do nothing.
There should be no increased costs
in government. We can’t kid our-
selves that inflation hits govern-
ment just as much as it hits us,
and if you take a look at the Part
II budget you will find that the two
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major areas where the major in-
creases are, are in, one, Educa-
tion and two, Mental Health and
Correction. Now for those people
who have not been to every State
institution — every mental insti-
tution like the Appropriations
Committee went to this year, I in-
vite you to go to visit the wards
of Bangor State, of Augusta State,
the Boys’ Training Center, the
Women’s Correctional Center, Stev-
ens and in particular Pineland,
and then you ask yourself, how
can we even ask people at times
to do the jobs that they are doing,
much less for the pay that they
are getting? And then you real-
ize that the monies in the Part II
budget should have been there a
long time ago, and I don’t dispute
that, but they haven’t been and
now is the time to do it.

Let us not go home and then real-
ize that we have made a very
serious mistake,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mada-
waska, Mr. Levesque.

Mr. LEVESQUE: Mr. Speak-
er, Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: After the motion that was
made by the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Cote, every session
of the legislature you find some-
thing that kind of shakes you, not
on the face of the earth but al-
most in the earth, I find this mo-
tion this afternoon very disturb-
ing, very disturbing for these mat-
ters that we are seriously consider-
ing this afternoon. When a person
or a member of this House feels
that the operation of government,
as we have tried to agree to, is
in a position that he feels it should
be indefinitely postponed, yet on-
ly by his own legislative record
up to this day, if my memory
serves me correct, has voted pure-
ly and simply for his own selfish
and parochial benefits. I find
this almost unbelievable to under-
stand that a person that is not
willing to vote for a package
would try to impose his own in-
dividual feelings of expression to
the entire members of this House.

His indication that this is com-
pletely too much and foolish spend-
ing is only because he doesn’t
feel that he wishes to look be-
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yond the realm of the horizon
where the rest of the people may
be. And although a person might
might have his own personal opin-
jons, as well he should have, I
don’t feel that this is a motion that
would be proper at this stage of the
game when we are trying to arrive
at a settlement. A person may give
his opinions as to what may be
wrong or give his opinion on how
it can be corrected, but to try to
impose his own personal feelings
by the motion to indefinitely post-
pone on the entire membership of
this House is totally uncalled for.
So I will hope that every mem-
ber of this House will vote against
the meotion to indefinitely post-
pone House Amendment ‘D,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from En-
field, Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I rise
to support the motion of the gentle-
man from Lewiston, Mr. Cote. I
know he has been a long time
around here the same as myself
and we are not going to be told
something that is in our opinion
not true. The gentleman from
Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin has told
you how many men they have cut
off. Now just so that you will
know that I am not entirely stupid,
it may be my clothes or something
make me look that way, but I
know that if we pass this budget,
this Supplement budget, we are
putting to work some 281 people.
Now this morning on the budget
nobody cared to listen to me —
at least they didn’t heed what I
said, in the Highway budget we
put come 20 odd people to work in
the administration. If we accept
this budget we put another 281, if
you want to be exact, on the pay-
roll.

Now my people are opposed to
increasing government and this
is increasing government, there
is no other way out of it, and if
these people that support this cer-
tainly haven’t had their — at
least even one ear turned to the
cries of the public. If they had
they would know better than even
talk about something like this.

Now someone mentioned com-
ing back here in the fall. You can

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—HOUSE, JUNE 5, 1969

come back in the fall if you want
to and I will still be here and I
will still be against it. You come
back two years from now and if
I want to I will still be here be-
cause the people that I represent
support what 1 am telling you and
I will still be back here and I will
still be against expanding state
government by 300 people. Now
this has gone year after year until
we have bullt monstrosities of
buildings on the left of us; on the
right of us we are building one
now. We bought one across the
street; I don’t know where we will
go next, but if we keep hiring 300
people you have got to build build-
ings to put them in; you can’t
put them working in the street.
So this is just the beginning of it.

I certainly support that motion.
I would say a lot more but you
wouldn’t go along with what I am
telling you anyway, but I want to
be on the record so the people
where I come from know where I
stand in relation to expanding
state government. And I will be
back next fall and if I want to be
I will be back two years from now
or four years from now and I will
still feel the same way.

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

Mr. GAUTHIER: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I have
been here since January 1 and it
has been a long session and I don’t
think that we have heard too many
times the word ‘‘economy’”. All
we have heard is taxes, taxes and
taxes. I would like to read to you
an article in Readers’ Digest of
June, this June. *““Taxes Every-
body’s Headache — Taxpayers all
over the United States are show-
ing signs of revolt. More and more
bond issues are being turned down,
School Districts are having to pare
budgets as voters get tough, an
outcry against the constant rise in
property tax is heard almost every-
where. State and local taxes more
than doubled from 1957 to 1967
zooming from $28 billion to $61
billion, and particularly in view of
rising prices generally voters are
not in a mood to put up with
heavier tax burdens.”

In regard to the statement made
a few minutes ago by Mr. Jalbert,
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stating that we are going away
without doing anything for ADC,
before I leave ladies and gentle-
men I would like to leave a few
things that I have in mind for
some time. I had people in my
district call me up on this ADC.
It is very good, there are a lot of
children that need it; but I am go-
ing to tell you one thing right in
here, that there is a lot of them
that are playing a game with this
ADC. Out of a half a dozen, I
would like to tell you of one in-
stance that happened not too long
ago.

This lady called up my office;
she couldn’t reach me, I was here.
She called me on Sunday; she
finally reached me. She says, 1
have six children at home. My
husband has left with a lady that
is getting ADC from the State and
she is also receiving at the present
time $20 a week from the ADC
Department, Health and Welfare;
and also she says, I called up the
Social Worker to find out where
my husband was because this lady
that he is shacking with is receiv-
ing these checks, so apparently the
Social Worker must have known
where she was.

She called up this lady, the So-
cial Worker, and she told her that
this was secret information. This
lady was trying to get back at her
husband to support his six children
because the State didn’t want to do
anything for her, but the one that
was gone the State is backing her.
So the Social Worker told her that
was secret information, that she
couldn’t give her that information
for her to go after her husband.

It is about time that we give
second thoughts, ladies and gentle-
men, to all these things that go on
here.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle
Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Unfortu-
nately there are abuses in every
program. Let me point this out to
yvou, that unfortunately there are
abuses all over in every pro-
gram that we can imagine. But
that there are abuses in our own
lives that we are not too happy
about at times and maybe abuses
among members of the House of

3101

Representatives and among people
from the other body. And so even
though we hold one person up in
ridicule from the ADC program it
can also be pointed out that there
are many people who use this
money faithfully, who need it, and
who would be starving if they
didn’t have it.

In reference to the remarks
made by the gentleman from En-
field, Mr. Dudley, in terms of the
number of new employees that are
being added on as a result of this
Part IT budget, I thought I would
just read off a few and where they
are added on so that the gentleman
would know where they are and if
he would be willing to remove
those additional employees that
would be going there.

23 employees that are being
added on the Part IT budget will
be going to Augusta State Hos-
pital; 19 will be going to Bangor
State Hospital; an additional 26
will be going to Pineland; an ad-
ditional personnel at Governor
Baxter School for the Deaf: an
additional 16 to Baxter School be-
sides the one I have already men-
tioned. Besides that there are 7
that are going to Stevens, an ad-
ditional 27 that are going to the
Men’s Correctional Center in South
Windham; an additional 25 at the
State Prison in Thomaston. Now
you add up these people and you
will find that this accounts for per-
haps 80% of the total number that
the gentleman gave you.

In all the instances that I have
related to you in terms iof the cen-
ters at Bangor, Pineland, Augusta
and Baxter School for the Deaf,
these are employees that we have
no choice about; we have to add
them as a result of the Supreme
Court decision in relationship to
the 40-hour work week. In refer-
ence to the Correctional Centers
let me point this out to you that
when you go to the prison in
Thomaston and you see 30 people,
30 people that have lone person
supervising them during the day,
and that these very same inmates
are in their cells for 16 hours of
every 24 because there is no super-
vision, then someone is lacking in
fulfilling the responsibility towards
these people. And it is time that
we did something about it.
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And so I point out to you that
80% or so — and I haven’t sat
down and figured out the percent-
age, are going to these institutions
that I have read off to you and
they are greatly needed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Cote.

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: I
guess this afternoon I have been
called selfish. I am being spanked
by my leader. Fortunately there is
plenty of room, But I am here to
represent the people of the State
of Maine and the City of Lewiston
and I travel this state quite a bit
because I have several clubs all
through the State which I do busi-
ness with, socially. And every
corner and nook of this state that
I have been in to these clubs they
have all told me — no more taxa-
tion.

If on the first package that we
passed here that we had thought
of this tax package that we have
before us it probably would have
been well and good, but no. As
I said a few minutes ago we taxed
the little people and don’t you be-
lieve that this tax package here
isn’t going to hit the little people
too, because if I owned a corpora-
tion that was being taxed I am
certain that my employees would
probably suffer a little bit by it in
the long run.

And it is with the most sincerity
that I can muster at this time,
as 18 years as a member of this
Legislature, 9 terms, I think I
have learned something; and the
word that was just mentioned a
while ago, economy, I haven’t
heard too too often. I remember
six or eight years ago when there
was an economy bloec formed in
this House and I think the people
of Maine benefited under this econ-
omy bloc. Unfortunately we don’t
have this today. But we have got
to take in consideration what the
people of this state can pay.

I am one who is a friend of edu-
cation. I may not have proven it
by my votes in this House because
I feel that every student that we
educate should be well educated
and we should pay for it. But I
feel that there is a limit. I don’t
feel that we should educate 8,500
children in a state of less than a
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million people at State expense.
I feel that we can go between 4
or 5,000 and give them a good
education and send them out in
the world and let them be good
State of Maine -citizens to help
us in the future.

But we are going over and be-
yond our means and in every de-
partment it is the same way, and I
know we have pressing problems.
I know the problems in the insti-
tutions are the State employees.
But when we came here in January
this is one iof the first problems
we should take care of and under
the budget number one, that is
where we should have taken care
of them and not taken care of
superfluous matters as far as I
am concerned in that budget, and
then come with the second budget
and say that we have got to take
care of the poor State employees.
We have got to take care of the
poor institutions. That should have
been our primary purpose when
we came here January 1, and not
today.

In closing I hope that you under-
stand that I am doing this not
facetiously but with full sincerity
and everything that I have at my
command to help the taxpaver of
the State of Maine.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Skowhegan, Mr. Dam.

Mr. DAM: Mr. Speaker and

Members of the House: I rise to
support the motion of Mr. Cote. I
also rise especially to support the
statements of Mr. Gauthier a few
minutes ago in regard to the ADC
program. There is no doubt in any
of our minds that there are many
people in this state that need this
help, but there also should be no
doubt in anyone’s mind that there
are many many people getting
this help that do not need it.
Now I have had cases I have
been involved in personally where
an ADC recipient has been a ten-
ant of mine. One specific case
that T want to bring to the atten-
tion of the members of this House
that this woman was receiving
ADC. She had two children. She
couldn’t see fit to pay her rent.
When I went to the local case
worker and asked if there was
anything that could be done. ““Ch
no, no, we can’t do anything, We
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don’t have any law that allows
this, nothing to govern this. This
is their money. They can do any-
thing they want.” This same
woman, even though she didn’t
pay her rent, it would be almost
impossible under the law to get
her out of the rent. She saw f{it,
that she didn’t like the idea of
hot water heat, so she had gas
heat put in the apartment. She
rode around all day in a new
convertible that she had bought
while she was receiving State
money. She dressed like a queen
while the taxpayer supported her.

Finally it got to be kind of a
desperate situation, so I asked a
local attorney could he help me.
Well, yes, he thought he could.
So he came down here to Augusta
and he talked with them. He came
back. He says there is nothing I
can do. Well evidently he didn’'t do
anything because she stayed there
and finally she got tired of my
hounding her for the rent and she
moved, but in the meantime I did
receive a bill from the lawyer for
$60 for services. But if this is the
way that we are going to let this
department run and continually
increase their costs, then there is
something wrong with every mem-
ber in this House if they allow
this to be done.

This is one department in the
state right here that needs a gen-
eral housecleaning and it has
needed it for years and now is the
time that it should be started and
we should then go through this
department and straighten it out
and if we do straighten it out, and
if we take these deadbeats that is
receiving this help, if we take
them off the rolls, if we take
these people who are just like a
bunch of leeches living off the tax-
payers of this state, then we will
have money, more than enough
money to take care of everyone
and I say everyone that deserves
help and needs help in this state.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Lew-
iston, Mr. Jalbert.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I
have listened intently to the argu-
ments set forth by several of the
people who have spoken because
the last speaker’s remarks are
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the freshest in my memory. Cer-
tainly I would be one of those who
would be the first one to expend
more funds for more people in-
vestigators and Social Welfare
workers to chase down legally
those who are abusing the Aid to
Dependent Children program, but
I am sure that the gentleman
from Skowhegan would join me in
being the last one who would
necessarily punish the children
who are being fed through these
dollars.

Also the gentleman from Skow-
hegan, Mr. Dam must recognize
the fact that these are federal
standards, and if we don’t abide
by them we lose federal dollars.
In that the people would like to
have home rule, Lord have mercy
on all of our souls if we didn’t
have the federal dollars that we
accept.

As to the remarks made about
the additional employees of 281
it might be well to be remem-
bered that 202 of them are re-
quired by federal law brought
about by the federal mandate as
given us wherein it concerns the
mental institutions on the 40-hour
week basis or else they are re-
quired by federal aid as we are
required to hire extra Social Work-
ers by rederal aid mandate, by a
federal aid regulation, and should
we fail to do this we would put
our federal aid monies which total
millions and millions in jeopardy.

I also would make a statement,
possibly facetiously, to the gentle-
man from Skowhegan, Mr. Dam
and the good gentlemen, both Mr.
Dam and the good gentleman from
Bangor, Mr. Soulas, and my very
dear friend of many many years’
standing whom I might state in
passing that I don’t think this
June in heaven package will af-
fect too many of our employees,
Representative Cote. In any event
I might state that regardless of
that fact, having the roll call on
the closing of the Bath Naval
and Military School; and we don’t
use wampum, we have to use
money, [ see on the roll call here
that the three gentlemen voted to
keep the school open. It is per-
fectly alright with me. I am will-
ing by my vote to pay for their
hills.
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Mr. Dam of Skowhegan was
granted permission to speak a
third time.

Mr. DAM: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: A very
short reply to my good friend, Mr.
Jalbert from Lewiston. If I thought
for one minute that giving more
money here today to the ad-
ministration would make a better
program I would be sure to vote
for it. I do not feel this at all.
I don’t feel that by giving them
more money it is going to be any
better administration of the pro-
gram.

This is my first session here,
but I have no doubt in my mind
that in previous sessions this same
argument has been used before
because I have heard this many
times on the local level where if
you give more money you can
get better administration. I say
if you give more money you can
give more jobs to State workers,
but it doesn’t mean helping the
poor people any more because you
have still got just as many dead-
beats on the rolls that you haven’t
taken off.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman {rom
Portland, Mr. Cottrell.

Mr. COTTRELL: Mr, Speaker
and Members of the House: I
have the greatest respect for the
knowledgeable people on our Ap-
propriations Committee. I am most
appreciative of the arduous work
they have had this session. I re-
spect greatly the abilities of the
leaders of both parties. I can ac-
cept the budget as they have ar-
rived at it because I know it is
the result of great scrutiny. On
the other hand, I think that before
I can vote for a taxation package
which to my perhaps slow tempera-
ment has been vrather hastily
scrambled together without any
hearings and I know that hearings
are not necessarily constitutional,
we do not have to hold hearings,
but before I can vote for this pack-
age I must insist, in my own mind
at least, more scrutiny of our to
me uninvestigated taxable re-
sources,

1 shall vote mo against the in-
definite postponement of this bill,
but I shall not accept this bill to-
day in my vote.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman {from
Lincoln, Mr. Porter.

Mr. PORTER: Mr, Speaker and
Members of the House: About an
hour or two ago I learned with
interest that my Majority leader
was unhappy with this program,
only to be followed by the Minority
leader saying that he was unhappy
with the program. I assure both
gentlemen that they aren’t alone.
I am quite certain that if this
package is passed there will be
a great many people that will be
unhappy.

Now let’s look at that program.
I have two objections to it. First,
I object to the tax. Second, I ob-
ject to the amount. Other than that
I think it is a good document.
Over in Penobscot County I have
a little farm that is beckoning me
and I am finding it very difficult
to stay here. However, I am per-
fectly willing to stay here all sum-
mer and give up my farming if
we can hammer out some sort of
a program, but I have no intentions
of voting for this one.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from

Mr. Speaker,

Bangor, Mr. Soulas.

Mr. SOULAS:
Ladies and <Gentlemen of the
House: I would like to clarify one
point. I have personally visited all
of the institutions under my Com-
mittee. I have found 90% of them
under excellent physical condition.
Those mneeding closing because of
deficiencies I can honestly say
were taken care of by the Ap-
propriations Committee. They
should be commended for their
work. But these institutions still
remaining are in better than
excellent condition. If you have
ever seen the kitchen facilities at
the Boys’ Training Center, and 1
can speak well informed on this
subject because my family has
been in the restaurant business for
over fifty years, the Kkitchen is
capable of serving and taking care
of over 4,000 people if it were
established in any restaurant in
Maine.

And to keep the record straight
I voted for the Part I budget and
also voted to fund it. This budget
I don’t feel is the type of tax to
fund all the additional needs,
should be the responsibility of a
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few. It is the type of tax that I

am against.
The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from

Cumberland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: Very
briefly I want to respond to the
suggestion that this tax package
has been put together in a hasty
fashion. We have reviewed every
conceivable type of tax necessary
to pay for what we believe is a
responsible program for the State.
We have considered and rejected
such things as a tax on domestic
fuel, a tax on services and repairs
to real property, a tax on many
other areas. So it has not been
hastily assembled.

Point number two, if you have
an area, and I am speaking to
those of you who on both sides
of the political aisle say the budget
is too much, you are spending too
much money, you are pouring
money down an administrative rat
hole that will result in no net im-
provement of the lot 'of those whom
we are trying to help. If you have
cuts that you think can be re-
sponsibly made, then propose them.
I suggest to you that it is nothing
less than immoral to simply
castigate the Part II budget, to
say that it is just too much, that
I can’t vote for it, but then not
come forward with a reasonable
and responsible alternative.

Now if you think I am a little
emotional about it, you are right,
because this Part II budget that
was cut from what I considered
an absurd level of $83 million is
now down to an area where I
think it gives us an opportunity
to do the job which we are com-
mitted to do by the oath of office
that we took when we came into
this Hall. Now we can sit here
until next July and we can sit
here until next August and Mr.
Porter’s and my farms will be
high in grass and very low in
vield, and that is alright with me.
But you are not going to avoid
the day of reckoning by voting
against this in the hope that some-
thing more palatable ig going to
come along, because the problem
isn't going to go away. It isn’t
going to go away if you throw up
your hands in despair and run
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home and ask to come back in
October. It is going to be here.
It is here. You have seen these
tax alternatives. We have had
so many lists we are all getting
sick of them and you go through
these lists and come up with a
program, and it is your leader-
ship’s judgement that this is the
program.

Finally, I want to assure the
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr.
Cote, that even though he made
this motion I am still going to buy
his class picture.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Couture.

Mr, COUTURE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I am
to support the motion of Mr. Cote
also because I don’t like the idea
of voting a package. That I don’t
like. Now when we worked in
the Part I budget there were no
packages. We handled them one
by one to increase them. When
we increased the tax it was one
debate; when we increased it on
the cigarettes there was another
one, and they were all taken one
by one.

Now that the end of the session
is coming everybody feels that
everybody’s tired and wants to
go home, they worked on the pack-
age in there to be accepted. Now
there might be some proposals in
there that I would go along with
but there are othens that I will not.
So that would only lead me to vote
against the whole package and 1
certainly am going to support the

indefinite postponement of this
amendment,

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman ftrom

Portland, Mr. D’Alfonso.

Mr. D’ALFONSO: Mr, Speaker,
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I rise with some reluctance
and yet I debated with myself for
some time. Should I remain seated
and take the attitude of the differ-
ent person, and I don’t think at
this time it would be good for me
to lack courage because I do have
something to say and I am not
particularly against the package
and I am not particularly against
the corporate income tax and I
am not really against the intangi-
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bles tax. I do not favor the beer
tax.

We have talked about unhappy
people., I would like to feel this
afternoon at thig late hour that I
represent 47,000 unhappy children.
These are hungry children. I in-
troduced a bill to try to do some-
thing about these 47,000 children
who in our Maine schools go to
school hungry or unfed or un-
nourished and they leave school
the same way. That particular bill
had a $1.5 million price tag. That
particular bill came out of the
Appropriations Committee unani-
mous ‘‘ought not to pass.” Now
these are 47,000 children through
no fault of their own and really
through no fault of their parents,
perhaps with the exception of a
few cases, it almost grieves me to
think that we could turn around
and spend $277 million in Current
Services and $42.5 million in Part
II and not do one single thing for
47,000 hungry children.

Let me give you one example,
and everything I say could very
well be documented, I have a
whole folder here full of informa-
tion, but one example. The child
who held the door as Miss Griney
left was clad in little more than

rags. ‘“‘Did you enjoy the lunch?”’
the child asked . ‘“Yes,” Miss
Griney replied, ‘didn’t you?”’

“No.”" the child said. She hadn’t
taken part in the hot lunch pro-
gram nor had she brought her
lunch nor had she gone home for
lunch. “It isn’t my week to have
lunch.”” the child explained.

I commend the leadership, I feel
empathy with the leadership, 1
think they have done a splendid
job. I don’t want to go home with-
out doing anything. I have visited
Pineland. I have two close friends
who have children at Pineland.
The workers at Pineland deserve
everything they’ve got coming to
them — a raise in pay, better
working conditions, you name it.
It must be so for the Bangor
State Hospital, for the Augusta
State Hospital, for the Men’s
Correctional Institutions. Certain-
Iy they deserve everything. This
is an affluent society. We have a
gross national product of almost
$800 million. We have a gross
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State product of $3 billion. There
is plenty of money here. We can
afford it. And it is a difficult task
to come up with the right answer,

And I am willing to admit that
the leadership working hand in
hand, having ascended the politi-
cal strife which so often consumes
them, has arrived at a reasonable
solution. But in good conscience
and for my own peace of mind,
there are 47,000 children that de-
serve my consideration. Selfishly,
ves, I have been a school teacher.
I have seen the hungry child in
school, I know what it means to
come to school fed, to be able to
eat a hot lunch and go home nour-
ished.

Can you imagine spending over
$150 million within the biennium
for facilities, personal services,
books, papers, desks, typewriters,
to nourish the minds of the chil-
dren and not be willing to spend
$1.5 million to nourish the bodies
of those same children? Where
is the consistency, where is the
compassion, where are we failing?
Is there something wrong with the
system? I suggest there is. There
is something wrong because I sug-
gest that there is an inequitable
distribution of the wealth and the
superabundance in the nation and
in the state.

In the final analysis I will prob-
ably vote for the package as long
as something is done for those
parts of the package that doesn’t
hurt the low wage earner, namely
the increase in the beer tax. But
I wish that something could be
done for these 47,000 children.
They are hungry children.

The most important thing that
education could ever do for any
person is to be sure, as I told
my children, upon entering school
for the first day, my only desire
is that when you come through
that classroom door that you are
a happy <child, and when you
leave this classroom door you are
a happy child. But that is not so
if you come to school hungry.

Is this an emotional appeal? It
certainly is. Do I have any dif-
ferences with the leadership? No
I don’t. Do I think they have done
a good job? I certainly do. Do
I think the members of this House
do a good job? I certainly do. Our
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problems today are complex, they
are profound, but we in due time
always overcome our complex and
profound problems because we
live in a nation where we are
capable of doing that simply be-
cause of the affluence of the na-
tion and the tremendous educa-
tional and social benefits that we
can enjoy. But I only ask and
leave one more thought, a re-
iterated thought, 47,000 hungry
children.

Mr. Levesque of Madawaska
requested the vote be taken by the
yeas and nays on the motion to in-
definitely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr.
Cote that House Amendment ‘D’
be indefinitely postponed. The
gentleman from Madawaska, Mr.
Levesgue moves that when the
vote is taken it be taken by the
yeas and nays. For the Chair to
order a roll call vote it must have
the expresed desire of one fifth
of the members present and vot-
ing. All members desiring a roll
call vote will vote yes, those op-
posed will vote mno. The Chair
opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having ex-
pressed a desire for a roll call, a
roll call was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr.
Cote that House Amendment ‘“D”
to L. D. 1483 be indefinitely post-
poned. All in favor of indefinite
postponement of House Amend-
ment ‘D’ will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no. The Chair
opens the vote.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Berman, Bunker, Clark,
H. G.. Cote, Couture, Cox, Cros-
by. Cushing, D’Alfonso, Dam,
Donaghy, Dudley, Durgin, Emery,
Erickson, Evans, Fecteau, Fos-
ter, Gauthier, Hall, Henley, Hewes,
Huber, Jameson, Jutras, Kel-
leher. Leibowitz, Lincoln, Marstal-
ler, Moreshead, Payson, Rand,
Richardson, G. A.; Ricker, Sa-
hagian. Santoro, Scott, G. W.;
Shaw, Soulas, Tanguay, Temple,
Thompson, Wight.
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NAY—-Allen, Baker, Barnes, Be-

dard, Benson, Bernier, Binnette,
Birt, Boudreau, Bourgoin, Brag-
don, Buckley, Burnham, Carey,

Carrier, Carter, Casey, Chandler,
Chick, Clark, C. H.; Coffey, Cor-
son, Cottrell, Crommett, Croteau,
Curran, Curtis, Drigotas, Dyar,
Eustis, Farnham, Faucher, Fine-
more, Fortier, A. J.; Fortier, M.;
Fraser, Gilbert, Giroux, Hanson,
Hardy, Harriman, Haskell, Haw-
kens, Heselton, Hichens, Hunter,
Jalbert, Johnston, Kelley, K. F.;
Kelley, R. P.; Keyte, Kilroy, La-
berge, Lawry, Lebel, Lee, Le-
Page, Levesque, Lund, MacPhail,
Marquis, Martin, MecNally, Me-
Teague, Meisner, Millett, Mills,
Mitchell, Morgan, Mosher, Na-
deau, Norris, Ouellette, Page,
Porter, Pratt, Quimby, Richard-
son, H. L.; Rideout, Scott, C. F.:
Sheltra, Snow, Starbird, Stillings,
Trask, Tyndale, Vincent, Watson,
Waxman, Wheeler, White, Wil-
liams, Wood, The Speaker.

ABSENT — Brennan, Brown,
Cummings, Danton, Dennett, Good.
Immonen, Lewin, Lewis, McKin-
non, Noyes, Rocheleau, Ross, Susi.

Yes, 43; No, 94; Absent, 14.

The SPEAKER: Forty - three
having voted in the affirmative
and nirety-four in the negative.
the motion does not prevail.

Thereupon, House Amendment
“D” was adopted.
Bill ‘““An Act Making Supple-

mental Appropriations for the Ex-
penditures of State Government
and for Other Purposes for the
Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 1970
and June 30, 1971,” Senate Paper
449, L. D. 1483, was passed to be
engrossed as amended by House
Amendment ‘“D” in non-concur-
rence and sent up for concurrence.

Mr. Richardson of Cumberland
presented the following Order out
of order and moved its passage:

WHEREAS, it appears to the
House of Representatives of the
104th Legislature that the follow-
ing are itmportant questions of law,
and that the occasion is a solemn
one; and

WHEREAS, there is pending be-
fore the 104th Legislature Legisla-
tive Document No. 1568 which pro-
poses in section F thereof the
enactment of a tax on income de-
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rived from certain
and

WHEREAS, the constitutionality
of the proposed tax on income de-
rived from certain intangibles has
been questioned; and

WHEREAS, it is important that
the Legislature be informed as
to the constitutionality wof Section
F of Legislative Document No.
1568; now, therefore, be it

ORDERED, that the Justices of
the Supreme Judicial Court are
hereby respectfully requested to
give to the House of Representa-
tives, according to the provisions
of the Constitution, on its behalf,
their opinion on the following
questions, to wit:

1. Do the provisions of Legisla-
tive Document No. 1568 providing
for a tax on income derived from
certain intangibles violate the pro-
visions of Article IX, Section 8 of
the Constitution of Maine?

2. Do the provisions of Legisla-
tive Document No. 1568 providing
for a tax on income derived from
certain intangibles violate the pro-
visions relating to equal protec-
tion contained in the Fourteenth
Amendment to the Constitution of
the United States and in the Con-
stitution of Maine, Article I, Sec-
tion 6-A?

3. Do the provisions of Legisla-
tive Document No. 1568 providing
for a tax on income derived from
certain intangibles violate the pro-
visions relating to due process con-
tained in the Fourteenth Amend-
ment to the Constitution of the
United States and in the Constitu-
tion of Maine, Article I, Section
6-A?

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Cumberland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker,
I realize that under the rules this
order must lie on the table for one
legislative day, but before the
Chair so orders I would like to
indicate to the members of the
House that some several days ago
we requested an opinion from the
Attorney General with respect to
any legal infirmities or constitu-
tional deficiences in the so-called
intangibles tax. The Attorney Gen-
eral his declined to give an opinion
on this on the grounds, with which
1 agree, that there is insufficient

intangibles;
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precedent for him to decide this
issue.

It is for this reason that this
order would direct the Supreme
Judicial Court of Maine — or re-
quest rather, I think that is the
appropriate phrase, the Supreme
Judicial Court of Maine to render
its opinion on whether or not the
provisions of this flegislative docu-
ment, or particularly the amend-
ment with which we are concerned,
are legal and constitutional. Thank
you.

Thereupon, the Order was tabled
pending passage under the rules.

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

HOUSE REPORT — Committee
on Judiciary on Bill ““An Act Con-
cerning the Adoption of State
Wards” (H. P. 760) (L. D. 980)
reporting ‘““‘Ought to pass’™ as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment ‘“A” H-365 (In House, Re-
port and Bill indefinitely post-
poned) (In Senate, Report accepted
and Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment ““A’")

Tabled — June 4, by Mr. Corson
of Madison.

Pending — Motion of Mr. Ber-
man of Houlton to recede and con-
cur.

The SPEAKER: The
recognizes the gentleman
Portland, Mr. Cottrell.

Mr. COTTRELL: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: An
amendment is being prepared for
this L. D. 980 and I would hope
that someone might table this for
one legislative day.

Whereupon, on motion of Mr.
Berman of Houlton, retabled pend-
ing his motion to recede and con-
cur and specially assigned for
tomorrow.

Chair
from

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

HOUSE REPORT — Committee
on Legal Affairs on Bill “An Act
Amending the Charter of the City
of Portland Relating to Recall”
(H. P. 1040) (L. D. 1365) reporting
“Ought to pass” as amended by
Committee Amendment “A’ (H-
446).
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Tabled — June 4, by Mr, Vincent
of Portland.

Pending -—— Acceptance.

Thereupon, the ‘“Ought fo pass’
Report was accepted and the Bill
read twice.

Committee Amendment “A” (H-
446) was read by the Clerk and
adopted and the Bill assigned for
third reading tomorrow.

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

MAJORITY REPORT (6) —
““‘Ought not to pass” — Committee
on State Government on Resolve
Proposing an Amendment to the
Constitution to Abolish the Council
and Make Changes in the Matter
of Gubernatorial Appointments and
their Confirmation’® (H. P. 1016)
(L. D. 1324) and MINORITY RE-
PORT (4) reporting “Ought to
pass”’

Tabled — June 4, by Mr. Ride-
out of Manchester.

Pending — Acceptance of either
Report.

On motion of Mr. Rideout of
Manchester, the Minority ‘‘Ought
to pass’’ Report was accepted.

The Resolve was read once and
assigned for second reading tomor-
Tow.

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

Bill ““An Act Amending the Fie-
titious Grouping and Rate Filing
Provisions of the Insurance Code’’
(H. P, 1227) (L. D. 1560)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Fraser
of Mexico.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.
Thereupon, on motion of Mr.

Fraser of Mexico, passed to be
engrossed and sent to the Senate.

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

Bill ““An Act to Authorize Bond
Issue in the Amount of $1,900,000
for the Development, Expansion
and Improvement of State Park
and Forestry Facilities and for the
Completion of the State’s Marine
Research Laboratory’ (H. P. 309)
(L. D. 396)

3109

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Bragdon
of Perham.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment ‘A’ (H-429).

Mr. Bragdon of Perham offered
House Amendment ““A’’ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment ‘“A” (H-480)
was read by the Clerk and adopted.

The Bill was passed to be en-
grossed as amended by Committee
Amendment ‘A and House
Amendment “A” and sent to the
Senate.

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

Bill “An Act relating to Posting
Bonds by Defendants under the
Uniform Paternity Act” (H. P. 817)
(L. D, 1056)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Danton
of Old Orchard Beach.

Pending — Motion of Mr. Mec-
Teague of Brunswick to reconsider
passage to be engrossed.

Mr. McTeague of Brunswick
asked consent to withdraw his mo-
tion to reconsider, which the House
granted.

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

MAJORITY REPORT (6) —
“Ought to pass”’—Committee on
Taxation on Bill ““An Act Increas-
ing Certain Motor Vehicle Regis-
tration Fees” (H. P. 326) (L. D.
413) and MINORITY REPORT (4)
reporting ‘‘Ought not fo pass”

Tabled-—June 4, by Mr. Snow of
Caribou.

Pending—Motion of Mr., Dudley
of Enfield to accept Minority Re-
port.

On motion of Mr, Lee of Albion,
retabled pending the motion of
Mr. Dudley of Enfield to accept the
Minority Report and specially as-
signed for tomorrow.

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

Bill “An Act to Grant Adult
Rights to Persons Twenty Years
of Age” (H. P. 1162) (L, D. 1484)

Tabled—dJune 4, by Mr. Rideout
of Manchester,
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Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

On motion of Mr. Corson of
Madison, retabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially as-
signed for tomorrow.

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

Resolve Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution to Reduce
the Voting Age to Twenty Years
(H, P. 614) (L. D. 802)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Rideout
of Manchester.

Pending—Final Passage.

On motion of Mr. Faucher of
Solon, retabled pending final pas-
sage and specially assigned for to-
morrow.

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

REPORT “A” reporting ‘“Ought
to pass’’—Committee on Judiciary
on Bill ““An Act relating to Chari-
table Organization’s Immunity in
Civil Actions” (H, P, 558) (L. D.
739) and REPORT ‘B’ reporting
““Ought not to pass”

Tabled—June 4, by Mr, Berman
of Houlton.

Pending—Acceptance of either
Report.

On motion of Mr. Berman of
Houlton, retabled pending accept-
ance of either Report and specially
assigned for tomorrow.

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

HOUSE REPORT—“Ought not
to pass’—Committee on Judiciary
on Bill “An Act relating to Re-
demption by Owner and Sales of
Tax Acquired Property” (H. P.
816) (L. D. 1055)

Tabled—June 4, by Mr. Foster
of Mechanic Falls.

Pending—Acceptance,

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Bangor,
Mr. Cox.

Mr. COX: Mr. Speaker, I move
that we substitute the Bill for the
Report.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Bangor, Mr. Cox moves that
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the House substitute the Bill for
the Report.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Houlton, Mr, Berman.

Mr. BERMAN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Our real
estate expert of our Committee,
Mr. Foster, has just come into the
chamber, so I would hope that
someone would give him an oppor-
tunity to speak on this matter.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Me-
chanic Falls, Mr, Foster.

Mr, FOSTER: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: This bill
is one concerning itself of course
with where a town or municipality
has acquired title to real estate by
reason of the redemption period
of a tax lien having expired. This
redemption period after a tax lien
is put on runs for a period of 18
months, at which time the title in
theory and in actuality invests in
the town. Heretofore, the town of
course has considered itself the
owner but in no time in my ex-
perience—and they have been for
many years with towns—has a
town ever refused to reconvey to
the owner or the estate or any as-
signee of the owner. Now appar-
ently there must have been some
isolated case which prompted this
bill in the first case where a town
failed or neglected or refused to
reconvey to the owner or some-
body or the heirs and so forth.

Now I am speaking now for
small towns. It has been an ac-
cepted fact for many years that
the simpler you get proceedings
for towns to acquire title to prop-
erty and put themselves in the
position where it is of some value
and they can dispose of it, either
return it back to the owner or dis-
pose of it by some other means,
simplicity has been a watch word.
I even remember back in the thir-
ties when we had the old fashioned
and long forgotten tax deed, so-
called. They were so complicated
that no town ever got a good tax
deed and no town could ever sell
one. It wasn’t worth a cent a cart-
load.

But in the forties the legislature.
in its wisdom and perhaps brought
on by necessity, did a great re
view job in the way of simplifying
this. Now over the years since
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then a town hasn’t found any dif-
ficulty in getting a good tax lien,
something that would be saleable
if the owner for any reason—some-
times they just abandon it and go
to other parts unknown, or some-
times they think that perhaps the
property tax isn’t worth it and
they don’t do anything about it. I
have never known of a case where
a town ever sold property to a
third person unless first having
given an opportunity to the owner
to first but it back. In fact I have
known situations where a town
would even take small payments
on account over a period of
months or years in order for an
owner to buy his property back.
Now there has been amendment
prepared to this which doesn’t
correct it any. In many respects
the amendment adds to its com-
plexity. It provides that the tax
has to be $150. Now the original
tax, the cost of the lien and the
interest is figured as a part of the
$150. Well that would mean of
course you have two classifica-
tions: anything under $150 you
would pursue the sale of property
or disposing of it after the 18
month period elapsed, in the same
old way that you did in former
years or as you would today.
Then you would of course have
a situation where you are one
cent over the $150, you have to
give public notice by newspaper
three consecutive weeks, you would
have to post for sale in three pub-
lic places before the time would
eliminate or bar the original own-
er from his right of reconveyance.
And now you could have a situa-
tion where one day it would be
149.99. If you proceed under the
old way, the next day it would be
$150. If you proceed under the new
way, nobody would ever know
when they got a tax deed whether
it was any good or not. There
would be no way of knowing on the
register of deeds—and I do many
titles for various instituitons—and
I am sure we would find that a
very complex thing and a very con-
fusing thing to be confronted with.
You would know whether the
town had followed all this prereg-
uisite of a good deed, conveying
a good title. You would never
know if they had posted it in the
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three public places. There is no
way of showing that the three post-
ers were in actual public places,
and any one of those little things,
any flaw, the deed would be de-
clared null and void. T can see
here a situation where nobody
would know whether they had title
or not. There would be no way of
determining it. Nobody would
know four years ago if you posted
a sign on somebody’s barn door
in the country or somebody’s kit-
chen door or what have you, and
it would be impossible to estab-
lish the fact that all the prereq-
uisites had been conformed with
and complied with.

And so it seems to me that we
have been getting along so well
for so many years, after so many
years of confusing and frustrating
and complex methods that we
lived under back in the thirties,
when taxes would accumulate for
many years and the town would
be willing to take one tenth of
them we will say and quit claim—
but not now. It is a different situ-
ation, The town has something to
sell. The town in my experience—
and it has been quite broad in this
field—have never refused to re-
turn that property to its owner,
and it seems to me you are trying
to correct one error or one fault
or one wrong and you could be
creating a hundred errors twice
as bad.

So I just haven’t been able to
see it. I have tried to. Brother
Cox and I have talked about this
and 1 for one would like to see
any improvement, but it doesn’t
seem like an improvement to me.
Perhaps 1 may return to this mike
after he has talked on it. I'd be
glad to and perhaps between the
both of us we can enlighten you.
So at the moment, I will wait and
see what my colleague has to say
in this respect as far as it being
an improvement over the present
situation.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ban-
gor, Mr. Cox.

Mr. COX: Mr. Speaker and La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
I realize it is late in the afternoon
and I won’t take a great deal of
your time. This bill was presented
to the Judiciary Committee and I
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was the spounsor and the only pro-
ponent, and there were no oppo-
nents. But of course the Judiciary,
in their great wisdom, have de-
cided that this is not so good a
piece of legislation.

Now as to the title to real es-
tate that Mr. Foster talks about.
He knows as well as I, as well
as most every person in this room,
that a tax title isn’t worth the
paper it’s written on anyway.
There is not a bank in this state
that I know of who will lend you
money on a tax title or tax deed
or a town deed, whatever you want
to call them.

There is no great burden on the
town as Mr. Foster would have
you think. There was a provision
in the bill whereby as soon as the
town moves to clear the title, and
there is a special inexpensive pro-
vision already in the statute, as
soon as it moves to clear this title,
then the notice of sale and the
right of redemption is foreclosed.

Mr. Foster tells you that he
knows of no abuses where the
town has refused to sell back to
the original owner. Ladies and gen-
tlemen, I tell you as a fact, I
know of at least three towns where
the selectmen were selling all the
tax acquired property to their
relatives. I know of one situation
where there was a contract for the
sale of a piece of real estate and
the amount was $5,000. The taxes
against the real estate were $212.
They went to the town in order to
get a quit claim deed and pay the
taxes, and they said, “No, we will
sell you the property for $5,000.”
Now if this had been the case, if
they had had good title, it would
have been one thing, but we would
have had to go right back to the
original owner and pay them $5,000
also.

This I maintain is an abuse.
There are other cases which any
real estate broker or any attorney
or anybody who has dealt ex-
tensively in property can tell you
about. I urge you to substitute the
bill for the report and the amend-
ment which I will offer truly, as
Mr. Foster says, does not cure
the objections that he has to the
bill. It is I think a techniecal mat-
ter that should be cleared up by
an amendment. Thank you.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from
Mechanic Falls, Mr. Foster.

Mr. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: There is one thing that
arouses me at the moment: if the
tax title isn't any good, who in
heaven’s name can demand $5,000
for it? If the tax title is no good,
it will remain with the original
owner.

I will suggest, however. what
we do—he is correct in saying
that the bank will not accept it but
I know—and I was probably the
first one in Androscoggin County
to ever use the law on the books
that we have—you can bring an
action as simple as bringing an
action on an auto accident to per-
fect the title on a tax deed. That
is after it has been gotten. But
there is always many flaws. You
have got to prove every step
of the way. For instance if one of
the assessors, we will say—the
title was three years ago—there
wasn’t any evidence that he had
taken his oath of office, if you
could show he didn’t take an oath
of office, every assessment is void.
That is why the banks won’t take
title; because he might be bhuying
a loss or buying a situation where
they would have to go in and prove
all these things, and they just don’t
have to do it.:

But it doesn’t change the situa-
tion one bit. To me, if any town
official ever did that, I would
discipline him at the ballot box,
actually its a place where a gentle-
man like that can be treated. And
they should be treated if this hap-
pened more than one time. But we
never had it over in my area of
the state. And actually we are get-
ting into a situation where there
is no end to the trouble that this
could bring about.

Now I haven’t any question but
what my colleague represents
perhaps bigger towns than I do
where he comes from. But a small
town, they don’t hire a lawyer.
The city has city solicitors. They
hire them and pay them so much
a year. Towns don’t and these
selectmen all throughout the State
of Maine, they have been doing
their own legal work for twenty
years and will continue on doing
it. They probably would never be
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aware of any change in this law
and will continue on doing it the
way they did five years ago.

And then you can see that the
number of little towns we have,
all the trouble, all the legal in-
volvements and the entanglements
that they could get in mnocent'ly,
and as I said, I can see nothing
but chaos in the whole thing. And
the more I think of it, the worse
the bill becomes to me. So I hope,
unless there is some proof, some
compelling reason for a change —
it has been working so well for so
long — unless there is a com-
pelling reason for a change, for
heaven's sake, let’s leave well
enough alone instead of going out
and borrowing trouble for all those
poor—as has been said once be-
fore in this House within a couple
of dayvs—underpaid selectmen that
are donating their time, let’s not
get them involved in new sets of
Iaws that they don’t know anything
about at all. .

So 1 hope you do not substitute
the bill for the report. We went
over it thoroughly. There wasn’t
any shallow thinking on my part,
I assure you, Before this was done,
I would like to have done and been
friendly. As a matter of fact I have
talked with my colleague about
some other means of accomplishing
what he would like to accomplish.
But we didn’t resolve anything. It
certainly hasn’t been shallow think-
ing. 1 am concerned deeply with
it. I am involved deeply with it
because I do have many towns
over i my little area, and I just
hope we don’t have this added
burden that this would throw and
thrust upon us. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Houlton, Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I will try
to be very brief. When this matter
came before our committee, I was
really quite sympathetic to the
problems posed by the gentleman
from Bangor, Mr. Cox. This matter
was assigned to our real estate
expert, Mr. Foster, and he brought
to our attention many of the
problems that would be created
if I or some of the other members
of the committee would adopt Mr.
Cox’s point of view.
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Now I would say to you very
frankly that there is a very simple
solution to this problem from a
legal point of view. If you pay
your taxes, you are not going to
be involved.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Eastport, Mr. Mills.

Mr., MILLS: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Being a member of a city
council, a question has been raised
here that I would like to have
clarified and that is the fact that
a quit claim deed, as I understand
the phrasing, is not worth the
paper it is written on.

I am wondering if there is any
member of the Judiciary that
would explain to me why it is not
worth the paper it was written on,
when a city or town has achieved
this paper through the municipal
procedure in our courts?

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Mechanic Falls, Mr. Foster.

Mr. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: The statement just made
couldn’t be more wrong. A quit
claim deed, the only difference
between a quit claim deed and a
warranty deed is that with a war-
ranty deed you go back and war-
rant a title to every predecessor
in title, everybody that ever owned
it before you, you guarantee in
warrant that he had good title.

Now if you do have good title,
your quit claim deed warrants that
there was no lien or incumbents
put up on it during the time that
you held it, so that there is a
warranty. I can suggest that not
but a few years ago a million and
a half dollar transaction took place
in my little town over the mill and
we used a quit claim deed because
we were satisfied, everybody was
satisfied that the title was gocd.
Many of our last transactions are
quit claim deeds.

This is what I think Mr. Mills
is talking about, is where you have
acquired a tax title by virtue of a
tax lien and that is in event, and
what the town does then, they
merely ~— we usually called them
a release {ransfer, quit claim, or
release usually written on it and
they merely transfer to any buyer
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what right if any they have. Now
if there is a flaw in their title or
if they didn’t do something they
should have, they haven’t given
any title at all. So you don’t find
too many people out rushing or
running around trying to buy tax
acquired property; at least I
haven’'t seen it and I have been
around quite awhile. I just haven’t
run up against that sort of thing
at all. I hope I have answered the
question.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Bridgewater, Mr. Finemore.

Mr. FINEMORE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I don’t
like to get in with the lawyers, but
I would like to tell Mr. Cox that
just a few short years ago I sold
quite a junk of wild land to what
then was the Penobscot Purchasing
Company and six hundred and
some acres that land was bought
on a tax deed from the Town of
Bridgewater and they had their
best lawyers search it and they
bought that land and paid me for
it.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The
question before the House is on
the motion of the gentleman from
Bangor, Mr. Cox, that the House
substitute Bill “An Act relating to
Redemption by Owner and Sales
of Tax Acquired Property,”” House
Paper 816, L. D. 1055, for the Re-
port. The Chair will order a vote.
All in favor of substituting the Bill
for the Report will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no. The Chair
opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.

38 having voted in the affirma-
tive and 59 having voted in the
negative, the motion did not pre-
vail.

Thereupon, the ‘““‘Ought not to
pass’” Report was accepted and
sent up for concurrence.

The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston Mr. Jalbert.

Mr, JALBERT: Mr, Speaker, I
would ask unanimous consent to
take from the table a matter tabled
earlier by me in the day, item 6
on page 13, An Act Providing for
Androscoggin County Funds for
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Child and Family Mental Health
Services.

The SPEAKER: The Chair un-
derstands that the gentleman from
Lewiston Mr. Jalbert, requests
unanimous consent to take up out
of order, item 6 on page 13 of your
House Advance Calendar, which
was tabled and later today as-
signed, An Act Providing for An-
droscoggin County Funds for Child
and Family Mental Services, House
Paper 1084, L. D. 1405, tabled
June 4 by the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Marquis, pending
passage to be engrossed. Is there
objection to taking this up out of
order? The Chair hears none. It
is being considered.

‘On motion of the same gentle-
man, under suspension of the rules,
the House reconsidered its action
of May 29 whereby it voted to re-
cede and concur in passage to be
engrossed and in adoption of
Senate Amendment “A”.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker,
I now move that we indefinitely
postpone Senate Amendment “A”
and I would like to speak in expla-
nation very briefly to my motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert, now
moves the indefinite postponement
of Senate Amendment “A’’ and the
gentleman may proceed.

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: This
amendment does not take the
money out of the bill, giving funds
to the Child and Family Services
in Androscoggin County. It merely
was an attempt to change, to put
into the rules of the charter of the
Child and Family Services, some
stipulations. After discussing this
with several more learned people,
I checked and left it with the At-
torney’s General office, which is
the reason why there has been a
delay on this measure, and I got
my reply this afternoon.

“Dear Representative Jalbert:

You have asked if Senate
Amendment A, to L. D. 1405, An
Act Providing for Androscoggin
County Funds for Child and Fam-
ily Services is permissible legisla-
tion.

The corporation affected is the
Lewiston-Auburn Catholic Bureau
of Social Service, Inc. It wag in-
corporated in ’51 under Chapter 50
of the Laws of Maine then in force.
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Therefore, because the legislature
may not by statute amend the
structure or purposes of a private
corporation, Senate Amendment
A, above identified, constitutes an
unconstitutional attempt to change
the structure of the corporation.
Yours very truly,
(Signed)
JAMES S. ERWIN
Attorney General

Mr. Speaker, I now move the
indefinite postponement of Senate
Amendment “A”.

Thereupon, Senate Amendment
“A” was indefinitely postponed
in non-concurrence and the Bill
passed to be engrossed as amended
by House Amendment “A” in mon-
concurrence and sent up for con-
currence,

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

Bill “An Act to Make Allocations
from the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Game Receipts for
the Fiscal Years Ending June 30,
1970 and June 30, 1971” (S. P. 478)
(L. D. 1557) (In Senate, passed to
be engrossed)

Tabled — June 4, by Mr, Martin
of Eagle Lake.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

The SPEAKER: The <Chair
recognizes the gentleman from

Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I now present House
Amendment “A” to L. D. 1557 and
wish to speak to my motion.

Thereupon, House Amendment
““A’” (H-472) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may proceed.

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: To my
knowledge this bill, making allo-
cations for the Department of In-
land Fisheries and Game, marks
the first time that the Legislature
will make allocations with ‘that
particular dedicated revenue. I
I happen to be a believer that the
Legislature itself should make
allocations with dedicated revenue
rather than let each department
that has that revenue do as it so
wished.

In looking over the bill, as a
member of the Appropriations
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Committee, I came upon a section
7 which dealt with additional fed-
eral funds and found that if Con-
gress should act after we go home
and this becomes law, that if
Congress should appropriate or
allocate more money to Maine,
the Department of Inland Fish and
Game would have to go find pri-
vate funds to match federal funds.
So what I have done is removed
entirely section 7 and replaced it
with another section which says
in effect, “That if federal funds
should be made available to the
State of Maine over the next bien-
nium, that funds could be allocated
and expended upon the recommen-
dation of the Commissioner, with
the approval of the Governor and
Council.” I have ispoken with
members of the Committee on In-
land Fish and Game and they con-
cur with my amendment.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I would
move for its passage.

Thereupon, House Amendment
“A” was adopted. The Bill was
passed to be engrossed as amended
in non-concurrence and sent up for
concurrence.

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

SENATE REPORT —Committee
on Labor on Bill ““An Act Provid-
ing Notice or Severance Pay by
Employers” (S. P. 156) (L. D. 474)
reporting ‘“Ought to pass’” as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment ‘A’ S-184. (In Senate, Report
accepted and Bill passed to be en-
grossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment “A’’)

Tabled — June 4, by Mr, Le-
vesque of Madawaska.

Pending—Motion of Mr. Durgin
of Raymond to indefinitely post-
pone Report and Bill,

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mada-
waska, Mr. Levesque.

Mr. ILEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I certainly hope that the
members of this House will vote
against the motion to indefinitely
postpone as the majority of the
members of the Labor Committee
supported this document. I think
that it is a very fine document and
will serve well both the employer
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and the employee under circum-
stances that are other than regular
circumstances.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bruns-
wick, Mr. McTeague.

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: Yes-
terday on this bill we had a letter
read to us that raised some ques-
tion regarding the Committee
Amendment to the bill, which
makes it only apply to employers
of one hundred or more.

1 would like to describe in a
short time to the House the con-
siderations which led the Commit-
tee to put this amendment on. We
have had one very bad experience
in the Town of Lincoln with the
closing of the major employer in
the town. This affects, not only
adversely the people directly af-
fected, the employees and their
dependents, but also the whole
community.

The Committee felt that the sit-
uation was somewhat different
when a major employer in a town
closes than when a small employer
closes. For example, in the City
of Portland, if an employer that
only employed ten or fifteen men
closed, there would be no problem
both because the number of peo-
ple involved itself would be small
and because due to the size of the
city, the small number of men put
out of work, they would readily be
able to find other work. But there
is a different problem when we
deal with the closing of a major
plant and this is particularly sc in
a town that is not so big as the
City of Portland. It brings an ex-
ample before us in recent times
such as the Town of Lincoln. The
situation there with which we are
all familiar from this paper arti-
cle, is indeed tragic, and as I
understand it, there was absolutely
no notice at all given by this em-
ployer to the employees or to the
town’s people to enable the em-
ployees perhaps to gather in some
more savings, to begin thinking of
what else they can do for work
and to enable the town officials
and the officials of the chamber of
commerce and that type of body
to plan for the tragedy that struck
their town.
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In the City of Bath we have had
another tragedy. It was smaller,
but the people affected were hurt
just as bad. If I recall correctly,
over 200 men were let out of work
with no notice by the Hyde Wind-
lass Division of the New Bath In-
dustries Corporation.

The Committee was concerned,
without imposing any undue bur-
den on small employers, to do
something about this when a trag-
edy strikes a town that is of large
size. We set on a figure of 100, I
guess it could have been 99, but
there was a reason to use a figure
around 100. We figured this was a
pretty fair sized employer when
you got to that size.

Last night I spent a little time
seeing if the courts would uphold
using a distinetion of this kind as
a distinction based on numbers.
They will in some cases and won’t
in others. But it definitely is not
a simple straightforward matter as
gresented in the letter read yester-

ay.

The Supreme Court of the United
States has upheld differing regula-
tions for hotels regarding safety.
fire and sanitary regulations ac-
cording to the number of rooms in
a hotel. In that case, as the case
of Miller vs. Stahl, 239 U.S. 426.
It is late and I won’t go into the
other cases, but there are plenty
of cases upholding this type of dis-
tinction.

The only ones who could oppose
this law, which either requires
four weeks notice or in lieu of
notice severance pay according to
a fixed schedule, are really those
who are planning to either close
their plants or to move them out
of the state. The men who have
worked long and hard for these
companies and the communities
that have supported these com-
panies deserve this protection.

I therefore hope that you will
vote against the motion to indef-
initely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ray-
mond, Mr., Durgin.

Mr. DURGIN: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: I hate to go back over this
again, but on March 11, 1969 the
Labor Committee let this bill out
of committee with an 8 to 2
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“ought not to pass.” I was one of
the signers of ‘“‘ought not to pass.”
Subsequently this bill went back
to the Committee, an amendment
wag placed on the bill by the Com-
mittee.

Now I am amazed to discover
this afternoon again that we have
two learned gentlemen in the pro-
fession of law who are in disagree-
ment. The letter from the Attorn-
ey General’s office, it was quite
plain to me that the amendment
was unconstitutional. It makes no
real difference to me, if you feel
this is right then you will vote
against my motion for indefinite
postponement; if you feel it is
wrong. you will vote for indefinite
postponement. I have always felt
that maybe it would be interest-
ing to see what would happen if we
passed something that was uncon-
stitutional.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cum-
berland, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker,
I support the motion of the gentle-
man from Raymond, Mr. Durgin
to indefinitely postpone, because
1 believe that the amendment is
an unreasonable, arbitrary and
capricious selection of a certain
class of employers for treatment
under this perhaps desirable — I
am not sure, perhaps desirable
law.

And | say it is legally unreason-
able. arbitrary and capricious, and
I don’t think that there is any
other basis upon which you can
say that you can make a logical
distinction between this group of
employers and employers of less
than the required number.

When the vote is taken, Mr.
Speaker. 1 would request a divi-
sion

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Bruns-
wick. Mr. McTeague.

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr., Speaker
and Members of the House: I
would hope to stay out of this mat-
ter because we are dealing with a
severance pay bill and not the
qualifications or accuracy of any
advice rendered by an agency
outside the Legislature. Perhaps the
bill will go down the drain today at
any rate, but I think this needs
to be said. In my opinion, and I
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have read the letter, I had the
courtesy of having received a copy
yesterday, although it was not
brought to the attention to my
knowledge of any member of the
Labor Committee over the four or
five months that we considered
this bill — but in my opinion this
two page document, which -cites
a volume called ‘“American Juris-
prudence,” which is a standard
and somewhat superficial text, and
it cites only one section. It utterly
ignores the section of American
Jurisprudence called Section 508.
It looks at one section and not
the other. It is an example of very
shallow legal research. I recognize
that these gentlemen are hard
pressed and funds are limited, but
I had hoped that on other mat-
ters, and I trust that we are to
be in the benefit of more thorough
and scholarly legal advice, and 1
hope that in the case of any legis-
lation which is passed by this Leg-
islature.

I recall being the sponsor of one
bill, incidentally, that came up
about two weeks ago, with the At-
torney General, or his assistant 1
should say, the Attorney General
apologized for this matter, but
where an assistant from that de-
partment issued not a legal opinion
but an opinion regarding the ad-
visability of legislation {rom a
point of view of policy.

I hope when these matters on
which these opinions have been ex-
pressed, and I commend the At-
torney General for disassociating
himself with that expression of
opinion on policy by one assist-
ant, but I hope that when and if
any of these matters go to the
Court, and I trust, that the At-
torney General’s office which is
to defend legislation passed by
the Legislature will do so.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
order a vote. Is the House ready
for the question? The pending
question is the indefinite postpone-
ment of both Report and Bill “An
Act Providing Notice or Severance
Pay by Employers,’”” Senate Paper
156, L. D. 474. If you are in favor
you will vote yes; if you are op-
posed you will vote no. The Chair
opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken.
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50 voted in the affirmative and
45 voted in the negative.

Whereupon, Mr. Martin of Eagle
Lake requested a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin re-
quests that the vote be taken by
the yeas and nays. For the Chair
to order a roll call it must have
the expressed desire of one fifth
of the members present and voting.
All members desiring a roll call
vote will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no. The Chair opens the
vote.

A vote of the House was taken,
and more than one fifth of the
members present having expressed
a desire for a roll call, a roll call
was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Raymond, Mr.
Durgin that L. D. 474 be indefinite-
ly postponed. If you are in favor
of indefinite postponement you will
vote yes; if you are opposed you
will vote no. The Chair opens the
vote.

ROLL CALL

YEAS — Allen, Baker, Barnes,
Benson, Bragdon, Bunker, Burn-
ham, Carey, Clark, C. H.; Curtis,
Donaghy, Durgin, Dyar, Erickson,
Farnham, Finemore, Hall, Hardy,
Harriman, Haskell, Hawkens, Hen-
ley, Hewes, Hichens, Huber, John-
ston, Kelley, K. F.; Lee, Lincoln,
Lund, MacPhail, Marstaller, Mec-
Nally, Meisner, Millett, Mores-
head, Mosher, Norris, Page, Pay-
son, Porter, Pratt, Richardson,
G. A.; Richardson, H, L.; Rideout,
Scott, G. W.; Shaw, Snow, Stillings,
Thompson, Trask, White, Wood.
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NAYS — Bedard, Berman, Ber-
nier, Binnette, Birt, Boudreau,
Bourgoin, Carrier, Carter, Casey,
Coffey, Cornson, Cote, Cottrell, Cro-
teau, Curran, Cushing, Dam, Dri-
gotas, Eustis, Fecteau, Fortier,
A. J.; Fortier, M.; Foster, Gauth-
ier, Giroux, Hanson, Heselton, Jal-
bert, Kelleher, Kelley, R. P.; Kil-
roy, Laberge, Lawry, Lebel, Le-
Page, Levesque, Martin, Mec-
Teague, Mitchell, Morgan, Nadeau,
Sahagian, Sheltra, Starbird,

Temple, Tyndale, Vincent, Wax-
man, Wheeler,
ABSENT — Brennan, Brown,

Buckley, Chandler, Chick, Clark,
H. G.; Couture, Cox, Crommett,
Crosby, Cummings, IrAlfonso,
Danton, Dennett, Dudley, Emery,
Evans, Faucher, Fraser, Gilbert,
Good, Hunter, Immonen, Jame-
son, Jutras, Keyte, Leibowitz, Lew-
in, Lewis, Marquis, McKinnon,
Mills, Noyes, Ouellette, Quimby,
Rand, Ricker, Rocheleau, Ross,
Santoro, Scott, C. F.; Soulas, Susi,
Tanguay, Watson, Wight, Williams.

Yes, 53; No, 50; Absent, 47.

The SPEAKER: Fifty-three hav-
ing voted in the affirmative and
fifty in the negative, the motion
does prevail,

The Report and Bill were in-
definitely postponed in non-con-
currence and sent up for concur-
rence,

(Off Record Remarks)

On motion of Mr. Richardson of
Cumberland,

Adjourned until nine o’clock to
morrow morning,



