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LEGISLATIVE RECORD — HOUSE, JUNE 7, 1983

HOUSE

Tuesday, June 7, 1983

The House met according to adjournment
and was called to order by the Speaker.

Prayer by the Reverend William Smith of the
Windsor Memorial Baptist Church.

The journal of yesterday was read and
approved.

Papers from the Senate
Reports of Committees
Unanimous Leave to Withdraw

Report of the Committee on Health and In-
stitutional Services reporting “Leave to With-
draw” on Bill “An Act to Establish a State
Administered Program of General Assistance”
(S.P.274) (L. D. 841)

Report of the Committee on Health and In-
stitutional Services reporting “Leave to With-
draw” on Bill “An Act to Improve the
Administration of the General Assistance Pro-
gram” (S. P. 275) (L. D. 842)

Were placed in the Legislative Files without
further action pursuant to Joint Rule 15 in
concurrence.

Divided Report

Majority Report of the Committee on Trans-
portation reporting “Ought to Pass™ as
amended by Committee Amendment “A” (S-
179) on Bill“An Act to Permit the Use of Modu-
lating Headlights on Motorcycles™ (S.P.519) (L.
D. 1540)

Report was signed by the following members:
Senators:

DANTON of York
DIAMOND of Cumberland
EMERSON of Penabscot
— of the Senate.
Representatives:
NADEAU of Lewiston
CARROLL of Limerick
CAHILL of Woolwich
THERIAULT of Fort Kent
MACOMBER of South Portiand
McPHERSON of Eliot
REEVES of Pittston
CALLAHAN of Mechanic Falls
— of the House.

Minority Report of the same Committee re-
porting “Ought Not to Pass” on same Bill.

Report was signed by the following members:
Representatives:

STROUT of Corinth
MOHOLLAND of Princeton
— of the House.

Came from the Senate with the Majority
“Ought to Pass™ as amended Report read and
accepted and the Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amendment “A”
(S-179)

In the House: Reports were read.

On motion of Mr. Theriault of Fort Kent, the
Majority “Ought to Pass” Report was accepted
in concurrence and the Bill read once. Com-
mittee Amendment “A™ (8-179) was read by the
Clerk and adopted in concurrence.

Under suspension of the rules, the Bill was
read the second time and passed to be en-
grossed as amended in concurrence.

Non-Concurrent Matter
Later Today Assigned
Bill“An Act to Provide Equitable Health Care
for Alcoholism and Drug Dependency Treat-
ment” (H. P. 623) (L. D. 775) on which the Ma-
jority “Ought Not to Pass” Report of the
Committee on Business Legislation was read
and accepted in the House on June 1, 1983.
Came from the Senate with the Minority
“Ought to Pass”in New Draft (H. P. 1293) (L. D.
1714) Report of the Committee on Business
Legislation read and accepted and the New
Draft Passed to be Engrossed in non-concur-
rence.
In the House: Mr. Brannigan of Portland
moved that the House recede and concur.

On motion of the same gentleman, tabled
pending his motion to recede and concur and
later today assigned.

Non-Concurrent Matter
Later Today Assigned

Bill “An Act to Increase the Minimum Wage”
(H. P.884) (L. D. 1138) on which the Minority
“Ought to Pass” as amended Report of the
Committee on Labor was read and accepted
and the Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amendment “A” (H-
262) in the House on June 1, 1983.

Came from the Senate with the Majority
“Ought Not to Pass” Report of the Committee
on Labor read and accepted in non-concur-
rence.

In the House: On motion of Mrs. Mitchell of
Vassalboro, tabled pending further considera-
tion and later today assigned.

Messages and Documents

The following Communication:

State of Maine
Supreme Judicial Court
Portland, Maine 04112
June 6, 1983

The Honorable John L. Martin
Speaker of the House
State House
Augusta, ME 04333
Dear Mr. Speaker:

Acting pursuant to the provisions of section
3 of article VI of the Maine Constitution, the
Justices of the Supreme Judicial Court here-
with submit their response to “House Order
Propounding Questions of the Supreme Judi-
cial Court” adopted on May 26, 1983.

Sincerely yours,
S/VINCENT L. McKUSICK
ANSWERS OF THE JUSTICES

To the Honorable House of Representatives
of the State of Maine: )

In compliance with the provisions of section
3 of article VI of the Constitution of Maine, we,
the undersigned Justices of the Supreme Judi-
cial Court, have the honor to submit the follow-
ing responses to the questions propounded on
May 27, 1983.

QUESTION NO. 1: Do the differing limita-
tions in House Paper 11, Legislative Document
7 (Exhibit A) on the contributions of individu-
als and corporations to political committees
participating in a bond issue or referendum
election deny equal protection of the laws to
individuals in violation of the Constitution of
Maine, Article I, Section 6-A, and the Constitu-
tion of the United States, Amendment XIV?

We decline to answer Question No. 1 since it
is our conclusion that L. D. 7 (111th Legis.
1983), if enacted, would be unconstitutional
for the reasons set forth below in our answer to
Question No. 2.

QUESTION NO. 2: In light of the fact that
Maine law pertaining to elections, Maine Re-
vised Statutes, Title 21, section 1, et seq., con-
tains no limitation on the amount of money
individuals or corporations may spend directly
in promoting or opposing referendum or bond
issues, in the event that the Legislature found
that the initiative referendum, people’s veto,
legislative referendum and bond issues refer-
endum processes were being corrupted, were
in danger of being corrupted or appear to have
been corrupted by great disparities in spend-
ing between proponents and opponents of
measures submitted to the citizens of Maine for
consideration, would enactment of House
Paper 11, Legislative Document 7(Exhibit A)
limiting the contributions of individuals and
corporations to committees participating in
such referendum elections unconstitutionally
abridge the freedom of speech of individuals or
corporations in violation of the Constitution of
Maine, Article I, Section 4, and the Constitution
of the United States, Amendment I?

Because it our opinion that L. D. 7, if enacted,
would violate individual and corporate rights
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of association and free expression guaranteed
by the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution, as made applicable to the states
through the Fourteenth Amendment, we
answer Question No. 2 in the affirmative.

Three opinions of the United States Supreme
Court control the resolution of the issue
presented.

In Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the
United States Supreme Court invalidated
those provisions of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 that imposed limitations on
the dollar amount an individual or group could
expend on a political candidate for federal
elective office. The Court held that limitations
on expenditures placed “substantial and direct
restrictions on the ability of candidates, citi-
zens, and associations to engage in protected
political expression, restrictions that the First
Amendment cannot tolerate.” Id. at 58-59. In
the same opinion, the Court upheld that por-
tion of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971! which imposed limitations on the dollar
amount an individual, group or other business
entity could contribute to any political candi-
date or to that candidate’s election committee.
In sustaining the limitation on contributions to
political candidates, the Court created a nar-
row exception in recognition of the unique
threat to our system of representative demo-
cracy posed by individuals who contribute
large amounts of money “to secure a political
quid pro quo from current and potential office
holders.” Id. at 26-27.

In First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti,
435 U.S. 765 (1973), relying on Buckley, the
United States Supreme Court struck down
state legislation that prohibited corporations
from making any contributions or expendi-
tures for the purpose of advocating views on
ballot measures. The Court held that a state
could not prohibit corporations any more than
it could preclude individuals from expressing
their political views in the context of a referen-
dum or initiative measure. In so holding, the
Court noted that: “Referenda are held on
issues, not candidates for public office. The risk
of corruption perceived in cases involving
candidate elections. .. simply is not present in
a popular vote on a public issue.” Bellotti, 435
U. S. at 790 (citations omitted).

Most recently, in Citizens Against Rent
Control/Coalition for Fair Housing v. City of
Berkeley, California, 454 U.S. 290 (1981), the
Supreme Court confronted the very question
now before us. In City of Berkeley, the Court
held that a municipal ordinance that placed a
$250 limit on contributions to committees
formed to support or oppose ballot measures
violated the rights of association and expres-
sion guaranteed by the First Amendment to
the United States Constitution.? The Court dis-
tinguished Buckley as having identified “a sin-
gle narrow exception to the rule that limits on
political activity were contrary to the First
Amendment.” City of Berkeley, 454 U. S. at
296-97. That exception relates to the percep-
tion of undue influence on a candidate. Quot-
ing Buckley, the Court stressed that:

[T}he concept that government may restrict
the speech of some elements of our society in
order to enhance the relative voice of others is
wholly foreign to the First Amendment, which
was designed “to secure ‘the widest possible
dissemination of information from diverse and
antagonistic sources, and to assure unfettered
interchange of ideas for the bringing about of
political and social changes desired by the
people.’ " Id. at 295-96 (quoting Buckley, 424
U. S. at 48-49 (citations omitted) ).

Like the municipal ordinance at issue in City
of Berkeley, L. D. 7 is directed exclusively at
limitations on contributions with respect to
political referenda and other such measures.
It is our opinion that City of Berkely is disposi-
tive of the present question and that L. D. 7, if
enacted, would violate individual and corpo-
rate rights of association and expression gua-
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ranteed by the First Amendment to the United
States Constitution. In view of this conclusion,
it s unneeessary to consider whether L 1L 7
wotld violate article I section 4 of the Consti-

tation of Maine, Dated: June 6, 19823,
Respectfully submitted
S/VINCENT L. McKUSICK
Chief Justice
S/EDWARD S. GODFREY
S/DAVID A, NICHOLS
S/DAVID G. ROBERTS
S/GENE CARTER
S/ELMER H. VIOLETTE
S/DANIEL E. WATHEN
Associate Justices

1. Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
86 Stat. 3, as amended by the Federal Election
Campaign Act Amendments of 1974, 88 Stat.
1263,

2. The Berkeley ordinance was directed at
individuals as well as corporations and other
business entities, as is the proposed Act now
before us.

The Communication was read and with ac-
companying papers ordered placed on file,

On motion of Mr. Diamond of Bangor, the fol-
lowing matter was taken from the Unassigned
Table:

House Divided Report — Majority (8) “Ought
to Pass” — Minority (5) "Ought Not to Pass” —
Committee on Election Laws on Bill "An Act
Relating to Referendum Campaign Reports
and Finances” (L. P. 1) (L.D. 7)

Tabled — May 12, 1983 by Representative
Diamond of Bangor.

Pending — Acceptance of Either Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Bangor, Mr. Diamond.

Mr. DIAMOND: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This is the item that the
Supreme Judicial Court rendered its opinion
to us on and the one we just accepted. As you
may remember, when this bill first came before
this body, we mentioned that there was an
agreement by the sponsor and the committee
that if the court’s opinion was not favorable,
then we would move indefinite postponement
of the bill, and as much as I hate to do it,  now
move the indefinite postponement of L. D. 7.

Thereupon, on motion of Mr. Diamond of
Bangor, the Bill and all its accompanying pap-
ers were indefinitely postponed and sent up for
concurrence.

Orders
On motion of Representative McSweeney of
Old Orchard Beach, it was
OREDERED, that Representative Stephen M.
Zirnkilton of Mount Desert be excused June 6
through June 9 for personal reasons.

House Reports of Committees
Unanimous Leave to Withdraw
Representative Day from the Committee on
Taxation on Bill “"An Act to Provide a Sales Tax
Exemption for Sales to Certain Humane Socie-
ties” (H. P. 433) (L. D. 515) reporting “Leave to
Withdraw™
Was placed in the Legislative Files without
further action pursuant to Joint Rule 15 in
concurrence.

Ought to Pass in New Draft

Representative McGowan from the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources on Bill
“An Act Relating to the ldentification and the
Hazards of Exposure to Toxic and Hazardous
Substances” (H. P. 549) (L. D. 770) reporting
“Ought to Pass” in New Draft (H. P. 1306) (L. D.
1735)

Report was read and accepted and the New
Draft read once. Under suspension of the rules,
the New Draft was read the second time,
passed to be engrossed and sent up for
concurrence.

Representative Curtis from the Cominittee

on Local and County Government on Bill “An
Act to Provide for Reapportionment of County
Commissioner Districts” (H. P. 689) (L. D. 869)
reporting “Ought to Pass” in New Draft (Emer-
geney) (H. P 1307) (L. D. 1736)

Report was read and accepted, the New

Draft read once and assigned for second read-

ing later in the day.

Consent Calendar
First Day

In accordance with House Rule 49, the fol-
lowing items appeared on the Consent Cal-
endar for the First Day:

(S.P.571)(L.D. 1649) Bill “An Act to Provide
Immediate Authorization and Funding to
Clean up Hazardous Waste Dump at Buckfield”
(Emergency) — Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources reporting “Ought to Pass” as
amended by Committee Amendment “A”
(S-177)

(S.P.391) (L.D.1191)Bill“An Act to Enact a
Program of Assistance to the Severely Physi-
cally Disabled to Enable them to Work” (Emer-
gency) — Committee on Appropriations and
Financial Affairs reporting “Ought to Pass” as
amended by Committee Amendment “A”

- (8-178)

There being no objections, under suspension
of the rules the above items were given Consent
Calendar, Second Day, notification, the Senate
Papers were passed to be engrossed as
amended in concurrence.

(H.P.460) (L.D.562) Bill “An Act to Provide
for an Analysis of the Future of Maine's Forest
Resources” — Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources reporting “Ought to Pass” as
amended by Committee Amendment “A”
(H-351)

On the request of Mr. Diamond of Bangor,
was removed from the Consent Calendar.

On motion of the same gentleman, tabled
pending acceptance of the Committee Report
and later today assigned.

Second Reader
Later Today Assigned

Bill “An Act to Establish and Amend the Air
Emission and Open-burning Standards” (H. P.
12569) (L. D. 1680) (C. “A” H-340)

Was reported by the Committee on Bills in
the Second Reading and read the second time.

On motion of Mrs. Mitchell of Vassalboro,
tabled pending passage to be engrossed and
later today assigned.

Orders of the Day

The Chair laid before the House the first item
of unfinished business: -

Bill “An Act to Establish County Budget
Committees” (S. P. 592) (L. D. 1710) (H. “A” H-
329 and H. “B” H-330)

Pending — Passage to be Engrossed.

On motion of Mr. McHenry of Madawaska,
under suspension of the rules, the House re-
considered its action whereby House Amend-
ment “A” (H-329) was adopted.

The same gentleman offered House Amend-
ment “A”to House Amendment “A™ and moved
its adoption.

House Amendment “A” to House Amend-
ment “A” (H-352) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Madawaska, Mr. McHenry.

Mr. McHENRY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This amendment is to take
care of reference to the legislature in the
budget process, that is all it is doing. We inad-
vertently forgot to put it in.

Thereupon, on motion of Mr. Carter of Wins-
low, tabled pending adoption of House
Amendment “"A” to House Amendment “A” and
later today assigned.

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

SENATE DIVIDED REPORT—Majority (7)
“Ought Not to Pass” — Minority (6) “Ought to
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Pass” in New Draft (S. P. 596) (L. D. 1718) —
Committee on Business Legislation on Bill "An
Act to Provide Equitable Mental Health Insur-
ance” (S. P. 349) (L. D. 1023) — In Senate, Mi-
nority “Ought to Pass” in New Draft (8. P. 596)
(L.D.1718) Report read and accepted and the
New Draft passed to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendment “A” (S-170)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 (Till Later Today) by
Representative Brannigan of Portland.

Pending — Motion of Representative Racine
of Biddeford to Indefinitely Postpone Senate
Amendment “A” (S-170) (Roll Call Requested)

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Portland, Mr. Brannigan.

Mr. BRANNIGAN: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I hope you will vote
against the pending motion to indefinitely
postpone Senate Amendment “A”. Even though
I facetiously said yesterday that I would assist
the good gentleman in covering all groups, I be-
lieve that it would be a move that would do ex-
actly what I do not want to see happen and |
am sure the majority of the people here yester-
day don't want to see happen, and that would
be the end of this bill.

I believe that exempting groups of 20 will
possibly allow some small groups and some
small businesses to negotiate a contract in
health that would eliminate mental health. I
don’t believe, however, that it would, on the
whole, make a different class, I don't believe
that insurance companies would make a dif-
ferent class. Therefore, I would urge you to
support the bill as it was reported out by the
committee and as amended.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Biddeford, Mr. Racine.

Mr. RACINE: Mr. Speaker. Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Yesterday when we de-
bated this bill, it was pointed out that there
were approximately 170,000 people within the
state that were afflicted with mental illness,
and I feel that if we restrict insurance coverage
to groups of 20 or more, that we are only going
to take care of a small majority of those that
need help.

I certainly hope that you will support my
motion because I also have an amendment
that I would like to introduce that will take
care of all the people that need care insofar as
it pertains to mental health. I certainly hope
that you will support the motion to indefinitely
postpone and then we can go on and present
the other amendment and go on with this
work.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlemen from Winslow, Mr. Carter.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Speaker. Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: It might seem odd to you
to see me on my feet debating a bill that deals
with insurance. It is not my practice, as many
of you know, however, it has been years since |
have sold a health insurance contract, even
though I am licensed. I refuse to sell it because
it has reached a point where it is too expensive
and I tell my people to seek another carrier.

You have heard debate previously on this
matter stating that the reason you do not go
below groups of 20 or more is because of a so-
called insurance term known as “adverse se-
lection.” Let me suggest to you that a health
insurance contract is just like a fire insurance
contract. You don't buy a fire insurance policy
when the house is on fire — no insurance car-
rier will write it. The same holds true with
health insurance or disability insurance; you
don’t buy it after the onset of the illness or the
accident.

The option to purchase mental health cov-
erage is available to many, as has been stated
on this floor, but very few have elected to take
advantage of it.

I would like to go back a bit with you and re-
call one of the reasons, one of the primary,
basic reasons why government does what it
does. Normally when the private sector can de-
liver, governments don’t get involved. This has
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traditionally been the way in the State of Maine
and many other states. You know as well as [
know that the state and federal government
have been preoccupied with taking care of the
people in state hospitals for many, many years,
until several years ago when we changed and
utilized a term known as “deinstitutionaliza-
tion.” I don’t quarrel with that, I think it is a
great thing, but it does not relieve the state of
its responsibilities and it does not guarantee
that the private carriers in the past who have
not been able to cope with this type of coverage
on a blanket basis will be able to doso in the fu-
ture. You know, these carriers are in business
for profits, and if you mandate on the left side
and on the right side, you can’t expect anything
but increased premium costs; it is a fact of life.

I have sat in this chamber for a few terms
and I have watched what has transpired with
workers' compensation. All of you know that
whenever that subject comes up I take a walk,
because if I stand up and object, somebody will
say that he has a profit motive, I would be ac-
cused of a conflict. ] don’t want to be put in that
position, so [ take a walk or [ ask to be excused
if | happen to be in my chair when the vote is
asked for.

If you persist in mandating these types of
coverages, the same thing is going to happen to
the health insurance that has happened to
workers’ compensation. It will reach a point
where nobody will be able to afford it.

As an aside, let me tell you that another rea-
son I am on my feet is because one of the carri-
ersthat I am licensed to represent that used to
sell individual health insurance policies no
longer does. You want to know why? Last year
they lost $260 million. This isn’t any fly-by-night
outfit, and if you persist in mandating all these
coverages, what you will have in the end will be
national health insurance, there will be no re-
course, it will be the only thing available.

[ would urge you, if you wish to keep this type
of coverage available to every person that can
afford it, go along with the motion to indefi-
nitely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Bangor, Mr. Murray.

Mr. MURRAY: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women
of the House: As you know, we debated the
merits of the bill itself yesterday and the major-
ity of the House did approve of the bill. What
we are discussing at this point in time is the
amendment which would limit the policy and
the coverage to groups of only 20 and over, and
although this is not acommittee amendment, |
do feel it is a reasonable approach, one that
would — I believe the figure was pointed out
yesterday that there are approximately
230,000 workers in this state that fall into that
category, certainly a significant amount of the
workers in the state, and I believe the amend-
ment is reasonable, it will help cover those par-
ticular workers and perhaps address some of
the concerns of the smaller businesses that
were raised during the whole process. I would
urge you to defeat the present motion.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has been re-
quested. For the Chair to order a roll call, it
must have the expressed desire of one fifth of
the members present and voting. All those de-
siring a roll call vote will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

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 Biddeford,
Mr. Racine, that Senate Amendment “A” (S-
170) be indefinitely postponed in non-
concurrence. All those in favor will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA—Anderson, Bell, Brown, AK.; Brown,
D.N.; Brown, K.L.; Cahill, Callahan, Carrier,
Carroll, G.A.; Carter, Cashman, Conary, Con-
ners, Davis, Day, Dillenback, Drinkwater,

Greenlaw, Gwadosky, Jackson, Kiesman, Le-
bowitz, Lewis, Livesay, MacBride, Manning,
Masterman, Matthews, K.L.; Matthews, ZE;
McGowan, McPherson, Michaud, Moholland,
Murphy, E.M.; Murphy, T.W; Norton, Paradis,
E.J; Parent, Paul, Pines, Racine, Reeves, J.W;
Richard, Ridley, Roderick, Scarpino, Sher-
burne, Smith, C.W.; Soucy, Stevenson, Stover,
Strout, Swazey, Telow, Thompson, Wentworth,
Weymouth, Willey.

AY —Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Beaulieu,
Bost, Brannigan, Brodeur, Carroll, D.P.; Chon-
ko, Clark, Connolly, Cooper, Cote, Cox, Crouse,
Crowley, Dexter, Diamond, Erwin, Foster, Hall,
Handy, Higgins, H.C.; Ingraham, Joseph, Joyce,
Kelly, Ketover, Kilcoyne, LaPlante, Lehoux,
Lisnik, Locke, MacEachern, Macomber, Martin,
A.C,; Martin, H.C,; Masterton, Maybury, Mayo,
McCollister, McHenry, McSweeney, Melendy,
Michael, Mitchell, J.; Murray, Nelson, Paradis,
P.E.; Perkins, Perry, Randall, Roberts, Rolde,
Salsbury, Smith, C.B.; Stevens, Tammaro, The-
riault, Vose, Walker, Webster, The Speaker.

ABSENT—Armstrong, Baker, Benoit, Bonney,
Bott, Curtis, Daggett, Dudley, Gauvreau,
Hayden, Hickey, Higgins, L. M.; Hobbins, Hollo-
way, Jacques, Jalbert, Kane, Kelleher, Mahany,
Mitchell, E. H.; Nadeau, Pouliot, Reeves, P.; Ro-
tondi, Seavey, Small, Soule, Sproul, Tuttle,
Zirnkilton.

Yes, 58; No, 63; Absent, 30.

" The SPEAKER: Fifty-eight having voted in
the affirmative and sixty-three in the negative,
with thirty being absent, the motion does not
prevail.

Thereupon, Senate Amendment “A” was
adopted.

Under suspension of the rules, the New Draft
was read the second time.

Mrs. Pines of Limestone offered House
Amendment “A” and moved its adoption.

HouseAmendment “A” (H-342) was read by
the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Limestone, Mrs. Pines.

Mrs. PINES: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: [ would like to call your
attention to Page 8 of the bill, Section 2843,
Subsection 3 (3) definition “Provider.” Pro-
vider is defined as individuals included in Title
24, Section 2303, Subsection 2, a licensed phy-
sician with three years’ approved residency in
psychiatry, and hospitals and other institu-
tions. Title 24, Section 2303, Subsection 2, in-
cludes currently psychologists but by this
legislature’s passage of L. D. 955, which cur-
rently sits on the Senate Appropriations Table,
this House has added to that section certified
social workers with masters degrees in social
work and licensed nurses who have received a
certificate as clirical specialists in psychiatric
and mental health nursing from the American

Nurses Association.
Because of the provision in L. D. 1718 stating

. that insurers shall offer contracts to providers

authorizing the provision of mental health ser-
vices within the scope of the provider's license,
we have mandated that social workers and
nurses and psychologists be reimbursed for
counseling services but not general practition-
ers or family practice medical doctors.

I think you should be aware that Maine has
approximately 220 physicians in family practice
who have undertaken a residence in family
practice. The three-year family practice resid-
ency includes extensive training and educa-
tion in behavioral sciences and counseling.
Because the family practice physicians are
manytimes in the rural areas where psychia-
trists are not located, they are providing a
great deal of the current psychiatric counsel-
ing in the State of Maine. I think that if we are
going to mandate reimbursement to the other
categories of providers, the family practice
phﬁsicians should be reimbursed as well.

y amendment would simply delete from
the definition section in the bill the words “with
three years approved residency in psychiatry,”
thus mandating any licensed physician, includ-
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ing osteopaths, to be so reimbursed.

You should also be aware that we do not
have licensing by specialty in Maine. Neither
the Board of Registration in Medicine nor the
Osteopathic Board license physicians by spe-
cialty designation. Therefore, in my opinion it is
inappropriate to enact statutory provisions
which refer to particular specialties. [ believe
that thislanguage in the definition section of L.
D. 1718 would be the first time that this type of
approach has been used. Until there is reason
for the Board of Registration to license physi-
cians by specialty, the legislature should not, in
my opinion, affect or limit the work that a gen-
eral practitioner or osteopath does.

I hope you will support the amendment.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Portland, Mr. Brannigan.

Mr. BRANNIGAN: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I certainly am very well
aware of the work that family practitioners do,
which is a small group of the specialties in med-
icine today, and some of them do actually do
psychiatric counseling and they have more
training than other physicians, such as sur-
geons or those specialists in other fields of
medicine. However, in our bill we have res-
tricted this coverage to those whose full train-
ing is in the area of mental health, those who
are either MD’s, doctors, osteopaths or who
have full residency in psychiatric work and
that is their main work and they don’t do other
work, or psychologists whose full work is ther-
apy or if the social worker bill finally reaches
law, then those and nurses who have full train-
ing. We would like to keep it at this, MD’s who
do work such as medication and other kinds of
counseling around illnesses will be paid in their
usual way, as they have been.

I would urge that you not vote in favor of this
bill, I would ask for a division.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Brooksville, Mr. Perkins,

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: With this bill we are doing a little
experimenting and we certainly want to keep
the cost low. It seems strange to me that people
who appeared before our committee not in
favor of the bill and spoke against it now want
to join the bandwagon. In my opinion, they
should not.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tlewoman from Waterville, Mrs. Joseph.

Mrs. JOSEPH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I urge you to vote against
this amendment. I think that this amendment
defeats the intent of the bill

The Federal Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental
Health Administration study showed that 73
percent of all people treated for mental dis-
orders are seen in a general health care setting
only. The survey of the general physicians in
Maine supports the conclusion that many peo-
ple seek physical intervention for what are bas-
ically mental or nervous disorders. A review of
a high level of valium, librium and similar pres-
criptions also support the conclusion that gen-
eral physicians are seeing mental and nervous
conditions as the basis for health complaints.

Also, in another survey it shows that 60 per-
cent or more of visits of general medical doc-
tors are made by patients who have an
emotional rather than an organic basis for
their physical symptoms. So I urge you that
this does defeat the intent of the bill, which is
for people to seek the kind of help that they
need rather than going first to physicians and
not to the source of their ailment, which may
be emotional or nervous disorders.

I have a great respect for family physicians,
general practitioners and all of the medical
profession. However, this bill seeks to right a
wrong and I urge you to defeat Amendment

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tlewoman from Limestone, Mrs. Pines.

Mrs. PINES: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I have here a copy of a let-
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ter from the Maine Psychiatric Association ad-
dressed to the Honorable Nancy Clark, Chair-

person, Business Legislation. [ will read you a
sentence from it. “The exclusion of physicians
who have not had three years of psychiatric re-
sidency training from the proposed provider
group is an unacceptable affront to many

hardworking physicians who take the time to
counsel their patients and who, in some cases,
practice psychiatry with knowledge and com-
passion despite not having completed a
residency.”

A general practitioner, this states, supports
this program and financially has brought many
family practitioners to the state to train and
hope that they will stay here in rural areas. They
spend three years in residency and all three
years they are involved in a behavioral science
program. They are learning counseling skills
for those solid three years and behavioral con-
ferences are held each week. All of these physi-
cians are eliminated if this bill is passed as is.
urge you to support my amendment and re-
quest a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Portland, Mr. Brannigan.

Mr. BRANNIGAN: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: The letter that was read
from, I am familiar with that letter, it was writ-
ten by somebody who was totally opposed to
the bill itself.

Family practice — again, ] want to commend
the people who do family practicing. It is a very
important new specialty that is replacing the
general practitioners we knew of old. I applaud
the work they do, they get paid for the work
they do, but they should not be confused with
those who are trained.

Mr. Speaker, I move the indefinite post-
ponement of this amendment.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. Brannigan, moves that House
Amendment “A” to House Amendment “A” be
indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tlewoman from Limestone, Mrs. Pines.

Mrs. PINES: In order to clarify the letter I
read, it was written — perhaps he is opposing
the bill but it is Joseph Rubin, M. D., President
of the Maine Psychiatric Association.

Mr. Murray of Bangor requested a roll call
vote.

The SPEAKER: For the Chair to order a roll
call, it must have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and voting. All
those desiring a roll call vote will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no.

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 Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Bangor, Mr. Murray.

Mr. MURRAY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: The bill before us deals
with trying to treat an illness, mental health ill-
ness, which is an extremely prevalent illness in
our society. I think what we should be con-
cerned with when we are dealing with reim-
bursement is trying to provide for the best sort
of treatment possible, and those people who
can provide the best sort of treatment are
those that are trained in psychiatry, masters in
social work providers, who have this kind of
specific training.

Obviously, general practitioners are quali-
fied to do certain things and provide a valuable
service to our society, but what we hope to ad-
dress here is specific mental health illness
treatment, and this is what we want to cover
through this particular insurance bill.

We are all concerned about keeping costs
down. I think by defeating this particular
amendment, we will be taking a large step in
trying to keep health care costs down by limit-
ing those providers or coverage to those pro-
viders that are truly the ones that are best
qualified in providing the best treatment for

mental illness, and I would urge you to vote in
favor of the motion to indefinitely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Waterville, Mrs. Joseph.

Mrs. JOSEPH: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women
of the House: [ urge you to vote for the motion
to indefinitely postpone,

I want to add to what I have already said
that in 12 out of 13 recent studies that de-
creased use of medical and surgical services
when out-patient mental health care is pro-
vided was found. I also want to tell you that a
compilation of 11 studies found a decrease of
25 percent in later use of medical services
when out-patient type of therapy is provided.

I can see what the problem is with those
people who are urging you to support this
amendment, but as the gentleman from Ban-
gor said, I urge you to indefinitely postpone
this amendment because we are trying to seek
treatment for an ailment via those experts
who can offer this treatment. I do not consider
this mandating, but I do see this as offering an
opportunity for those people afflicted with
emotional and nervous disorders and over-
whelming stress to seek treatment in an area
where they can be treated professionally.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Limestone, Mrs. Pines.

Mrs. PINES: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: 1 strongly urge you to
think about those family practitioners who are
out in the rural areas in the State of Maine. We
have turned away from being individualists
and we are trying as much as we can to pro-
mote family unity. We will have resolves coming
in here to that effect before this session ends. A
family practitioner knows the whole family
and is trained to counsel.

I urge you to vote no, please do not indefi-
nitely postpone this amendment.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Canton, Mr. McCollister.

Mr. McCOLLISTER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Remember, these
specialists they are talking about are located in
your big metropolitan areas. Most of our peo-
ple live in the rural areas. The family practi-
tioner is the one that knows the family, He is
the one that is going to see them week after
week. Yes, he can recommend that they go to
Portland or to Bangor or Augusta, but will they
go? Most of them go to the doctor’s office be-
cause they know him, you can talk to him,
rather than to go to the city and to a stranger.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Rockland, Mrs. Melendy.

Mrs. MELENDY: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: I feel that there is no need for this
amendment. I have worked in physicians’ offi-
ces for approximately 10 years and during this
time, when mental health was not available to
be covered by insurance for the people that
needed it, physicians were seeing these pa-
tients for this reason, because they felt as
though the person needed someone to talk to.
However, I feel as though they don’t ade-
quately give the help and many of the physi-
cians that I have worked with said the very
same thing —we don’t have the time to do this,
this is not our specialty, but in many cases
speaking to someone ten or fifteen minutes is
probably going to help them more than if they
cannot go to mental health directly. For this
reason, they were seeing them, because these
patients were at least covered by them under
their major med, so if they have been seeing
them, they have been paid by them, why is
there a necessity for this bill?

I hope that we indefinitely postpone this.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has been ordered.
The pending question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Portland, Mr. Brannigan, that
House Amendment “A” be indefinitely post-
poned. All those in favor will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no.
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ROLL CALL

YEA—Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Beaulieu,
Bost, Brannigan, Brodeur, Carroll, G.A; Carter,
Chonko, Connolly, Cote, Cox, Crouse, Crowley,
Diamond, Dillenback, Erwin, Gwadosky, Han-
dy, Hickey, Higgins, H.C.; Hobbins, Jacques, Jo-
seph, Joyce, Kelly, Ketover, Kilcoyne, LaPlante,
Locke, MacEachern, Manning, Matthews, ZE.;
Mayo, McGowan, McHenry, Melendy, Michael,
Mitchell, E.H.; Mitchell, J; Murray, Paradis, P.E,;
Perkins, Reeves, P.; Richard, Rolde, Smith, C.B,;
Soucy, Vose.

NAY—Anderson, Bell, Bott, Brown, AK,;
Brown, D.N.; Brown, K.L.; Cahill, Callahan, Car-
rier, Carroll, D.P,; Cashman, Clark, Conary, Con-
ners, Cooper, Curtis, Davis, Day, Dexter,
Drinkwater, Foster, Greenlaw, Hall, Ingraham,
Jackson, Kiesman, Lebowitz, Lehoux, Lewis,
Lisnik, Livesay, MacBride, Macomber, Martin,
A.C.;Martin, H.C.; Masterman, Masterton, Mat-
thews, K.L.; Maybury, McCollister, McPherson,
McSweeney, Michaud, Moholland, Murphy,
E.M.; Murphy, T.W; Nelson, Norton, Paradis,
E.J,; Parent, Paul, Perry, Pines, Racine, Randall,
Reeves, J.W.; Ridley, Roberts, Roderick, Ro-
tondi, Salsbury, Scarpino, Sherburne, Small,
Smith, C.W.; Stevens, Stevenson, Stover, Strout,
Swazey, Tammaro, Telow, Theriault, Thomp-
son, Walker, Webster, Wentworth, Weymouth,
Willey.

ABSENT—Armstrong, Baker, Benoit, Bon-
ney, Daggett, Dudley, Gauvreau, Hayden, Hig-
gins, L. M,; Holloway, Jalbert, Kane, Kelleher,
Mahany, Nadeau, Pouliot, Seavey, Soule,
Sproul, Tuttle, Zirnkilton, The Speaker.

Yes, 50; No, 79; Absent, 22.

The SPEAKER: Fifty having voted in the af-
firmative and seventy-nine in the negative,
with twenty-two being absent, the motion does
not prevail.

Thereupon, House Amendment “A” (H-342)
was adopted.

Mr. Racine of Biddeford offered House
Amendment “B” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “B” (H-350) was read by
the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tieman from Biddeford, Mr. Racine.

Mr. RACINE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: If you will take a look at
House Amendment “B”, it has about six pages.
The only thing that this does, it changes Para-
graph 5 under “Services™to read — the original
bill reads that each group contract shall pro-
vide at a minimum the following benefits, so
based on the testimony that was presented
yesterday that we have a serious problem out
there, if you only include groups of 20, there
will be a lot of people that will not be included
and will not be able to benefit from mandating
mental health coverage, and what the
amendment does, it specifically reads: “Each
health insurance policy shall provide at a
minimum the following benefits for a
person suffering from a mental or nervous con-
dition,” so this includes everyone.

You are going to hear people get up and say
we can’t do this because those that are pres-
ently afflicted should not be covered, and 1
agree with that. It is just like if you have a heart
condition, the insurance companies will not
provide you with any health benefits because
the condition that you have is not coverable. |
feel that the same thing should apply to mental
health.

I certainly hope that you will support this
motion, because based on what has been
stated on the floor, we have a problem, there
are over 200,000 people afflicted with this, and
if we pass the bill thé way it is now, it will only
include approximately 40 to 50 percent of
those that are in need of help. I also request a
roll call on this.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Brooksville, Mr. Perkins.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tiemen of the House: From a practical point of
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view, my good friend Mr. Racine is mixing up
the statutes, but be that as it may, let's assume
we do this, that would mean that every indi-
vidual policy would have in it a mandated ben-
efit for this coverage.

Let's assume that you are an individual with
afamily who is going to get some coverage and
ask for a hospital policy. However, one of your
dependents has abackground of mental illness,
do you realize that you wouldn’t get any cover-
age at all? The policy would not be written, and
that way you wouldn’t get coverage for all the
other things besides mental illness. Is that
what you want? That is the reason that indi-
viduals are not included here. I think you have
to think that one over because we have found
that many people would not get any hospital
coverage whatsoever if this was mandated, be-
cause they would not write the policy at all.

Today, on other conditions you could waiver
them out, but if we mandate this coverage,
there is no way in the world that you would be
able to waiver that out. So if you want a lot of
people not to have any coverage at all, go right
along with my friend’s motion.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Limerick, Mr. Carroll.

Mr. CARROLL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I posed a question
through the Chair yesterday and I didn’t get a
satisfactory answer, therefore I would like to
pose the question again. That is, [ understood
the gentleman to say in discussing this legisla-
tive document that the State of New Hamp-
shire provides this coverage for their people,
therefore  would like to know why in the State
of Maine we cannot provide it for our people?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Limer-
ick, Mr. Carroll, has posed a question through
the Chair to anyone who may care to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Portland, Mr. Brannigan.

Mr. BRANNIGAN: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: 1 am the one who gave the
inadequate answer. [ am sorry, I didn’t realize
it was inadequate or I would have tried to re-
search it further. Mr. Carroll, I don’t quite un-
derstand, we are trying to make this coverage
available to the people of the State of Maine. 1
amsure that they don’t have what Mr. Racine is
asking for in this, as Mr. Perkins has said. To
mandate an individual policy for mental health
without a waiver provision would mean that
evervone who cannot come under a group
would have no health insurance whatsoever if
they had mental illness themselves, in their
background, or in their family’s.

If New Hampshire is ahead of us on this and
has got their Blue Cross. and I am sure that is
the major issue, Blue Cross-Blue Shield, if they
have got them to cover it, we have not been able
to as yet. We hope to, with the vote yesterday
we should, and I think that is what we are try-
ing to do. If the gentleman has further ques-
tions, I will try to find some other way — Mr.
Speaker, I move indefinite postponement of
this amendment. What Mr. Racine is trying to
do is what he tried to do in the indefinite post-
ponement of Senate Amendment “A” by includ-
ing those people in groups from 10 to 20, there
are no groups under 10, and include individu-
als too. Mr. Perkins has been very good in his
explanation of why we just absolutely could
not mandate inclusion of individuals. It would
he an almost tragedy, it would be a tragedy for
anyone who might have mental health prob-
lems in their family and not be under group
coverage.

I hope you will support my motion to indefi-
nitely postpone this amendment.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Por-
tland, Mr. Brannigan, moves that House
Amendment “B” be indefinitely postponed.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Limerick, Mr. Carroll.

Mr. CARROLL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Being just a dumb country
boy, not having the higher education of many

people, I am going to have to shudder and
wonder about all the people in the State of
Maine. You say that New Hampshire has this
coverage and they are writing it in New Hamp-
shire. Yet, in Maine we are so different, but for
the grace of God, we could be a mentally re-
tarded person or a mentally sick person walk-
ing in this hall today. We could wake up
tomorrow morning in this condition. New
Hampshire writes these coverages but you say
Maine can’t write it.

I don’t understand why we have two codes of
ethics and two standards for people when you
cross from one line to another line, when you
cross from New Hampshire into Maine. Being
just a dumb country boy, I don’t understand
those two standards. I wish you would explain
them.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Portland, Mr. Brannigan.

Mr. BRANNIGAN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Mr. Carroll is not a
dumb country boy, I now live in the city and I
am the one who is dumb and doesn’t quite un-
derstand his questions. He is the one who said
that New Hampshire writes it, I did not. If New
Hampshire does write it, Blue Cross-Blue
Shield plan which covers 50 percent of the
people in Maine and large numbers of people, [
am sure in New Hampshire, maybe 50 or more,
are different, each plan is different from state
to state. If their plan writesit, it is probably be-
cause their legislature mandated it before we
did. We are now going to mandate it and then
we and New Hampshire will be the same on this
coverage.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Biddeford, Mr. Racine.

Mr. RACINE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: When I prepared this
amendment, I was not aware of the conse-
quences that would result, and I certainly do
not want to deprive any citizen within this
state the opportunity to purchase insurance.

Representative Brannigan mentioned that
unless there was a waiver, and [ don't quite un-
derstand that, so unless we can put a waiver to
this amendment, I don’t know if that is possible
or not, it might be better for me at this time to
withdraw my amendment because I certainly
don’t want to hurt anyone within the state,
that was not my intention. My intention was to
include all those individuals that are in need of
this service, so at this time, | move to withdraw
House Amendment “B".

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Bidde-
ford, Mr. Racine, withdraws House Amend-
ment “B.”

Thereupon, the Bill was passed to be en-
grossed as amended by House Amendment “A”
and Senate Amendment “A” in non-concur-
rence and sent up for concurrence.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tlewoman from Presque Isle, Mrs. MacBride.

Mrs. MacBRIDE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I move that the House
reconsider its action whereby this bill was
passed to be engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The gentlewoman from
Presque Isle, Mrs. MacBride, moves that the
House reconsider its action whereby this Bill
was passed to be engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The gentlewoman from
Presque Isle, Mrs. MacBride, moves that the
House reconsider its action whereby this Bill
was passed to be engrossed.

The gentlewoman may proceed.

Mrs. MacBRIDE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I would request a roll
call. As you can see, there really are many com-
plications with mandating the insurance cov-
erage of programs. I think we will have many
more problems if we do pass this bill and so
today do remember that Blue Cross and Blue
Shield says that this is going to increase your
family insurance by $67 a year in addition to
the premium that you are already paying for
your health plan, so I hope that you will vote
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against the passage of this bill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Brooksville, Mr. Perkins.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: The figure that Represen-
tative MacBride has just given you has been
developed by companies which don’t want this
coverage whatsoever. In my opinion, and I will
just repeat what I have said before, that we are
shifting now from in-patient to out-patient
treatment and we all know that that is
cheaper, out-patient costs a lot less. I don't be-
lieve their figures and while there is nothing I
can do about what theysay, I doubt very much
if they will make those charges. If they do, |
suggest again that the state employees get a
rebid of their hospital benefits.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Madawaska, Mr. McHenry.

Mr. McHENRY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I am awful glad to be
working for a company named Fraser Paper
Limited who does provide this insurance cov-
erage for their employees. They do provide al-
cohol abuse and mental illness, they do provide
help for each and every member that works for
that company and they were the first ones in
the state to provide such help. I believe by pass-
ing this I would be helping my employer.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has been re-
quested. For the Chair to order a roll call, it
must have the expressed desire of one fifth of
the members present and voting. All those de-
siring a roll call vote will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

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 Presque
Isle, Mrs. MacBride, that the House reconsider
its action whereby this Bill was passed to be
engrossed as amended. All those in favor of re-
consideration will vote yes; those opposed will
vote no.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Brooksville, Mr. Perkins.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pair my vote with Representative Higgins of
Scarborough. If he were here and voting, he
would be voting yea; I would be voting nay.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Old Town, Mr. Cashman.

Mr. CASHMAN: Mr. Speaker, I request per-
mission to pair my vote with the gentleman
from Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert. If he were here, he
would be voting nay; if I were voting, I would be
voting yea.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recogizes the gen-
tlewoman from South Portland, Mrs. Thomp-
son.

Mrs. THOMPSON: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pair my vote with Representative Hayden of
Durham. If he were here, he would be voting
nay; I would be voting yea.

ROLL CALL

YEA—Anderson, Bell, Bott, Brown, AK,
Brown, D.N; Brown, K L.; Cahill, Callahan, Car-
rier, Carter, Clark, Conary, Conners, Curtis,
Davis, Day, Dexter, Dillenback, Drinkwater,
Dudley, Foster, Greeniaw, Ingraham, Jackson,
Kiesman, Lebowitz, Lewis, Livesay, MacBride,
Macomber, Masterman, Masterton, Maybury,
McPherson, Michaud, Murphy, EM.; Murphy,
T.W.; Norton, Paradis, E.J; Parent, Paul, Pines,
Pouliot, Racine, Randall, Reeves, J.W,; Ridley,
Roderick, Salsbury, Scarpino, Sherburne,
Small, Smith, C.W.; Soucy, Stevenson, Stover,
Strout, Swazey, Telow, Walker, Webster, Went-
worth, Weymouth, Willey.

NAY—Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Beaulieu,
Bost, Brannigan, Brodeur, Carroll, D.P.; Carroll,
G.A_;Chonko, Connolly, Cooper, Cote, Cox, Crouse,
Crowley, Diamond, Erwin, Gwadosky, Hall,
Handy, Hickey, Higgins, H.C.; Hobbins, Jacques,
Joseph, Joyce, Kelly, Ketover, Kilcoyne, La-
Plante, Lehoux, Lisnik, Locke, MacEachern,
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Munning, Martin, A.C,; Martin, H.C.; Matthews,
K.I.; Matthews, Z.E,; Mayo, McCollister, McGo-
wan, McHenry, McSweeney, Melendy, Michael,
Mitchell, E.H,; Mitchell, J.; Mohotland, Murray,
Nelson, Paradis, P.E,; Perry, Reeves, P,; Richard,
Roberts, Rolde, Rotondi, Smith, C.B.; Stevens,
Tammaro, Theriault, Vose, The Speaker.

ABSENT-Armstrong, Baker, Benoit, Bon-
ney, Daggett, Gauvreau, Holloway, Kane, Kel-
leher, Mahany, Nadeau, Seavey, Soule, Sproul,
Tuttle, Zirnkilton.

PAIRED—Cashman-Jalbert; Hayden-Thomp-
son, Higgins L. M.;-Perkins

The SPEAKER: Sixty-four having voted in
the affirmative and sixty-five in the negative,
with sixteen being absent and six paired, the
motion does not prevail.

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

Bill“An Act to Amend the Motor Vehicle Sal-
vage Laws of the State” (H. P.910) (L. D. 1189)
(C.“A” H-318)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 (Till Later Today) by
Representative Carroll of Limerick.

Pending — Passage to be Engrossed.

On motion of Mr. Carroll of Limerick, re-
tabled pending passage to be engrossed and
later today assigned.

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

An Act to Require Interdepartmental Coor-
dination of Social Services Planning (H. P.
1255) (L. D. 1668)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 (Till Later Today) by
Representative Kelleher of Bangor.

Pending — Motion of Representative Bro-
deur of Auburn to Reconsider Passage to be
Enacted.

Thereupon, the House reconsidered its ac-
tion whereby the Bill was passed to be enacted.

On motion of Mr. Brodeur of Auburn, under
suspension of the rules, the House reconsi-
dered its action whereby the Bill was passed to
be engrossed.

. The same gentleman offered House Amend-
ment “A™ and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” (H-347) was read by
the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentieman from Auburn, Mr. Brodeur.

Mr. BRODEUR: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: This bill requires the coordination
of efforts in the planning for social services be-
tween the departments and with the legisla-
ture and with public input. This is the result of
a compromise agreed to by the committee, the
department and members of the public. This
amendment adds one section to make it con-
sistent with the agreement that was reached
and also changes the form but not the sub-
stance of that agreement. I hope we pass this
amendment.

Thereupon, House Amendment “A” was
adopted.

The Bill was passed to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment “A” in non-
concurrence and sent up for concurrence.

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

An Act to Provide Workers’ Compensation
Coverage to Emergency Medical Services' Per-
sons (S. P. 563) (L. D. 1637) (C. “A” S-160)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 (Tili Later Today) by
Representative Mitchell of Vassalboro.

Pending — Passage to be Enacted.

On motion of Mrs. Beaulieu of Portland, re-
tabled pending passage to be enacted and later
today assigned.

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

An Act to Encourage Prompt Resolution of
Public Employee Labor Disputes (H. P. 1267)

(L. D. 1678)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 (Till Later Today) by
Representative Mitchell of Vassalboro.

Pending — Motion of Representative Dia-
mond of Bangor to Indefinitely Postpone
House Amendment “A” (H-333) (Roll Call
Requested)

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Bangor, Mr. Diamond.

Mr. DIAMOND: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: As you might remember from yes-
terday’s debate, I raised some concerns over
the constitutionality of the amendment that is
currently before us that would expand the
binding arbitration bill to include state em-
ployees as well. After talking to the Attorney
General's staff and to the Attorney General
himself in going over the amendment, I have
been informed that the amendment itself is not
unconstitutional. While the intent would be
unconstitutional if the language of the
amendment so stipulated, the amendment as
it is now written is not unconstitutional in the
informal opinion of the Attorney General.

I would like to explain the distinction be-
tween the state employees and the municipal
and university employees who are addressed
in the bill itself.

Unlike the provisions in the bill dealing with
binding arbitration for municipal and univer-
sity employees, state employees are unique in
that they have another force that has to be
taken into consideration, the legislature. Re-
gardless of what agreement is reached be-
tween the state and its employees, the
legislature has the power to reject or amend
that agreement. We have done it in the past.
The purpose of Mr. Kelleher’s amendment is to
expand the bill to include binding arbitration
in the form that would be similar to what is
proposed in the bill. I think the members of this
body should know that that would not take
place if the amendment is attached; however,
the amendment, if it is attached, would at least
provide a mechanism that would be’'something
that would hopefully facilitate unresolved
contract disputes. For that reason, I really
don't have any objection to the amendment, I
don’t really think it accomplishes a great deal,
but I do think that if it deals with the concerns
raised by the proponents of the amendment
and by members on the other side of the aisle
who had concern with the bill itself but seemed
to have developed quite a bit of support for the
amendment yesterday, then I have no objec-
tions if this makes everybody happy.

For that reason, I ask leave of the House to
withdraw my motion to indefinitely postpone
Mr. Kelleher's amendment, and hoping that if
we can pass this bill along and finally enact it,
that I will be standing beside Mr. Kelleher
down at the Governor’s desk when this bill is
signed into law. I know [ would be happy ifthat
took place and | know just how important that
is to Mr. Kelleher as well.

Thereupon, Mr. Diamond of Bangor with-
drew his motion to indefinitely postpone
House Amendment “A”.

Thereupon, House Amendment “A” (H-333)
was adopted.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Kennebunk, Mr. Murphy.

Mr. MURPHY: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women
of the House: The impression in previous de-
bates upon this bill have implied that it applies
only to municipal and university employees. It
is my understanding that the municipal public
employees labor relation act also applies to
county government employees when such
county employee units request recognition and
bargaining. I see nothing in L. D. 1678 to ex-
clude such county employees from coverage
under this bitl.

I have also been told that the Maine Labor
Relations Board and Office of Legislative As-
sistants have indicated that they feel the bill
applies to county government employees.

The more I look at this bill, it begins to re-
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mind me of the days many years ago when my
mother would tuck me into bed. She always
read me a bedtime story and one of my favor-
ites was the classic “Song of the South.” There is
an episode in that classic book that reminds
me of the growing problems this bill has begun
to have as we examine it more closely. Do you
remember the tar baby episode in that story
and what happened to Br'er Rabbit? The closer
Br'er Rabbit examined that innocent looking
tar baby, the stickier it got for him and the
more Br'er Rabbit struggled, the quicker he got
to that boiling kettle of water.

Men and women of the House, L. D. 1678 is
like that fictional tar baby, but unlike the bed-
time story, the kettle of boiling, scalding water
that this binding arbitration bill puts our
towns and cities into and now the counties and
the state is very real with no hope of escape
from inflationary public employee wage in-
crease for Maine taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, I would request a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Bangor, Mr. Diamond.

Mr. DIAMOND: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: Very briefly to address the concerns
of my good friend from Kennebunk, Mr.
Murphy, county employees are dealt within a
number of ways in the state labor relations
laws and the municipal labor relations laws.
For the purposes of this proposal, though, the
same arguments dealing with state employees
would hold true for county employees as well.
We have that outside force again, the legisla-
ture, that has to approve that county budget as
well as our own state budget, and for that rea-
son, binding arbitration in the sense that we
deal with it for municipalities and the univer-
sity were not placed into effect, because it
could not be binding because you have that
outside force that would interfere. So for that
reason, I don’t think it should be a concern that
we will be going beyond what is established in
the title of the bill and what was the intent for
the same reason that the state employees’ pro-
vision does not really hold much weight.

I hope that we can pass this bill and we can
all live happily ever after.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has been re-
quested. For the Chair to order a roll call, it
must have the expressed desire of one fifth of
the members present and voting. All those de-
siring a roll call vote will vote yes; those op-
posed will vote no.

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

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on
passage to be engrossed as amended by House
Amendment “A”. Al those in favor will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
West Gardiner, Mr. Weymouth.

Mr. WEYMOUTH: Mr. Speaker, I request
permission to pair my vote with the gentleman
from Scarborough, Mr. Higgins. If he were here,
he would be voting nay; if | were voting, I would
vote yea.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Island Falls, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, I request permis-
sion to pair my vote with the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert. If he were here, he would
be voting yes; if | were voting, I would be voting
no.

ROLL CALL

YEA-—Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Baker,
Beaulieu, Bost, Brannigan, Brodeur, Carroll,
D.P;; Carroll, G.A; Cashman, Chonko, Clark,
Connolly, Cote, Cox, Crouse, Crowley, Dia-
mond, Erwin, Handy, Hickey, Higgins, HC.
Hobbins, Jacques, Joseph, Joyce, Kelly, Ket-
over, LaPlante, Lisnik, Locke, MacEachern,
Macomber, Martin, H.C; Mayo, McCollister,
McGowan, McHenry, McSweeney, Michael, Mi-
chaud, Mitchell, E.H_; Mitchell, J.; Murray, Paul,
Perry, Randall, Reeves, P.; Richard, Rolde, Ro-
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tondi, Stevens, Tammaro, Theriault, Thomp-
son, Vose, The Speaker.

NAY --Anderson, Armstrong, Bell, Bott,
Brown, A.K.; Brown, DN.: Brown, K.L.; Cahill,
Callahan, Carter, Conary, Conners, Cooper,
Curtis, Daggett, Davis, Day, Dexter, Drink-
water, Dudley, Foster, Greenlaw, Gwadosky,
Hall, Ingraham, Jackson, Kiesman, Kilcoyne,
Lebowitz, Lehoux, Lewis, Livesay, MacBride,
Manning, Martin, A.C; Masterman, Masterton,
Matthews, K.I..; Maybury, McPherson, Melendy,
Moholland, Murphy, E.M.; Murphy, T.W.; Nel-
son, Norton, Paradis, E.J.; Paradis, P.E; Parent,
Perkins, Pines, Pouliot, Racine, Reeves, JW,;
Ridley, Roberts, Roderick, Salsbury, Scarpino,
Sherburne, Small, Smith, C.W,; Soucy, Steven-
son, Stover, Strout, Swazey, Telow, Walker,
Webster, Wentworth, Willey.

ABSENT—Benoit, Bonney, Carrier, Dillen-
back, Gauvreau, Hayden, Holloway, Kane, Kel-
leher, Mahany, Matthews, Z.E., Nadeau,
Seavey, Soule, Sproul, Tuttle, Zirnkilton.

PATRED-Higgins, L. M.-Weymouth; Jalbert-
Smith, C.B.

Yes, 58; No, 72; Absent, 17; Paired, 4.

The SPEAKER: Fifty-eight having voted in
the affirmative and seventy-two in the nega-
tive, with seventeen being absent, and four
paired, the motion does not prevail.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Kennebunk, Mr. Murphy.

Mr. MURPHY: Mr. Speaker, having voted on
the prevailing side whereby L. D. 1768 has
failed of passage to be engrossed, I move that
we reconsider our action and urge you to vote
against the motion.

Mrs. Beaulieu of Portland requested a roll
call vote,

Mr. Brannigan of Portland moved that this
be tabled until later in today’s session.

Mr. Murphy of Kennebunk requested a roll
call vote.

The SPEAKER: For the Chair to order a roll
call, it must have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and voting. All
those desiring a roll call vote will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

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 Portland,
Mr. Brannigan, that this be tabled until later in
today's session pending the motion of Mr.
Murphy of Kennebunk to reconsider whereby
the Bill failed of passage to be engrossed. All
those in favor will vote yes; those opposed will
VOle no.

ROLL CALL

YEA-—Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Baker,
Beaulieu, Bost, Brannigan, Brodeur, Carroll,
D.P.; Carroll, G.A,; Carter, Cashman, Chonko,
Clark, Connolly, Cooper, Cote, Cox, Crouse,
Crowley, Daggett, Diamond, Erwin, Gwadosky,
Hall, Handy, Hickey, Higgins, H.C; Hobbins,
Jacques, Joseph, Joyce, Kelly, Ketover, Kil-
coyne, LaPlante, Lehoux, Lisnik, Locke, Mac-
Fachern, Macomber, Manning, Martin, H.C,;
Matthews, Z.E.; Mayo, McCollister, McGowan,
McHenry, McSweeney, Melendy, Michael, Mi-
chaud, Mitchell, E.H.; Mitchell, J.; Moholland,
Murray, Nelson, Norton, Paradis, P.E.; Paul,
Perry, Pouliot, Reeves, P; Richard, Ridley, Ro-
berts, Rolde, Rotondi, Smith, C.B.; Stevens,
Swazey, Tammaro, Theriault, Thompson, Vose,
Weymouth, The Speaker.

NAY-—Anderson, Armstrong, Bell, Bott,
Brown, A.K.; Brown, D.N.; Brown, K.L.; Cahil},
Callahan, Conary, Conners, Curtis, Davis, Day,
Dexter, Dillenback, Drinkwater, Dudley, Fos-
ter, Greenlaw, Ingraham, Jackson, Kiesman,
Lebowitz, Lewis, Livesay, MacBride, Martin,
A.C.; Masterman, Masterton, Matthews, K.L;
Maybury, McPherson, Murphy, E.M.; Murphy,
T W.: Paradis, E.J; Parent, Perkins, Pines, Ra-
cine, Randall, Reeves, J.W.; Roderick, Salsbury,
Scarpino.  Sherburne, Small, Smith, C.W;

Soucy, Stevenson, Stover, Strout, Telow, Wal-
ker, Webster, Wentworth, Willey.

ABSENT—Benoit, Bonney, Carrier, Gauv-
reau, Hayden, Higgins, L. M,; Holloway, Jalbert,
Kane, Kelleher, Mahany, Nadeau, Seavey,
Soule, Sproul, Tuttle, Zirnkilton.

Yes, 77; No, 57; Absent, 17.

The SPEAKER: Seventy-seven having voted
in the affirmative and fifty-seven in the nega-
tive, with seventeen being absent, the motion
does prevail.

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

HOUSE DIVIDED REPORT — Majority (8) ‘Ought
to Pass” in New Draft under New Title Bill “An
Act Establishing the Emergency Service Per-
sonnel Arbitration Act” (H. P. 1299) (L. D.
1724) — Minority (5) “Ought Not to Pass” —
Committee on Labor on Bill “An Act Concern-
ing Arbitration Involving Municipal Fire and
Police Departments” (H. P. 331) (L. D. 390)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 by Representative
Beaulieu of Portland.

Pending — Acceptance of Either Report.

On motion of Mr. Diamond of Bangor, tabled
pending acceptance of either Report and later
today assigned.

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

An Act Concerning Confidential Records
and State Certification of Educational Per-
sonnel (Emergency) (S. P. 583) (L. D. 1691)

Tabled — June 6, 1983 by Representative
Locke of Sebec.

Pending — Passage to be Enacted.

On motion of Mrs. Locke of Sebec, under
suspension of the rules, the House reconsi-
dered its action whereby the Bill was passed to
be engrossed.

The same gentlewoman offered House
Amendment “A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” (H-353) was read by
the Clerk and adopted.

The Bill was passed to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment “A” in non-
concurrence and sent up for concurrence.

The following papers appearing on Supple-
ment No. 1 were taken up out of order by un-
animous consent:

Passed to Be Enacted
Bond Issue

An Act to Authorize Bond Issue in the
Amount of $24,600,000 for Highway and
Bridge Improvements to Match Federal Funds
and to Accelerate the Improvement of Town
:V;Vay Bridges (S. P. 415) (L. D. 1262) (H. “B” H-

26)

Was reported by the Committee on En-
grossed Bills as truly and strictly engrossed. In
accordance with the provisions of Section 14
of Article IX of the Constitution and a two-
thirds vote of the House being necessary, a
total was taken. 87 voted in favor of same and
27 against and accordingly the Bill was passed
to be enacted, signed by the Speaker and sent
to the Senate.

Passed to Be Enacted
Emergency Measure

An Act to Make Additional Allocations from
the Public Utilities Commission Regulatory
Fund, for the Fiscal Years Ending June 30,
1984, and June 30, 1985 (S. P.433) (L. D. 1345)
(C.“A" §-167)

Was reported by the Committee on En-
grossed Bills as truly and strictly engrossed.
This being an emergency measure and a two-
thirds vote of all the members elected to the
House being necessary, a total was taken. 101
voted in favor of same and 30 against, and ac-
cordingly the Bill was passed to be enacted,
signed by the Speaker and sent to the Senate.

Enactor
Later Today Assigned
An Act to Strengthen the Maine Milk Indus-
try (H. P. 1260) (L. D. 1681) (C. “A” H-323)
Was reported by the Committee on En-
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grossed Bills as truly and strictly engrossed.

On motion of Mrs. Mitchell of Vassalboro,
tabled pending passage to be enacted and later
today assigned.

Tabled and Assigned

An Act to Provide for Local Option Voting on
Bottle Clubs (S. P. 584) (L. D. 1694)

Was reported by the Committee on En-
grossed Bills as truly and strictly engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Auburn, Mr. Michael.

Mr. MICHAEL: Mr. Speaker, 1 would like
someone to explain to me the procedure
whereby a bottle club would be denied under
this bill.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Auburn,
Mr. Michael, has posed a question through the
Chair to anyone who may care to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Handy.

Mr. HANDY: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women of
the House: A bottle club would be prohibited in
a town that voted on this local option question
to prohibit such bottle clubs.

he SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Auburn, Mr. Michael.

Mr. MICHAEL: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
get that clarified a little bit more. How would
such a referendum vote come about? Would
the council or the selectmen have to put it on
the ballot? Could any citizen petition to have it
placed on the ballot or would it have to go
through the council?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Auburn,
Mr. Michael, has posed additional questions
through the Chair. The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Lewiston, Mr. Handy.

Mr. HANDY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Representative Michael’s
question is a good one. That would be through
a petition process brought up by the people of
that particular town or municipality.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Auburn, Mr. Michael.

Mr. MICHAEL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: There is one concern that
I have about this bill. If a bottle club were to be
prohibited from operating in a town, and |
think that would happen because two factions
would get together; one faction would be the
dry people who simply don't like drinking and
they vote a certain way and that is fine and
they would be the type of people that would

vote against licensed taverns as well.

The other factor that I am concerned with is
that people who own licensed taverns would
also like to see the bottle clubs be done away
with, and that is a problem we have here. Ifyou
had a referendum process where bottle clubs
and licensed taverns were both voted on at the
same time, | think you would have a fair re-
presentation, but the danger I see with this bill
is that you would have the interests who own
the licensed taverns ganging up on the bottle
clubs along with the people who would like to
do away with all drinking anyway, and I re-
spect those groups but not when they get to-
gether. I think it is a dangerous bill for bottle
clubs and I would like to see some kind of
amendment put on this where it could be
made more equitable. I think it is a very dan-
gerous piece of legislation right now.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Canton, Mr. McCollister.

Mr. McCOLLISTER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: [ want to share a few
comments from some mill workers at the gate
last week. They consider that there are two
levels of society, those that belong to the coun-
try club and those that do the same thing at
the bottle clubs. The working people of this
state consider bottle clubs their country club
because they can’t afford the country club. I
think we ought to bear that in mind before we
attack the local bottle clubs too hard.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Brewer, Mr. Cox.

Mr. COX: Mr. Speaker and Members of the
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House: In response to the remarks of the gen-
tleman from Auburn, Mr. Michael, I don't think
it should be our concern as to how the interest
groups in the local communities work out their
differences. This will be a vote at aregular elec-
tion at which all the people of a community will
have an opportunity to vote. This is simply a
local controlissue that will enable those towns
that have had real problems with their bottle
clubs to have on the ballot, the same as the
other liquor questions, whether or not that
town will have these bottle clubs.

I think this is a local control amendment
that should address the problems that certain
communities are having.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Auburn, Mr. Michael.

Mr. MICHAEL: Mr. Speaker, | would like to
pose a question through the Chair. Does any
language such as this exist on the books for
purposes of removing licensed liquor estab-
lishments, prohibiting them from operating?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Auburn,
Mr. Michael, has posed a question through the
Chair to anyone who may care to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Lewiston, Mr. Handy.

Mr. HANDY: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women of
the House: There are several local option ques-
tions in the statutes, but to my knowledge none
of them ask the question in the manner in this
bill which is the word ‘use’ — the opposite of
the word use is ‘prohibit’. Most of those, if I re-
member correctly, are worded in the positive. |
may be mistaken, but I think you can rest as-
sured that this is going aside with the normal
w:}ly that questions are worded.

he SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Auburn, Mr. Michael.

Mr. MICHAEL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I would like to see this law
either become equitable or kill it, and I am ask-
ing that if a proponent of the bill is interested
in that, that they table it until later in today's
session or until tomorrow.

On motion of Mr. Smith of Mars Hill, tabled
pending passage to be enacted and tomorrow
assigned.

An Act Amending and Expanding the Home
Winterization Program Statute (H. P. 1281) (L.
D. 1698) (C. “A” H-322)

Was reported by the Committee on En-
grossed Bills as truly and strictly engrossed,
passed to be enacted, signed by the Speaker
and sent to the Senate.

The Chair laid before the House the follow-
ing matter:

An Act to Provide Workers' Compensation
Coverage to Emergency Medical Services’ Per-
sons (S, P. 563) (L. D. 1637) (C. “A” S-160)
which was tabled and later today assigned
pending passage to be enacted.

On motion of Mrs. Beaulieu of Portland,
under suspension of the rules, the House re-
considered its action whereby the Bill was
passed to be engrossed.

The same gentlewoman offered House
Amendment “A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” (H-354) was read by
the Clerk and adopted.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Canton, Mr. McCollister.

Mr. McCOLLISTER: Mr. Speaker, [ would re-
quest a division.

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on
passage to be engrossed as amended by Com-
mittee Amendment “A” S-160 and House
Amendment “A” (H-354) in non-concurrence.
All those in favor will vote yes; those opposed
will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

79 having voted in the affirmative and 10
having voted in the negative, the motion did
prevail.

Sent up for concurrence.

(Off Record Remarks)
The Chair laid before the House the follow-

ing matter:

Bill “An Act to Amend the Motor Vehicle Sal-
vage Laws of the State” (H. P. 910) (L. D. 1189)
(C. “A” H-318) which was tabled and later
today assigned pending passage to be en-
grossed.

Mr. Hickey of Augusta offered House
Amendment “A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment *A” (H-355) was read by
the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Augusta, Mr. Hickey.

Mr. HICKEY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This amendment is of-
fered to hopefully alleviate a serious problem
in Augusta. Due to the lack of zoning in our
city, for which I apologize to Representative
Carroll, our city government recently issued a
permit for a sales, repair and salvage yard
abutting the Maine Veterans Cemetery.

For many years the State of Maine was un-
able to do anything constructive to recognize
or honor Maine veterans of our many wars.
However, in 1968, the legislature purchased
168 acres of land for a veterans’ cemetery.
Construction was started immediately and the
cemetery was dedicated in 1970 by Governor
Curtis. Since that time, many improvements
have been made, like the beautiful granite
chapel, the chimes. Today, as Maine citizens,
we have to be proud of the beautiful scenic
cemetery that has been provided for our vete-
rans. Our cemetery has also served as a model
for Connecticut, Rhode Island and Maryland,
who in recent years have constructed cemeter-
ies for their veterans.

In conjunction with all the veterans’ organi-
zations, it does seem tragic that this beautiful
memorial to our veterans should be dese-
crated. The State of Maine, all of the veterans’
organizations and hundreds of Maine citizens
contribute thousands of dollars and countless
volunteer hours to make this memorial a fit-
ting tribute to the veterans who have served
our country. I ask your support of this
amendment so that we can continue to look
with pride at the memorial provided by the
people of Maine for our veterans.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Wilton, Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG: Mr. Speaker, the good Re-
presentative from Augusta said what the in-
tent of the amendment was, but I haven’t been
able to locate it. Specifically what does it say?
Does it say that no one can have any commer-
cial endeavor around the veterans’ cemetery,
or does it say that there will be no junkyards
around there?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Wilton,
Mr. Armstrong, has posed a question through
the Chair to the gentleman from Augusta, Mr.
Hickey, who may answer if he so desires, and
the Chair recognizes that gentleman.

Mr. HICKEY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: It says:

“WHEREAS, the citizens of Maine and of the
United States have determined that, in recog-
nition of the services rendered to the State and
the Nation by its veterans, provisions for suita-
ble final resting places should be made for
those who have served their country; and

“WHEREAS, 2 cemeteries have been estab-
lished for such a purpose in the County of
Kennebec, one owned by the State Govern-
ment in the City of Augusta and one at the
Veterans’ Administration facility at Togus
owned by the United States; and

“Whereas, the operation of recycling or
scrap processing facilities in the immediate
vicinity of these cemeteries is inimicable to
their purpose in that it detracts from the vis-
ual and peaceful aspects of the cemeteries as
they are currently constructed; and

“WHEREAS, the operation of a recycling or
scrap processing facility is currently proposed
immediately next to the state veterans’ ceme-
tery in Augusta; and

“WHEREAS, in the judgment of the Legislature,
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these facts create an emergency within the
meaning of the Constitution of Maine and re-
quire the following legislation as immediately
necessary for the preservation of the public
peace, health and safety” now, therefore,’

Does that answer your question, Mr. Arm-
strong?

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Wilton, Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG: Mr. Speaker, I thank the
good gentleman from Augusta. Really, the
problem is this — I agree it would be tragic to
have an automobile salvage yard next door to
the cemetery, but, of course we have other
cemeteries in every town, and the other thing
is, there are many other types of commercial
businesses besides automobile graveyards, so
to speak, that still might be put in there, and |
just don’t know how far we want to go, to say
no commercial enterprises or just automobile
burial grounds or what. I think it is a case of
almost a little bit of a restraintive trade, but [
certainly agree with the intent of the gentle-
man because it certainly is a lovely asset to the
State of Maine the people thereof.

Thereupon, House Amendment “A” was
adopted.

The Bill was passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amendment “A” and
House Amendment “A” and sent up for con-
currence.

By unanimous consent, unless notice was
given to the Clerk, all matters acted upon re-
quiring Senate concurrence were ordered sent
forthwith fifteen minutes after the House re-
cessed for lunch.

On motion of Mr. Hickey of Augusta,
Recessed until four o'clock in the afternoon.

After Recess
4:00 p.m.
The House was called to order by the
Speaker.

On motion of Mrs. Mitchell of Vassalboro, the
following matter was removed from the Unas-
signed Table:

Bill “An Act to Establish a Commission to
Review and Evaluate the University of Maine
System,” (S. P. 537) (L. D. 1566)

Pending — Passage to be engrossed.

Mrs. Locke of Sebec offered House Amend-
ment “A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” (H-335) was read by
the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Scarborough, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: It has been a while since
this particular bill has been around and I did
see the amendment, but [ can’t find it in front
of me, and I wish somebody would tell us about
the bill and the amendment.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Sebec, Mrs. Locke.

Mrs. LOCKE: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women of
the House: The purpose of the bill itself is to es-
tablish a commission to review and evaluate
the University of Maine system. The University
system has not been evaluated since its incep-
tion 15 years ago, while we do require an eval-
uation of our public school systems every five
years. That is the gist of the bill, it sets up a
commission to do that.

I am going to read from the Statement of
Fact on the amendment because I just got it
also.

“The amendment changes the composition
of and appointment procedure to the commis-
sion.” There seemed to be some problems with
that several weeks ago. “Five members shall be
from the House of Representatives, 3 members
from the Senate, one from the Board of Trus-
tees of the University of Maine, 2 alumni of the
University of Maine, 2 from the general public
and 2 personnel of the University of Maine.
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Members shall be appointed by the Speaker of
the House and President of the Senate. The
Speaker and President shall designate one
member as chairman.” That is one change.

“The amendment corrects a typographical
error in section 3. It further eliminates the re-
quirement to recodify the University of Maine
statutes. It rewrites the section on compensa-
tion to include only expenses (eliminates the
per diem). Finally, it changes the appropria-
tion to $20,000 for the first year and $10,000
for the second year.”

Thereupon, House Amendment “A” was
adopted.

The Bill was passed to be engrossed as
amended in non-concurrence and sent up for
concurrence.

(Off Record Remarks)

On motion of Mrs. Mitchell of Vassalboro,
Recessed until the sound of the gong.

After Recess
5:00 p.m.
The House was called to order by the
Speaker.

The following papers appearing on Supple-
ment No. 2 were taken up out of order by un-
animous consent:

Unanimous Leave to Withdraw

Report of the Committee on Education re-
porting “Leave to Withdraw” on Bill “An Act to
Conduct a Maine Labor Training Study” (S. P.
352) (L. D. 1026)

Was placed in the Legislative Files without
further action pursuant to Joint Rule 15 in
concurrence,

Ought to Pass in New Draft

Report of the Committee on Health and In-
stitutional Services on Bill “An Act to Limit Fu-
ture Increases in the Cost of Hospital Care in
Maine” (S.P.446) (L. D. 1353) reporting “Ought
to Pass” in New Draft (S. P. 608) (L. D. 1737)

Came from the Senate with the Report read
and accepted and the New Draft passed tobe en-
grossed.

In the House, the Report was read and ac-
cepted in concurrence the New Draft read
once and assigned for second reading tomor-
row.

Non-Concurrent Matter

Bill “An Act to Authorize the Plantation of
The Forks to Award Educational Scholar-
ships” (Emergency) (H. P. 1300) (L. D. 1729)
which was passed to be engrossed without ref-
erence to a committee in the House on June 2,
1983.

Came from the Senate with the Bill and ac-
companying papers indefinitely postponed in
non-concurrence.

In the House: The House voted to recede and
coneur.,

Second Reader
Tabled Unassigned
Bill“An Act to Provide for Reapportionment
of County Commissioner Districts” (Emer-
gency) (H. P. 1307) (L. D. 1736)
Was reported by the Committee on Bills in
the Second Reading and read the second time.
On motion of Mr. Diamond of Bangor, tabled
unassigned pending passage to be engrossed.

The following paper appearing on Supple-
ment No. 3 was taken up out of order by un-
animous consent:

Commiittee of Conference Report

The Committee of Conference on the dis-
agreeing action of the two branches of the Leg-
islature on Bill “An Act Relating to Drinking in
Public™ (S. P. 420) (L. D. 1273) (C.“A” S-86 and
H.“A” H-201) ask leave to report: that they are
unable to agree.

(Signed)

Representatives:

HOBBINS of Saco
MacEACHERN of Lincoln
BOTT of Orono
— of the House.
Senators:
CHARETTE of Androscoggin
CARPENTER of Aroostook
SHUTE of Waldo
— of the Senate.
Report was read and accepted and sent up
for concurrence.

The Chair laid before the House the follow-
ing matter:

Bill “An Act to Establish and Amend the Air
Emission and Open-burning Standards” (H. P.
1259) (L. D. 1680) (C. “A” H-340) which was
tabled and later today assigned pending pas-
sage to be engrossed.

On motion of Mrs. Mitchell of Vassalboro,
tabled pending passage to be engrossed and
later today assigned.

(Off Record Remarks)

The Chair laid before the House the follow-
ing matter:

An Act to Encourage Prompt Resolution of
Public Employee Labor Disputes (H. P. 1267)
(L. D. 1678) which was tabled and later today
assigned pending the motion of Mr. Murphy of
Kennebunk to reconsider whereby the Bill
failed of passage to be engrossed as amended
by House Amendment “A". (Roll Call re-
quested)

The SPEAKER: For the Chair to order a roll
call, it must have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and voting. All
those desiring a roll call vote will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

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 Kennebunk,
Mr. Murphy, that the House reconsider its ac-
tion whereby this Bill failed of passage to be
engrossed. All those in favor of reconsidera-
tion will vote yes; those opposed will vote no.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Is-
land Falls, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, I request permis-
sion to pair my vote with the gentlewoman
from Pittston, Mrs. Reeves. If she were here,
she would be voting yes; I would be voting no.

ROLL CALL

YEA-—Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Baker,
Beaulieu, Benoit, Bost, Brodeur, Carroll, D.P,
Cashman, Chonko, Clark, Cote, Cox, Crouse,
Crowley, Diamond, Erwin, Gauvreau, Handy,
Hayden, Hickey, Higgins, H.C., Hobbins,
Jacques, Joseph, Joyce, Kane, Kelleher, Kelly,
Ketover, LaPlante, Lisnik, Locke, MacEachern,
Macomber, Martin, H.C.; Matthews, Z.E.; Mayo,
McCollister, McGowan, McHenry, McSweeney,
Michael, Michaud, Mitchell, EH.; Mitchell, J,;
Murray, Nadeau, Nelson, Paul, Perry, Randall,
Richard, Rolde, Rotondi, Soule, Sproul, Stev-
ens, Tammaro, Theriault, Thompson, Vose,
Weymouth, The Speaker.

NAY-—-Anderson, Armstrong, Bell, Bott,
Brown, A K., Brown, D.N;; Brown, K.L.; Cahill,
Callahan, Carroll, G.A.; Carter, Conary,
Conners, Cooper, Curtis, Daggett, Davis, Day,
Dexter, Dillenback, Drinkwater, Foster Green-
law, Gwadosky, Hall, Higgins, L.M.; Holloway,
Ingraham, Jackson, Kiesman, Kilcoyne, Lebo-
witz, Lehoux, Lewis, Livesay, MacBride, Man-
ning, Martin, A.C; Masterman, Masterton,
Matthews, K.L.; Maybury, McPherson, Me-
lendy, Moholland, Murphy, EM.; Murphy, TW,;
Norton, Paradis, E.J.; Paradis, P.E.; Parent,
Perkins, Pines, Pouliot, Racine, Reeves, JW.;
Ridley, Roderick, Salsbury, Scarpino, Sher-
burne, Small, Smith, C.W.; Soucy, Stevenson,
Stover, Strout, Swazey, Telow, Walker, Webs-
ter, Wentworth, Willey.
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ABSENT--Bornney, Brannigan, Carrier, Con-
nolly, Dudley, Jzlbert, Mahany, Roberts, Sea-
vey, Tuttle, Zirnkilton.

PAIRED--Reeves, P;-Smith, C.B.

Yes, 65; No, 7%; Absent, 11; Paired, 2.

The SPEAKER: Sixty-five having voted in the
affirmative and seventy-three in the negative,
with eleven being absent and two paired, the
motion does not prevail.

Sent to the Senate.

Bill Held

An Act to Authorize Bond Issue in the
Amount of $24,600,000 for Highway and
Bridge Improvements to Match Federal Funds
and to Accelerate the Improvement of Town
Way Bridges (Bond Issue) (S. P. 415) (L. D.
1262) (H. “B" H-326) — In House, Passed to be
Enacted on June 7, 1983.

Held at the Request of Representative
McGowan of Pittsfield.

Mr. McGowan of Pittsfield moved that the
House reconsider its action of earlier in the day
whereby the Bill was passed to be enacted.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Portland, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women
of the House: 1 have a few questions that [
wanted to ask about the proposed amendment
to this bill, which was filing No. H-325, House
Amendment “B".

Section 14 of the Maine Constitution con-
cerns the credit of the state, and I would like to
quote from that section: “For any bond author-
ization requiring ratification of the electors
pursuant to this section, if no bonds have been
issued within 5 years of the date of ratification,
then no bonds have been issued within 5 years
of the date of ratification, then no bonds may
be issued after that date. The Legisiature may,
within 2 years after the expiration of that 5-
year period, extend the 5-year period for an
additional 5 years or may deauthorize the
bonds. If the Legislature fails to take action
within those 2 years, the bond issue shall be
considered to be deauthorized and no bonds
may be issued.”

Having reviewed the Constitution and hav-
ing reviewed this amendment, I would pose a
question as to what is the effective difference
between the Constitution, as approved by the
people, and this statutory amendment?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. Higgins, has posed a question
through the Chair to anyone who may care to
answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Scarborough, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I would be happy to
answer the question of my counterpart from
Portland, which I attempted to do the other
day when I offered the amendment, perhaps
he was not in his seat at the time.

Briefly, the constitutional amendment that
he has just read to the House says that if no
bonds are issued, then at the end of the 5-year
period those bonds will lapse, deauthorize
themselves. However, the Department of
Treasury has construed that to mean in the li-
teral sense “no bonds” so that in this case if a
$24 million bond issue was ratified by the peo-
ple, if four years and eleven months from rati-
fication the state issued $500,000 worth of
bonds, that was enough to keep that bond
issue alive for another 5 years. My opinion is,
and you may differ from that, but myopinion is
that that was not the intent of the legislature
when we asked the people to vote on that con-
stitutional change. My feeling was that the leg-
islature clearly meant, and it is purely my
conjecture, but my intent was that if any of the
bonds were still around at the end of a 5-year
period, then they would be deauthorized if the
legislature didn’t take further action. You may
wish to differ with me on that opinion, but this
amendment makes it clear that if there are any
bonds left from this issuance at the end of a 5-
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year period, then the legislature must take
further action in order for them to be on the
books for an additional period of time.

I think the gentleman is going to ask another
question, so I will sit down and wait.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Portland, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women
of the House: I would like to pose a further
question. Was it bond counsel that prepared
the original wording of this constitutional
amendment? Secondly, has this amendment
been cleared through the bond counsel?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Port-
land, Mr. Higgins, has posed an additional
question through the Chair to anyone who
may care to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Scarborough, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: [ think I missed the first
part of the question, but I will try to finish it up
with the second part.

I am not sure who drafted the original con-
stitutional amendment — I don’t know if that
was the first question or not — but the
amendment that I have offered and was ac-
cepted by the House was cleared through Mr.
Howard in the Attorney General’s Office, along
with Mr. Smith down there, who felt that this
amendment cleared up any problem that
there might be in the legislative intent and that
it addressed the situation in the Constitution
and yet made a clear policy statement as to
how this legislature felt about issuing bonds.

Earlier on in that constitutional section that
he is reading from it says that the Legislature
has the authority to issue bonds for any pur-
pose in a time frame which it deems necessary.
So I think the obvious constitutional preroga-
tive is there and we do have the ability to put a
time certain on when these bonds sunset. We
could put two years on there if we wanted to.
My understanding is that the department in-
tends to issue these bonds certainly within the
next two years, but without question in the
next three years. My intent was simply to make
sure that the language on this conformed with
what I thought the constitutional amendment
was that we passed a year or so ago, and my
feeling is that the legislature ought to pass a
similar amendment on any further bond issues
that we might deem necessary to pass until we
can get the constitutional language cleared up.

If I might continue on a more general note, I
feel that we should be concerned about the
number of bonds that are out there that have
been voted for by this legislature and ratified
by the people, the number of which has yet to
be actually issued by the Treasury Depart-
ment. A year ago, June, we had over a hundred
million dollars worth of bonds outstanding
that had not been actually issued. Bond coun-
sel, I am sure, is concerned, Moody’s and all
those sorts of people that do credit ratings on
the State of Maine are going to be concerned
about that, because what can happen is, as
long as those bonds are on the books, the peo-
ple of the State of Maine could be subjected to
having those bonds issued, which, in fact, did
happen within the last six months when we
saw about $74 million worth of bonds issued
from December through April of this year. Now
our outstanding obligation is not a hundred
million, it is down to around $40 million, but
the point hereis that those are hanging over us
like a black cloud and the constitutional
amendment that we passed and this amend-
ment [ think are trying to address that serious
problem of having a lot of bonds outstanding
that have not been issued and yet they are
there and the projects may or may not deserve
funding at a later date. But as long as they are
outstanding, the legislature, for whatever rea-
son, doesn’t have the authority, without an
amendment like this, to look at the situation
five years from now if those bonds have not
been issued.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Portland, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, since the gentle-
man from Scarborough, the other Mr. Higgins,
has made it clear that this is something that he
feels should be included on future bond issues,
I would propose that rather than trying to in-
terpret the will of the people, which we are
clearly trying to do here, trying to judge what
they intended to vote on in the past, I would
suggest that a constitutional amendment be
proposed so that this could go out to the peo-
ple and clarify that intent in the future.

While I recognize the importance of this
bond issue and won't hold it up for that reason,
I think that this might be a more prudent way
to move in the future.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Scarborough, Mr. Higgins.

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I appreciate the concern
of the gentleman from Portland. The problem
here is one of time, and that is that in order to
have a constitutional amendment drafted,
passed through the legislature and voted on by
the people, it is going to eliminate any chance
of making that sort of a recommendation or
amendment onto any bond issues that we pass
in this session.

I agree with him; I think that at some point
next session we should give some real serious
thought to having the proper language drafted
so that this can be addressed then, and if he
wants to do it this session, I don’t have any
problem with that either. But time is of the es-
sence for any bond issues that we intend to
pass during this session. So I agree in generali-
ties with what the gentleman is saying, but at the
same time I think we need to address the more
immediate problem of how do we deal with
bond issues that are pending before us now?

If I might, Mr. Speaker, I would like to con-
tinue on a further note relative to this bond
issue. I was sorry that I was not here this morn-
ing to discuss the matter. Had I known it was
coming up for enactment I would have tried to
have the issue delayed but the gentleman has
done that for me, and that is the issue of bond-
ing in general. It would be no surprise to
anyone here that the Republican members of
this House have been concerned for some time
over the prospects of issuing $80 million worth
of new bonds while only retiring about $60 mil-
lion over the next two years. My understanding
from talking with both the Speaker and other
members is that the Governor intends not to
send up anymore bond issues and this one is
the only one that we will deal with during this
session. We may, however, be called back at a
later date to deal with some of the other issues.

I want to make it clear that we are con-
cerned about incurring an additional $20 mil-
lion worth of debt over the next two years if the
Governor and this House continues in its
wishes to expand state bonding of $80 million.

I am under the impression that since this is
the onebond issue that is still around, that it is
the most important, not only to the adminis-
tration but to the members of the House and
Senate, or else we would be putting thisone on
hold along with the other $56 million worth of
bonds that were initially thought to be of inter-
est to this legislature and the Governor.

With that, I feel comfortable that we are
making a first step here in making a policy
statement that this is our number one priority
and that this bond issue deserves passage and
if we have future concerns and future monies
need to be trimmed from bond issues, that we
will not be told later on that this was not the
number one priority and perhaps we should
have cut back on the $24.6 million rather than
trying to cut back on some future bond prop-
osals.

With that, ] hope I have answered your ques-
tions and would hope that we would pass this
bill.

Whereupon, Mr. McGowan of Pittsfield re-

LEGISLATIVE RECORD — HOUSE, JUNE 7, 1983

quested permission to withdraw his motion to
reconsider whereby the Bill was passed to be
enacted, which was granted.

Sent to the Senate.

The Chair laid before the House the follow-
ing matter:

Bill “An Act to Provide for an Analysis of the
Future of Maine’s Forest Resources” (H. P. 460)
(L.D.562) (C.“A” H-351) which was tabled and
later today assigned pending acceptance of
the Committee Report.

Thereupon, the Report was accepted and
the Bill read once. Committee Amendment “A”
(H-351) was read by the Clerk.

Mr. Hall of Sangerville offered House
Amendment “A” to Committee Amendment
“A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” to Committee Amend-
ment “A” (H-362) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Bethel, Miss Brown.

Miss BROWN: Mr. Speaker, | don't have a
copy of this. Could we have an explanation,
please?

The SPEAKER: The gentlewoman from Be-
thel, Miss Brown, has posed a question through
the Chair to anyone who may care to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Sangerville, Mr. Hall.

Mr. HALL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gentle-
men of the House: The statement of fact says
what the amendment is about.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Bethel, Miss Brown.

Miss BROWN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This is my bill, along with
Representative Hall and a member from the
other body. In committee when we considered
this bill, we did not define how many members
in the House and Senate would be included in
the study. We talked to the people who would
be appointing the members and part of that
was to pull together a group of people with ex-
pertise from both the college of forestry, the
Conservation Department with a forestry
background, as well as legislators. The people
on this committee will be organizing a Blaine
House Conference and establishing the outline
for that conference and coming back with a
report to the legislature on their priorities.

I question whether we need 8 members from
the legislative body in this group where we are
trying to tap people from the outside with an
expertise in this field. That is why I did not de-
fine that this many members of the legislature
be involved.

I would like to ask for a division on this.

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on
the adoption of House Amendment “A” to
Committee Amendment “A” (H-362). All those
in favor will vote yes; those opposed will vote
no.
A vote of the House was taken.

69 having voted in the affirmative and 42
having voted in the negative, the motion did
prevail.

Thereupon, Committee Amendment “A” as
amended by House Amendment “A” thereto
was adopted.

Under suspension of the rules, the Bill was
read the second time.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Westbrook, Mr. Day.

Mr. DAY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gentlemen
of the House: L. D. 562 calls for the analysis of
forest resources and so forth and I imagine
they are going to need some money. Should
there be a fiscal note on this? I asked Mr. Dia-
mond this morning, and I don’t know.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Bethel, Miss Brown.

Miss BROWN: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: There is going to be a registration
fee for the Blaine House Conference. The re-
gistration fee will cover the expenses that this
study is going to incur.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed to be en-
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grossed as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A” as amended by House Amendment
“A” thereto and sent up for concurrence.

The Chair laid before the House the follow-
ing matter:

Bill "An Act to Establish and Amend the Air
Emission and Open-burning Standards” (H. P.
1259) (L. D. 1680) (C. “A” H-340) which was
tabled and later today assigned pending pas-
sage to be engrossed.

On motion of Mr. Hall of Sangervilie, under
suspension of the rules, the House reconsi-
dered its action whereby Committee Amend-
ment “A” was adopted.

The same gentleman offered House Amend-
ment “A” to Committee Amendment “A” and
moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” to Committee Amend-
ment “A” (H-361) was read by the Clerk.

On motion of Mr. Kiesman of Fryeburg,
tabled pending adoption of House Amend-
ment “A” to Committee Amendment “A™ and
tomorrow assigned.

(Off Record Remarks)

On motion of Mrs. Joseph of Waterville,
Adjourned until nine o'clock tomorrow
morning.
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