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HOUSE

Wednesday, June 10, 1959

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

Prayer by the Rev. Mr. Andrew
F. Cone of Gardiner.

The journal of yesterday was
read and approved.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Auburn,
Mr. Wade.

Mr. WADE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Because the
Education Committee and the Ap-
propriations Committee are still
having a joint session, I now move
that the House recess to the sound
of the gong.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman

from Auburn, Mr. Wade, moves
that the House recess until the
sound of the gong. Is this the

pleasure of the House?
The motion prevailed.

After Recess
10:45 A, M.

Papers from the Senate
Conference Committee Report

Report of the Committee of Con-
ference on the disagreeing action of
the two branches of the Legislature
on Bill “An Act relating to Defi-
nition of Tavern wunder Liquor
Laws” (H. P. 695) (L. D. 995) re-
porting that they are unable to
agree.

(Signed)

FARLEY of York
COLE of Waldo
WILLEY of Hancock
—Committee on part of Senate
BROWN of Bangor
MAYO of Bath
CARON of Biddeford

—Committee on part of House

Came from the Senate read and
accepted.

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

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Auburn,
Mr. Wade.

Thereupon, Mr. Wade of Auburn
was granted unanimous consent to
address the House.
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Mr. WADE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am going
to offer again the matter I offered
yesterday and would like to ex-
plain it first. In the closing days
of the session there are certain
rules that are adopted to speed up
the legislative process. One that we
used last session with good results
was what was sometimes referred
to as the ‘thirty minute rule.” I
suggest that we start using this
procedure now.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that unless pre-
vious notice is given to the Clerk
of the House by some member of
his or her intention to move recon-
sideration, the Clerk be authorized
today to send to the Senate, thirty
minutes after House action, all
matters passed to be engrossed in
concurrence, and all matters that
require Senate concurrence; and
that after such matters have been
so sent to the Senate by the Clerk,
no motion to reconsider shall be in
order.

The SPEAKER: Does the Chair
hear objection to this unanimous
consent request? The Chair hears
none and the request is granted.

On motion of the gentlewoman
from Orrington, Mrs. Baker, House
Rule 25 was suspended for the re-
mainder of today’s session in order
to permit smoking.

From the Senate: The following
Order:

ORDERED, the House concur-
ring, that there be prepared after
adjournment of the present session,
under the direction of the Clerk of
the House, a Register of all Bills
and Resolves considered by both
branches of the Legislature, show-
ing the history and final disposition
of each Bill and Resolve, and that
there be printed six hundred copies
of the same.

The Clerk of the House is hereby
authorized to employ the necessary
clerical assistance to prepare such
Register.

The Clerk shall mail a copy of
the Register to each member and
officer of the Legislature and the
State Library shall receive such
number of copies as may be re-
quired (S, P. 513)
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Came from the Senate read and
passed.

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

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

Bill “An Act relating to Salaries
of County Officials and Clerk Hire”
(S. P. 491) (L. D. 1369) which was
passed to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendment ‘“A” as
amended by Senate Amendment

“A” and House Amendments “B”’
and ‘‘C’ thereto, and Senate
Amendments “B’’, “C” and “D”,

and House Amendments “L’’, “M”
and ‘““O” in non-concurrence in the
House on June 4.

Came from the Senate with House
Amendment “B’”’ to Senate Amend-
ment “A”, and House Amendment
“M”’, indefinitely postponed and the
Bill passed to be engrossed as
amended by Senate Amendment
“A” as amended by Senate
Amendment ‘“A” and House
Amendment ‘“‘C’’ thereto, and Sen-
ate Amendments “B”’, “C”, “D”,
“E” and “F”, and House Amend-
ments “L’” and ‘““O’’ in non-concur-
rence.

In the House:

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

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, 1
move we recede and concur.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Old Orchard Beach, Mr.
Plante, moves that the House re-
cede and concur with the Senate.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from East Machias, Mr. Den-
nison.

Mr. DENNISON: Mr. Speaker, I
offer House Amendment ‘E”.

The SPEAKER: The Chair must
advise the gentleman from East
Machias that the bill presently is
not in the amendable stage, and
that the question before the House
must still remain the motion of the
gentleman from Old Orchard Beach
that the House recede and concur.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Old Orchard Beach, Mr.
Plante.

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, may
I approach the rostrum?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may.
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(Conference at rostrum)

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

Mr. PLANTE: Mr. Speaker, so
there shall be no misunderstanding,
I move this bill be tabled until
later in today’s session.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of the
gentleman from Old Orchard Beach,
Mr. Plante, that this matter be ta-
bled and specially assigned for la-
ter in today’s session pending the
motion of the same gentleman that
the House recede and concur. Is
this the pleasure of the House?

The motion prevailed.

Orders

On motion of Mr. Knight of Rock-
land, it was

ORDERED, that Mr. Maddox of
Vinalhaven be excused from attend-
ance for the remainder of the week
because of business.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Sher-
man, Mr. Storm.

Mr. STORM: Mr. Speaker, I
would inquire if L. D. 747 is in
possession of the House?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the gentleman that L. D.
747 is in possession of the House,
the document being Bill “An Act
to Make Valid the Incorporation of
School Administrative Districts Nos.
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.”

Mr. STORM: Mr. Speaker, I now
move that we reconsider our action
of yesterday whereby this bill was
passed to be engrossed.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Sherman, Mr. Storm, moves
the House reconsider its action of
yesterday whereby this bill was
passed to be engrossed. Does the
gentleman wish to speak to his mo-
tion?

Mr. STORM: I would, Mr. Speak-
er. In the confusion and the bustle
that was going on in the House here
yesterday, I for one became lost
and I believe that I was not the
only one who was confused and did-
n’t realize exactly what was going
on until it was over and too late,
and after the thing was over and
the smoke had cleared away, I
found that we had taken action con-
trary to what I thought I was vot-
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ing for at the time, and I know
that several others did the same
thing, and for that reason I am
asking to have this brought back
before the House.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of the
gentleman from Sherman, Mr.
Storm, that the House reconsider its
action of yesterday whereby it
passed this bill to be engrossed.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Easton, Mr. Perry.

Mr. PERRY: Mr. Speaker, we
have been kicking this bill around
a long time here and if this is
brought back to the House to be
reconsidered I am positive that it
would make us stay here a day or
two longer, and I hope that the
folks here will vote as they did
gfifterday, not to reconsider this
ill.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Perham,
Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: 1 ask for a divi-
sion on the motion to reconsider.

The SPEAKER: A division has
been requested. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Madawas-
ka, Mr. Rowe.

Mr. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House: I am going to
ask you to oppose the motion to
reconsider not because we did not
know what we were doing yester-
day. I feel that the majority of
the members of the House did, and
for a few moments I would like
to talk with you both as a legis-
lator and as a schcool teacher. If
we reconsider the action that we
took yesterday and pass certain
amendments that we defeated yes-
terday, we will be in the same
position as we were before of
giving Liberty and the Town of
Perham permission to withdraw
from their school districts which
they have now formed, and I would
like to discuss with you why I
think, in my very best judgment as
a school teacher and as a legislator,
why this would be wrong.

First of all the position that Lib-
erty should not be given permission
to withdraw is backed up both by
the School Distriet Commission, the
Department of Education, and the
bonding companies with which these
towns have already floated their

2487

bonds. In reference to the School
District Commission, which is head-
ed up by Chairman Mark Shibles,
I think it should be pointed out
contrary to some remarks which
were made, I do not believe that
the School District Commission has
formed these districts hastily, and
I can only recall, probably it was
a few months ago, when a very
close associate and friend of mine
at the University of Maine had com-
mented on the activities of Dr.
Shibles that they only see him
around the campus of the U. of
M. probably ten per cent of his
time. He has put his heart and soul
and all his time into seeing that
these districts are prudently formed.

For Liberty, forty-three town
meetings were held before the dis-
trict was formed. Four of these
town meetings were held in Liberty
and all of these town meetings that
were held in Liberty all were fa-
vorable to the formation of the dis-
trict. There was another problem
here which makes imperative the
formation of this district there inas-
much as they have an emergency
that has been created in their
school system there by the recent
fire at Freedom Academy. There is
another thing too, the Ford Founda-
tion has become particularly in-
terested in this district here that
we by legislative action could at
this moment destroy, and they are
thinking of subsidizing them out of
their foundation moneys, and at
this time their consideration of put-
ting money into this school district
is being withheld now becasue we
by legislative act may destroy it.

The next point here is that be-
cause of the recent possible legisla-
tive action that we might take in
permitting Liberty to withdraw, the
banks have indicated that they are
going to shut off any further credit
to these districts. If there has been
criticism in this way here that —
let me put it the other way around.
I think myself that if we give these
people time, time to work out their
problems in a local and a demo-
cratic group fashion, and if we, by
our legislative action, validate these
districts we are going to accomplish
the very same probably, the very
problem that we think we have cre-
ated by the formation of these dis-
tricts in this way here, that other
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districts that may be formed, I
think will be more prudently and
more cautiously formed.

There is a question too whether
we as legislators, there is a con-
stitutional question involved here
whether we, at this time, can inter-
vene in a contract between towns.
Now this question has not yet been
answered by the courts. It is the
question which is clearly stated in
the Sinclair Act, that if a school
district has outstanding indebted-
ness that any one member town of
that school district, then the school
district may not be dissolved. The
school district too is supported by
the members of the School District
Commission among which Liberty
is a member town, I think it should
be pointed out, and I think it would
be disastrous if this Legislature, the
99th, intervenes in a particular sort
of troublesome area that has been
created, but which I think is only
temporary.

And lastly, I think there is this
to point out that if we, as mem-
bers of the 99th Legislature, if we
give fair consideration to the re-
vised parts of the Sinclair Act and
we pass what has been listed in
priority items in the way of change,
items one, two, three, and four,
that the total tax bill that Liberty
will have to support will be $1,000
less than what was originally pro-
posed, so if we go along and we do
the kind of things that have been
recommended in revising the Sin-
clair Act, the problem of estimated
tax money that Liberty will have
to provide as its equitable share
of the school district will be $1,000
less than the original estimate when
they voted four times, freely, to
enter the district.

I would like finally to pass this
out to you. I think then that this
is really the answer. The answer is
in passing the revised Sinclair Act
and giving them the subsidies which
I think will solve this problem, this
extra money that some of them
claim that the Town of Liberty can-
not support. I think that this is
probably one of the most important
items that we have before us. I
think that dependent upon our ac-
tion that we are going to take will
determine to a large extent the
very lives of these students who I
can’t in any other way see that
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the quality of their education is go-
ing to be improved, and when I
vote, I will vote against reconsider-
ation because 1 feel that Liberty,
and I feel that Perham, should re-
main a part of their school district
at least for two more years and I
will vote what I feel is really in
my best thinking, a better education
for the children of those areas.

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

Mrs. SMITH: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I am a
little disturbed by this discussion,
and I certainly would be the first
one to say that I am not familiar
with all the aspects of the Sinclair
Law, but it seemed to me, at least
it was my understanding, that there
was a safeguard written into the
Sinclair Act of permitting districts,
if they paid their full amount that
they had become involved with the
other towns, to withdraw, and it
seems to me that we aren’t debat-
ing whether these towns have a
right to withdraw according to that
provision, but rather are debating
the idea of whether any town ever
has any right to withdraw once
they have become a part of the
district and what perplexes me is,
why was the provision in there?
How do those who believe that no
town, as I understand it, should be
allowed to withdraw, reconcile
themselves to the provision that was
written in and certainly was as
mandatory to all of us as any other
part of the Sinclair Law? I would
like to have that cleared up. I am
not sure, but it seems to me we
are not debating whether they
should come under this clause, but
are rather debating or asserting
that the Sinclair Law Act should
not have this provision in it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Rockland,
Mr. Knight.

Mr. KNIGHT: Mr. Speaker, there
is no dquestion in my mind that
Perham and Liberty should be al-
lowed to withdraw. That was the in-
tent of the Legislature in the 98th
Session that towns should be al-
lowed to withdraw from a district,
but as I see it, the 98th Legislature
did not make it explicit enough un-
der what circumstances they could
withdraw. The towns of Liberty
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and Perham are now before us ask-
ing the right to withdraw. I feel,
after hearing what I have heard to-
day, that we have reached a point
where the entire Sinclair Act should
be left alone at this session. No
legislation whatsoever should be
passed so that the Supreme Court
could look at it in its original
inception and give us a judgment
without any further legislation. By
doing this, by going slow at this
time, no one will be jeopardized and
the entire Sinclair Act can finally
be interpreted. If we rush now, we
may well repent later, and it is
my feeling that this would be the
safest way to progress at this time.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Perham,
Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker, I
had certainly hoped that I would
not have to go into the discussion
of this matter again. However, I
feel that I must. In reply to some
of the questions that have been
raised in regard to court action,
there is no question in my mind
but what this thing can go to the
courts — may go to the courts. I
would say in regard to that this
matter is now before this Legisla-
ture, and I believe that most of us
feel entirely capable to make a
decision on it. If we make a de-
cision, it does not bar the thing
going into the courts. If they dis-
agree with the action we have tak-
en, they can say so. If we refuse
to make a decision, we are delay-
ing the thing again and we have
been continually doing that for a
long time. As I said before in de-
bate, these people in these districts
want this thing settled, if possible,
so they can proceed, so they can
do something.

Now, the suggestion of the gentle-
man from Rockland might sound
all right but the same argument
holds for that. We are now in these
districts. No bonds have been sold.
If we refuse to take action, if ac-
tion does not come before the
courts, and I don't know that we
have any assurance that it will,
then these districts are in a perfect
position to proceed to sell bonds.
Once they have sold their bonds,
then they can proceed with their
construction. We then find ourselves
in the position where I would not
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logically, I would not reasonably
ask a body like this to let us out.
If we had gone that far with obli-
gations, I think we would have to
stay in. We are just simply asking
that you settle this thing before
these things have happened. Nobody
is going to be hurt now, and now
is the time to settle it, and I cer-
tainly believe that you feel capable
of doing it and I think you are
going to do it. That is all that I
have to say, ladies and gentlemen.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Belfast,
Mr. Rollins.

Mr. ROLLINS: Mr., Speaker and
Members of the House: I follow
along with the gentleman from Per-
ham, Mr. Bragdon. Liberty has no
bonded indebtedness and now is the
time to get clear, and this Legis-
lature following the remarks of the
gentlewoman, Mrs. Smith, this Leg-
islature, I believe, has a mandate
placed upon it by the very Sinclair
Act to let these two towns ouf of
the district. That is written into
the Sinclair Law and is just as
much a part of the Sinclair Law as
anything else, and this is the time
to try it out and this Legislature is
the one to carry out the mandates
of that law when they have no in-
debtedness or nothing. The gentle-
man from Madawaska, Mr. Rowe,
said that in a couple of years things
would smooth out. A couple of
yvears I don’t see would change
the distance of twenty-two miles to
haul the pupils of Liberty to
schools, and as far as nullifying a
contract between towns, contracts
between corporations, between indi-
viduals, they are broken every day
providing they pay the damages,
and I don’t see where a town is
any different than any other outfit
if the damages are assessed and
paid when the contract is broken,
and Liberty is coming forward
ready to pay their damages for
their mistake for getting into the
thing, and both of these towns
have voted overwhelmingly to be
removed from the distriet, and I
believe the will of the people should
be honored. I am a home rule boy
as I have said many times, and I
hope the motion of the gentleman
from Sherman, Mr. Storm, pre-
vails.
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The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Rumford.
Mr. Aliberti.

Mr. ALIBERTI: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
like to offer a few remarks, some-
thing for the members of this House
to think about. I believe that the
Sinclair Law is a good law. I also
believe that it has a few inequities
that should be corrected. For in-
stance, let us assume that the
towns in this particular district, dis-
trict three which we are talking
about, has assumed obligations as
a district of $200,000, and then be-
cause of circumstances such as has
been outlined here today two of
these towns wish to withdraw, and
seek permission of this body to do
so, and that permission is granted,
then the remaining two towns that
are in the district must absorb the
entire debt of $200,000, and when
you allot $100,000 to two towns
rather than $50,000 to four towns
you are really increasing the bur-
den on those two towns. But I be-
lieve that a formula should be
worked out so that if towns do
want out and if this Legislature, or
any other legislative body, wants to
let them out that they should be
assessed for damages, and in many,
many cases, this happens to be a
very very good example where
these two towns would get out at
a very minimum cost, but let us
assume that other districts who
have assumed an obligation of a
half a million dollars, and two
towns pull out of a four town dis-
trict then it would leave two towns
with a tremendous amount of li-
ability, and so I would say that
the formula itself is wrong.

I think the Sinclair Law should
be amended so that a formula that
will work should be adopted to take
care of all of the towns if they
want out, and what the damages
should be and how the damages
should be assessed. The good gen-
tleman from Belfast, Mr. Rollins,
has stated that contracts have been
broken many, many times and the
court of law assesses the damages
on the parties involved or those at
fault in the breaking of the con-
tract, and I don’t see how that would
differ too much in what we are
talking about this morning.
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I have appeared before the Edu-
cation Committee on many oc-
casions with respect to the State
School Board Association, and we
have gone on record as favoring
these school administrative districts
and we want them to consolidate,
but when emergencies such as this
come up and the towns do want
out, they should be given an op-
portunity at least to put their cards
on the table, and that a formula
would be set up so that it would
be workable, and that if they were
going to be assessed for damages
they might decide against it and
stay in. I think such would be the
case in this particular district. If
the damages were high that these
two towns would have to absorb,
I think they would rather remain
in the district than get out. I am
just offering that for the members
to think about.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Perham,
Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker, ob-
viously the gentleman from Rum-
ford assumes something that does
not exist. I would remind him that
in this case that we havee proposed
to you a formula whereby we wish
to get out. I have said repeatedly
if you don’t like the formula to sug-
gest one, we’ll buy it. If this Legis-
lature thinks our formula is not
good, you can come up with one.
Liberty has offered to pay an out
and out bonus which they assumed
when they went into this district.
The other towns in that district
down there had indebtedness, Lib-
erty had none, and in assuming the
indebtedness of those other towns
when they went into the district,
they assumed debts, and they have
told you they are willing to offer
an out and out bonus because they
made a mistake. The Town of Per-
ham takes the position, and here
I take issue again with the gentle-
man from Rumford, Mr. Aliberti,
we say that we leave it up to the
School District Commission of this
State, a body I believe perfectly
capable of making the decisions
that we put up before them. We
leave it completely up to them to
say how much we owe that distriet
up there, and we will pay the bill.
Again I say to you, what could be
fairer? If Mr. Aliberti wants to
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come up with a better formula, we
will buy it but we don’t want to
wait two or three years for the next
Legislature to come up with a
formula. We want to get straightened
out of this mess that we are in
so that we can proceed and so that
we can do the things that we need
for education in the district. It is
the delay that we are fighting, We
have been offering all winter long,
asking you to give us a solution so
we can get out of this mess. Try
and help us.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Shar-
on, Mr, Caswell.

Mr. CASWELL: Mr. Speaker, La-
dies and Gentlemen: I don’t know
if I can add anything to what I
said the other day or what I tried
to say the other day, but at least
it will be along the same line that
I spoke the other day. I said thea
that I was in favor strongly of the
proposal, the fundamental idea of
the Sinclair Act. I thought it was
good. I did not expect that the Sin-
clair Act, as first given to us, was
going to be perfect. No complicated
machine on its first tryout is ever
perfect. It has to be amended. It
has to be changed.

Now in that Act we did provide
a way out for towns where bonds
had not been issued and where con-
struction had not been started. In
this case of these two towns, neither
of those things have taken place.
Now, unless we wish, the majority
of us, to destroy the Sinclair Act
entirely, I think we should be care-
ful what we do right now. When
in most cases there is some escape
route left, we don’t take a man’s
license away for driving under the
influence, not the first time we
catch him at it. We give him a
little show. Now these two towns
haven’t smashed anybody up, have-
n’t killed anybody, they haven't
smashed up any car, but we now
are trying to do, contrary to what
one of the provisions of this Act
was, we are trying to stop the last
possible escape route that they have.
They made a mistake. They were
possibly oversold. Possibly they
themselves did not understand ful-
ly the potentialities of the Act, but
at most they simply made a mis-
take and they are willing to pay
for that. Now to provide that, if
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we want to kill the Sinclair Act en-
tirely, if we shut off that escape
route, I can’t conceive of any group
of towns starting to join together to
create an area district. I think that
they would be scared to death of
it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gemtleman from Easton,
Mr. Perry.

Mr. PERRY: Mr. Speaker and
Ladies and Gentlemen of the House:
I have been informed that District
Number Two assumed bonded in-
debtedness of $275,000 nearly a year
ago, and I wish you would take that
into consideration and I request a
division when the vote is taken.

The SPEAKER: A division has
been requested.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Madawaska, Mr. Rowe.

Mr. ROWE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Just one
final word, very briefly, if I may.
I think this matter of home rule,
and I really believe in it whenever
possible, deserves something more
than words, and I am referring yes-
terday when Congressman Mecln-
tire’s brother appeared on the scene
here and who is from the Town of
Perham and is against the withdraw-
al of Perham from the school dis-
trict and he had this to say, that
he was really surprised and made
a fast trip down here when he
learned that the Legislature was
giving consideration to this sort of
thing because he said this, he said:
‘““We have had problems before. This
is another problem and,” he said,
‘“‘we are going to work it out,” and
he has asked and he asked for time
to do something. Now I believe that
contracts can be broken, and if I
might even say that I believe that
for a husband and wife in some sit-
uations, it is better for them to live
apart, but certainly we don’t, at the
first spat that they have, we don’t
allow them to go into a court and
to sue for divorce and to grant a
separation. We give them time to
see whether they can work togeth-
er, live together, and to build to-
gether. Finally, on this matter of
bonded indebtedness, I would like
to ask the gentleman from Mont-
ville, Mr. Mathieson, if School Dis-
trict Three does not presently owe
the School Building Authority, and
isn’t it prohibited, if so, under the
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Sinclair Act as is, that if a school
district has an outstanding bonded
indebtedness, is not the Legislature
prohibited and is not the town pro-
hibited from withdrawal?

The SPEAKER: The Chair under-
stands the gentleman from Mada-
waska, Mr, Rowe, to have addressed
a question to the gentleman from
Montville, Mr. Mathieson, who may
answer if he chooses.

Mr. MATHIESON: Mr. Speaker,
in reply to the gentleman from
Madawaska, Mr. Rowe, I can say
this, that when the Disfrict was
formed they assumed all outstand-
ing indebtedness of the several
towns. That amounted to a consid-
erable amount of money. It is a
debt. It is covered by bonds and
although they have evidently been
willing to pay the price, the ques-
tion is what is debt in this case,
and the things that were brought
out and the questions we would
have liked to have submitted to the
court for a decision took into con-
sideration those things. When can
you, as a legislator, step in and
say here is a piece of property,
you have got to give it to some-
body else without paying damages.
Those buildings and things belong
to the District. The question is, has
the District got to give them up?
Those are serious things and I
think they are things that should
be settled by law rather than just
here on sentiment in this House,
and I hope when the vote is taken
you will defeat the motion to re-
consider.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Guilford,
Mr. Dodge.

Mr. DODGE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Our town,
four of us, have been in a communi-
ty school for a matter of ten years,
and it is very similar to the method
set up by the Sinclair Act of ad-
ministrative districts. In that con-
tract we had with the four towns,
we were assured that we could get
out of that after the indebtedness
was paid off. I am reasonably sure
that the town would never have
gone into a community school dis-
trict of that kind if that provision
had not been there, and if they had
known that they could not get out
there would have been quite a ques-
tion about going in. I am very much
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afraid that if you do not let these
towns out of this that you will not
be able to form too many new dis-
tricts.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Perham,
Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. BRAGDON: I wondered if I
had spoken twice, but if I have I
am recognized.

The SPEAKER: The Chair under-
stands this to be the gentleman’s
second time now.

Mr. BRAGDON: Thank you. To
simply answer some questions
which have been raised which I feel
I must answer, the gentleman from
Easton, Mr. Perry, raises the issue
of a bond issue, a $275,000 bond is-
sue in that particular district, I wish
to take time to completely explain
this situation. It has not been ex-
plained previously here and I was
aware this morning that the thing
had been circulating around the cor-
ridors so I am glad of this opportun-
ity. I think possibly I mentioned it
in some of my earlier discussions
on this thing, I hope you won’t fin-
ally tire out, that in the last ses-
sion of the Legislature the people
of Mapleton, Castle Hill and Chap-
man came down here in the early
part of the session and asked us to
create a community school district,
which we immediately proceeded to
do. They had lost their high school
building in Mapleton and they were
looking for the creation of a school
district so that they could rebuild.
The Legislature granted them this
authority and they proceeded to sell
bonds to finance the construction of
a building, I believe in the Town of
Mapleton, to the amount of $275,-
000.

Later in the session as you are
also well aware, that Legislature
passed the Sinclair law. It changed
the thinking of the people in that
community school district. Then af-
ter the Legislature had adjourned
they began to explore the possibili-
ties of forming a larger district and
they took in these other towns, this
community school district, with a
bond issue of $275,000. Now in re-
gard to that bond issue, it has nev-
er been spent. True they have bonds
maturing over a certain number of
years, but they have cash in the
bank to cover those bonds complete-
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ly. Also further along in the same
area, other towns in the district —
Perham had no debt, other towns
had debt, there was I think a $40,-
000 debt in the Town of Washburn
which we assumed our share of. I
think there was a debt in one of
the other towns, I haven’t the fig-
ures before me, but these are prac-
tically facts as I understand them,
if anybody wishes to question them
I stand corrected, but there was
some other outstanding indebted-
ness. But if, at the time that Maple-
ton lost their school building, they
had insurance in the amount of $75,-
000, that is also cash; so in that
area there is practically cash to
cover all of the outstanding indebt-
edness.

Now what I am saying to you is
this, we have said that we did as-
sume a part of their debt, and if
you say that due to this outstanding
debt that we owe them thirty-five
or forty thousand as our share of
that debt, we admit it, we are will-
ing to pay it. Obviously, if that is
the kind of settlement you want to
give us, of course we may go into
the courts and we will also attempt
to prove that we also assumed part
of their assets as well as part of
their debts so if they say that we
owe them $35,000 or $40,000, weagree
that we do, but we also will claim
that we also have an interest in $40,-
000 of their assets, which I wonder
what they will say. I simply point
the situation out to you exactly as
it is. There is outstanding indebted-
ness in the form of bonds, but there
is also cash to cover practically
every cent of it, enough for that.

In regard to reference to our Con-
gressman from the Third District,
I am sure probably he feels honored
that his name has been brought in-
to this esteemed body. In the Town
of Perham when we took our vote,
we voted one hundred eleven to
fourteen to get out of this district.
That is much more than the two-
thirds. We knew there were four-
teen people who still favored hold-
ing us together. Needless to say,
two of those gentlemen were here
yesterday, one of them was the twin
brother of our Congressman. He has
a perfect right to appear here and
speak for what he believes. I grant
that to everybody. However, I wish
to point out to you that I am repre-
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senting the one hundred eleven. He
was representing the fourteen. Now,
that is exactly the way the thing
stood.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Belfast, Mr. Rollins.

Mr. ROLLINS: Mr. Speaker, when
Liberty went into this district, it
had no indebtedness, but the same
as with Perham, it assumed the in-
debtedness of the other towns. True
that may be bonded indebtedness;
it may be notes at the bank; I don’t
know what kind it is. I haven’t ex-
amined them, but they assumed
their proportionate part of what the
other towns owed, but that was not
any indebtedness after the district
was formed and they are willing to
pay. They have offered here to pay
$15,000, and if the Legislature says
they pay more, they will pay more
for their mistake, but they voted
overwhelmingly to get out of it,
and as far as the gentleman from
Rumford, Mr. Aliberti, assuming a
$200,000 debt, that is very true. If
he wants to change the Sinclair Law
so that there be a formula for a
town in that situation, or $500,000,
we will go along with him. We all
believe the Sinclair Law should be
changed. There are a lot of places
it should be changed, but if we do
not let these towns out of this dis-
trict, I am saying it is the funeral
of the Sinclair Law, and as far as
these districts are concerned, if we
do not get out now, they won’t do
anything in those two districts, I
will guarantee it, because they will
get an injunction of the court to hold
them up and so they won’t be build-
ing any schools or anything else un-
til the thing is settled, and I hope
the motion prevails.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Sanger-
ville, Mr. Edgerly.

Mr. EDGERLY: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I haven’t
much to say on this Sinclair Act,
but two years ago I tried to see if
I could learn what was in it. I would
read and get over half way on it
and then I didn’t know what there
was back behind it and I would start
over again. I spent a number of
nights trying to learn the bill, but
I never did get it learned because
I haven’t education enough for that,
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but there is a place in there where
it says you may get out. Well, why
not use that ‘“you may get out,”
and I think for one, if I went up
into those towns and met some of
the people and I voted against their
getting out, I would be sneaking
away somewhere to get away from
them, and I believe there are a lot
of legislators here today who will
think the same thing. I don’t believe
any town should be barred in like
that just the same as a jail. There
may be other countries where they
might do this, but in this State of
Maine, I think it is a free country,
and let us take a chance and let
them out.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Westbrook, Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAVIS: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire how these two towns
got in this. Was it by popular vote
or how did they get involved in this
situation?

The SPEAKER: Is the gentleman
addressing a question to anyone in
particular? The gentleman from
Westbrook, Mr. Davis, has addressed
a question through the Chair to
anyone who may answer if he choos-
es, and the Chair will recognize the
gentleman from Perham, Mr. Brag-
don.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I would like
to answer for the Town of Perham,
and possibly someone else may an-
swer for the Town of Liberty. In
regard to the Town of Perham, I
do wish to say this in answer to
that question. The first vote that
we ever took in the Town of Per-
ham, I should not say this, this pro-
posal had been sold to us after sev-
eral meetings and many of the peo-
ple understood it very slightly, We
thought that perhaps it was some-
thing good, that we could get some
state money. I say to you, it was
not well understood, and by a meet-
ing not too well attended, I am sor-
ry I don’t have the exact vote, they
did vote by a fair majority, proba-
bly less than two to one, to go into
the district.

Two weeks after that, at a meet-
ing called to elect a school director,
they had given the matter much
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more study, and they refused at that
time, they refused to elect a direc-
tor, and they also inserted into the
article that was furnished for that
town meeting to elect a director, an
article on their own, The article for
a director came from the School
District Commission, but they were
a little bit independent and they
said if we are going to have a meet-
ing, we will put in some articles
of our own. So at that time, they
put in an article authorizing the
town to reconsider their action that
they had taken two weeks previous-
ly and attempt to vote to get out
of the district. This they did by a
very substantial vote, and in all of
the meetings and all of the votes
that the Town of Perham has taken
from that day to this they clearly
indicated that they did not even con-
sider that they were in the district,
but every vote indicated that if
they—and through a ruling of the At-
torney General’s Department, they
were presumed to be in and they
seemed to be in a trap that they
could not get out of, but they per-
sisted in voting every time expres-
sing themselves as definitely in op-
position to being any part of the
district. They voted twice against
the bond issue, and another thing
here I wish to bring out, in the
vote in the district for this bond
issue, which in the aggregate will
amount, with the money on hand and
the construction program, to some-
%%ere in the neighborhood of $800,-

The first time that bond issue
came up, the district voted it down.
This is the whole district I am talk-
ing about, We assumed that we were
going to get another opportunity to
vote on that bond issue, with a
change of location, and in that first
vote, location was an issue. We
thought that perhaps if the direc-
tors changed the location that the
vote would be different. Instead of
changing the location these direc-
tors of this district, in view of the
vote that the district had taken, two
weeks or somewhere along that line,
two weeks later again submitted
the exact article that the towns in
the district had voted down in the
first instance. They had some help
from the Education Department to
sell the idea. They sold us the idea
in the distriet that we had made a
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mistake and by a very slight major-
ity on that next vote on the bond
issue, I think around a majority of
thirty in the whole district, we vot-
ed to authorize the bonds. In that
vote, the largest town in the dis-
trict voted substantially against it.
Perham and Wade voted substan-
tially against it, definitely against
it as they have in every instance,
in every vote.

Now, in this district, to me this
seems a little ridiculous, their at-
tempting to go out and sell bonds in
the face of such lack of expression
in favor of the whole thing. What
I am saying is, they are attempt-
ing to sell bonds on a narrow mar-
gin of thirty votes, and on the pre-
vious vote, it was voted down much
more substantially the other way,
so that is the margin whereby they
proposed to sell bonds in that dis-
trict, a mere, mere thirty votes in
the whole district on a second at-
tempt to sell the bonds. I think I
have covered the thing I started out
to do.

The SPEAKER: Does the gentle-
man from Westbrook consider his
question answered?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Montville, Mr. Mathie-
son.

Mr. MATHIESON: Mr. Speaker,
I expect that the gentleman also
wanted the situation in Liberty
cleared up, and I had placed on
your desks a statement of facts in
regard to all the actions of both
these districts, and you will find it
there somewhere. It was placed on
there yesterday. That is a matter
of public record. It isn’t my say-so
or anybody else’s. Those records
are there, and they are there for
your purpose to look at if you want
to, and you will find them in the
Department of Education.

If you haven’t that, we might say
that Liberty first asked to get into
the distriect. They were not consid-
ered at first. The district started
work to organize not thinking of tak-
ing in Liberty at all. Liberty asked
to come in, and on four different
occasions voted to come in. The rea-
son for was simply this. When they
first organized, they started with
twelve towns, Liberty included. Lib-
erty voted in. One of the towns, at

2495

that time, did not vote in, so it
meant a rehash of the whole thing
and they reorganized with eleven.
Liberty voted in again and two of
the other towns didn’t this time so
they reorganized once more with
nine, and again Liberty voted in,
and after that two of the towns
that voted out asked for the privi-
lege of coming in. They petitioned
this Legislature that they be allowed
to join that unit, and you grant-
ed that, and Liberty again voted in
favor. Now, that is the history of
the situation there in Liberty. I
think it is only fair that you should
know it.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Belfast, Mr. Rollins,

Mr. ROLLINS: Mr. Speaker, the
figures show here the Town of Lib-
erty voted thirty-eight in favor, elev-
en opposed, to join the district, and
yet on the twenty-fifth day of March
they voted one hundred and seven
to thirty-one to withdraw from the
district. There are the figures of the
vote.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Enfield,
Mr. Dudley.

Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker, I
just have one question. Was this
presented to the Legislature in the
form of a bill and heard like all
bills so both sides could be heard
bhefore the Education Committee or
any other commission? I would like
to ask that as a question.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Enfield, Mr. Dudley, has ad-
dressed a question through the Chair
to anyone who may answer, and
the Chair recogmizes the gentleman
from Montville, Mr, Mathieson.

Mr. MATHIESON: Mr. Speaker,
it never was, and my contention is
that if it had been presented to the
Legislature as it should have been,
the chances are that it could have
been taken care of. Any town can
be separated in two parts if it is
done properly. This corporation is
just as much a corporation as any
town, and I think if it is done prop-
erly and according to law, it can
still be done.
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Mr. Bragdon of Perham was
granted permission by the House to
speak a third time.

Mr. BRAGDON: Thank you, La-
dies and Gentlemen of the House:
In regard to the question and the
answer as to whether or not there
was a bill before this Legislature,
about six weeks ago I guess, may-
be it was nearer two months, the
Education Committee of this Legis-
lature indicated a willingness to
some of us who were interested in
getting these towns out that they
would give us a hearing. The Town
of Perham had hired an attorney,
and I believe the Town of Liberty
had hired an attorney. We asked
the Education Committee of this
Legislature at that time if they
would sit down with us in any way
and discuss our problems with us
and see if we could come up with
some sort of a logical answer to all
of them that would avoid what we
have been going through here these
last few days.

We assumed at that time, and
I am sure that we extended an in-
vitation to Mr. Phillips, the attorney
for the school district in the Wash-
burn-Mapleton District, assuming
that this meeting was going to be
a meeting of the Education Board,
the Education Committee of the
Legislature, Dr. Hill and the School
District Commission and represen-
tatives of the bond companies so
that we could go into the ramifica-
tions of all the difficulties that
might be involved, and possibly
come up with an answer. When we
got down here, we found that the
Education Committee had decided,
for reasons unknown to us, that they
would sit and listen to us. They
had not extended the invitation to
Mr. Phillips, the attorney for the
opposite side in our area. That was
no fault of ours. We assumed that
they were going to. They made their
own decision: we didn’t, but we
thought they were going to give us
a good hearing, and they did listen
to us in good shape, and the thing
laid there for a month or a month
and a half. They gave us no answer.

Now, I say to the gentleman from
Montville, he is House Chairman of
the Education Committee here in
this House, that I believe he was
perfectly within his rights that we
should bave no answer, but I say
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that we were extremely disappoint-
ed that they did not attempt to give
us an answer. We thought that here
was an opportunity to have all of
the interests, both the pros and
the cons, given an opportunity to
discuss this thing with a prominent
committee of this Legislature, with
the Education Department, and with
the School District Commission. We
were denied that. Now, that was
not my fault.

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

Mr. ERVIN: Mr. Speaker, I must
add some more to what has just
been said in the answer given by
the gentleman from Perham, Mr.
Bragdon. It is true that the gentle-
man from Perham, Mr. Bragdon,
asked the Education Committee if
they could present their problem to
the Education Committee and also
the gentleman from Liberty, Mr.
Cole. We were given twenty-four
hours’ notice on this request. They
did not present their problem in the
form of a bill. Neither were we
asked to have a public hearing nor
advertise it. We did listen to their
problem, and I will also state that
we have not had an executive ses-
sion since to discuss the pros, the
cons, whether we would do, and
what we would do about it, but I
think the record should be straight.
There was no bill presented to us,
merely a request to listen to their
story, and to see if we could come
up with a solution, and that there
was no public hearing asked for
nor was there one given.

Mr. Bragdon of Perham was
granted permission by the House to
speak again.

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker, in
reply to the gentleman from Houl-
ton, the bill that is before you to-
day is the very bill that we pre-
sented on that occasion to the Edu-
cation Committee. We looked upon
it as a bill, If they didn’t, it was
simply a matter of misunderstand-
ing between us. It is the very bill
they saw on that occasion that you
now have on your desk today, Sen-
ate Amendment ““A’’ to this bill.

Mr. Rollins of Belfast was grant-
ed permission by the House to speak
a third time.

Mr. ROLLINS: Mr. Speaker, the
reason I would like to answer the
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question Mr. Dudley raised about
why there wasn’t a bill, the reason
there wasn’t a bill was the Town
of Liberty voted on March 25 to
withdraw from the district by a vote
of one hundred seven to thirty-one
and we all know that the cloture
date was way before that.

The SPEAKER: Is the House
ready for the question? The ques-
tion before the House is the motion
of the gentleman from Sherman,
Mr. Storm that the House reconsid-
er its action of yesterday whereby
it passed to be engrossed, Bill “An
Act to Make Valid the Incorporation
of School Administrative Districts
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.” A divi-
sion has been requested.

Will those who favor the motion
to reconsider please rise and re-
main standing until the monitors
have made and returned the count.

A division of the House was had.

Sixty-three having voted in the af-
firmative and fifty-eight having vot-
ed in the negative, the motion to
reconsider prevailed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Sherman,
Mr. Storm.

Mr. STORM: Mr. Speaker, I now
move that we reconsider our action
of yesterday whereby House Amend-
ment ‘“A” was indefinitely post-
poned.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Sherman, Mr. Storm, now
moves that the House reconsider its
action of yesterday whereby House
Amendment “A” was indefinitely
postponed.

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

Mr. ERVIN: Mr. Speaker, I would
ask for a divison.

The SPEAKER: A division has
been requested. Will those who fa-
vor the reconsideration of the House
action of yesterday —

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Augusta, Mr. Barnett.

Mr. BARNETT: Mr. Speaker,
what is the filing number please?

The SPEAKER: Would the Clerk
please give the filing number of the
amendment.

The Chair would advise the gen-
tleman and the House that the fil-
ing number is 487.

Is the House ready for the ques-
tion? The question before the House
is the motion of the gentleman from
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Sherman, Mr, Storm, that the House
now reconsider its action of yester-
day whereby it indefinitely post-
poned House Amendment “A”. A
division has been requested.

Will those who favor the recon-
sideration of the indefinite postpone-
ment of House Amendment “A”
please rise and remain standing un-
til the monitors have made and re-
turned the count.

A division of the House was had.

Sixty-three having voted in the af-
firmative, sixty-three having voted
in the negative, and the Chair hav-
ing voted in favor of the motion to
reconsider the indefinite postpone-
ment of House Amendment ‘A"
the motion prevailed.

The SPEAKER: The question now
before the House is the adoption of
House Amendment “A.”

(Cries of ‘“No.””)

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
order a division. Will those who fa-
vor the adoption of House Amend-
ment ‘““A” please rise and remain
standing until the monitors have
made and returned the count.

A division of the House was had.

Sixty-four having voted in the af-
firmative and sixty-five having vot-
ed in the negative, House Amend-
ment “A” failed of adoption.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Sherman,
Mr. Storm.

Mr. STORM: I move that we re-
consider the action whereby Senate
Amendment ‘A’ failed of adoption.
Senate Amendment “A’” is L. D.
1392.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Sherman, Mr., Storm, now
moves that the House reconsider its
action whereby Senate Amendment
“A” failed of adoption.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Augusta, Mr. Beane,

Mr. BEANE: Mr. Speaker, could
we get a filing number on that?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would
advise the House that the filing
number on Senate Amendment “A”
is Legislative Document number
1392.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Montville, Mr. Mathieson.

Mr. MATHIESON: Mr. Speaker,
I would like to have a ruling on
the procedure that we are carrying
out right now.

The SPEAKER: Does the gentle-
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man raise a point of order? Will
the gentleman state his point of or-
der.

Mr. MATHIESON: I would like
to know what the procedure is that
is being followed as of now.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of the
gentleman from Sherman, Mr.
Storm, that the House now reconsid-
er its action whereby Senate Amend-
ment “A” failed of adoption. Is the
House ready for the question?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Montville,

Mr. MATHIESON: I would like
to know what a vote one way or the
other will do to this bill.

The SPEAKER: A vote in favor
of reconsideration will bring Senate
Amendment ‘“A” back before the
House. A vote against reconsidera-
tion will leave Senate Amendment
“A’” in its present status whereby
it was indefinitely postponed, failed
of adoption.

Mr. MATHIESON: Another thing,
what status does that leave the bill
itself in, does it still have fo have
a two-thirds if this amendment- is
taken out?

The SPEAKER: Will the gentle-
man from Montville please approach
the rostrum?

(Conference at rostrum)

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is the motion of the gentle-
man from Sherman, Mr. Storm, that
the House reconsider its action
whereby Senate Amendment “A” to
Bill “An Act to Make Valid the In-
corporation of School Administrative
Districts Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6,”
Senate Paper 285, Legislative Docu-
ment 747, failed of adoption.

The Chair will order a division.
Will those who favor reconsidera-
tion of the failure of adoption of
Senate Amendment “A’’ please rise
and remain standing until the moni-
tors have made and returned the
count,

A division of the House was had.

Sixty having voted in the affirma-
tive and sixty-four having voted in
the negative, the motion to recon-
sider did not prevail.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed to
be engrossed as amended by Sen-
atee Amendment ‘B’ in non-con-
currence and sent up for concur-
rence.
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On motion of Mr. Wade of Au-
burn,

Recessed until two o’clock in the
afternoon.

After Recess
2:00 P.M.

The House was called to order
by the Speaker.

House Report of Committee
Ought Not to Pass

Mr. Brown from the Committee
on Appropriations and Financial Af-
fairs reported ‘““Ought not to pass’
on Resolve Providing for Moneys
for Mars Hill Utility District to
Construct Sewage Treatment Fa-
cilities for Town of Mars Hill (H.
P. 628) (L. D. 920)

Report was read.

The SPEAKER: Is it the pleas-
ure of the House to accept the
Committee Report?

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Monticello, Mr. Jewell.

Mr. JEWELL: Mr. Speaker, I
move we substitute the resolve for
the report, and I would like to
speak on the motion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
may speak.

Mr. JEWELL: This resolve that
the Mars Hill Utility District is of-
fering for your consideration, it
means the Town of Mars Hill will
have to put in a sewage treatment
plant according to the laws of the
State of Maine. It would cost, ac-
cording to Mr. MacDonald of the
Water Improvement Commission,
the cost of the sewage treatment
plant would be $180,000. The Town
of Mars Hill would have to pay
half of that, $90,000, but that isn’t
all it would have to pay. It would
cost them $77,000 for renovation of
sewers on account of ground water
getting into the sewers, and new
storm water sewers. The Water
Improvement Commission’s engi-
neers won’t accept this plant un-
til the water is separated from the
town sewers. They feel that this
is a hardship case. The average
town would only have to pay, it
would only cost them about $90,000,
but the cost of the renovation of
the sewers and building the new
storm sewers, it would more than
double it, and that is why they are
asking for $85,000 to help them
build the plant.
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Now Mr. MacDonald tells me
that if this bill passed the Legis-
lature, the first thing that he would
do would be to apply to Washing-
ton for the federal government’s
share of this $85,000 which would
be two-thirds, I don’t know just
what the figure is, maybe Mr.
Brown has it, and the State would
pay the other third. Even if the
town could issue bonds which they
are unable to do, they are over
their State debt limit now which is
$120,000, and they owe in long term
bonds and notes $154,000 plus $25,-
000 they owe for road machinery.
The rate payers, Mr. MacDonald’s
estimate, it would cost them $60 a
year, and there would not be over
half of those people who would be
able to pay that. There are about
fifteen per cent of them retired,
living on small social security pay-
ments and pension for the blind and
several different kinds of pensions,
and they could not pay anything.
There are about thirty-five per cent
more who are just common day
laborers, and I know how much
they owe because 1 hire some of
them myself. I have had eight men
working for me this winter. Through
the summer time now they can
generally get pretty steady jobs
and they get about $10.00 a day.
In the winter time they average
about three days a week, and I
don’t know how they live on it,
but they sure could not pay this
rate.

I dont’ know what else there is
to say. This money is available.
It would not need any appropria-
tion or new taxes. Two years ago,
a fund was set up of $418,000 for
this purpose, and to date there has
only been $30,000 of that used. Ken-
nebunk, I think, used $30,000 and
the Town of Saco may use $50,000,
and that leaves $338,000 in this ac-
count, so there is plenty of money
there, and I hope you will go along
with me and pass this resolve.

The SPEAKER: The question be-
fore the House is the motion of
the gentleman from Monticello, Mr.
Jewell, that the House substitute
the RESOLVE for the report.

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

Mr. BRAGDON: Mr. Speaker,
Members of the House: I hope no
one will make the comment *“Is
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that man back here again?”’ How-
ever, as a Member of the Appro-
priations Committee I feel, since
I come from Aroostock County, that
I must explain to you my thinking
in signing this report ‘“‘Ought not
to pass’” for this sewer district in
the Town of Mars Hill.

This resolve has been before the
Committee all winter long and part
of the summer. We held it until
we hoped that at least some mem-
bers of the Committee thought
that Mars Hill was entitled to some
relief under this sewer problem,
they are going to be probably pres-
sured into doing something fo re-
lieve pollution, so two weeks ago
some of us on the Committee came
up with a proposal that would at-
tempt to give the town of Mars
Hill if the Committee went along
with it and the Legislature went
along with the Committee, about
half of what they are asking for
under this deal. We understood at
the time that the people in Mars
Hill in all probability would buy it.
We did think it was a good propos-
al that we were trying to come
up with. Under this law, as I under-
stand it, if a town is pressured by
the Water Improvement Commis-
sion to do something in regard to
correcting pollution, they do have
the right to appeal to a court or
to a Justice of the court, and what
we in the Committee who favored
doing something for them, attempt-
ed to do, was if this thing did get to
a position where it required the de-
cision of the court, and the court
decided that the Water Improve-
ment Commission had made de-
mands of the municipality which
they could not reasonably meet, we
then did make available under the
bill that we would have proposed
to you as an amendment to this
one whereby they could have an
additional, in this instance, $50,-
000 if the court found that they
could not pay. As I said, we
thought that they were going to ac-
cept it and we thought it was a
very reasonable proposal.

We figured we needed a little hu-
mor in the Committee, and I guess
perhaps as far as we got with the
thing, we affectionately dubbed the
bill ‘“The Art Carney Bill” or
the “Sinelair Bill of the Sewers,”
and possibly that was the reason
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why the people of Mars Hill did
not see fit in the final analysis to
accept it, but in view of the fact
that they did not see fit to ac-
cept it, and I did feel that we made
them a very, very reasonable pro-
posal, they would have under our
proposal, the cost of this whole
job would have been in the neigh-
borhood of $200,000. Under the pres-
ent law they can receive $100,000
of that cosf, and I am speaking
round figures now, from the State
and Federal money.

As the gentleman from Monticel-
lo, has told you, there is a fund
set up in last year’s appropriations
in the surplus, which hasn’t been
drawn on that would have been
made available for this if they had
gone along with our proposal. They
were entitled to the $100,000. Our
proposal said that we would give
them the extra $50,000, thus under
a setup whereby they would spend
$200,000 it only left $50,000 for the
Town of Mars Hill to have spent
providing you went along with us.
They did turn this proposal down
and I certainly, in signing the
“Ought not to pass’” report on this
resolve, I certainly did not feel
that I was ready to go along and
give them the whole expense. That
is the reasonm why I signed the
“Ought not to pass.”” Another thing
I think that I intended to bring
out, which I did not, if we had
given them this $150,000 which we
proposed under our ‘Art Carney
Bill,” it would have come out of
surplus. It would have reduced
our surplus that we presently have
for other purposes. I think that
completes my explanation.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Hodgdon,
Mr. Williams.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker and
Members: I am kind of sorry to see
this thing come out the way it has.
I have been quite close to this pol-
lution thing right along. It seems
to me we have a very peculiar
situation here. This Legislature, in
its wisdom, turned down Mars
Hill’s pleas for relief from its pol-
lution problems. Now, Mars Hill is
a small township. It is only half a
township. In other words, three by
six miles where towns like Presque
Isle, Caribou and Fort Fairfield
are six by twelve miles. Mars Hill
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is the shipping point for potatoes
and has a rather large village for
its total population. Frankly we, in
Aroostook County, right now are in
a period of so-called hard sledding.
Some people have said Aroostook
would have been a great place to
live except for the fact that we
have two months of poor sledding
in the summer time.

Getting back to Mars Hill, we
have a small town which has al-
ready borrowed more money than
the State law says is legal for them.
Now we have another State law
which says, regardless of the first
law, and that law has been on the
books for years, that the town will
have to spend as much more on
sewers. This would more than dou-
ble the bonded indebtedness. Sup-
posing they could borrow the mon-
ey, it would be in direct violation
of the debt limit law. They per-
haps could have a sewer district
which is just another way of avoid-
ing the debt limit. They are also
trying to get in under the Sinclair
Law. However much good that is
going to be to them, I wouldn’t
be knowing right at the present
time. At present they have a tax
rate of .095. They could perhaps
get a sewer district and they could
perhaps have a school district, but
these are both methods to just
avoid their debt limit. In all of this
we could say there would no long-
er be any point, if these two dis-
tricts went through, any point in
owning any real estate in Mars
Hill because th