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SENATE

Wednesday, June 3, 1959

Senate called to order by the
President.

Prayer by Rev. James Waugh of
Hallowell.

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

House Committee Reports
Ought Not to Pass

The Committee on Appropriations
and Financial Affairs on Bill, “An
Act to Create the Perry Recreation
Authority.” (H. P. 782) (L. D. 1114)
reported that the same Ought not
to pass.

The same Committee on Bill, ““An
Act Providing a Group Hospital,
Medical and Surgical Plan for State
Employees, Public School Teachers
and Local Governmental Employ-
ees.” (H. P. 924) (L. D. 1306) re-
ported that the same Ought not to
pass.

Which reports were read and ac-
cepted in concurrence.

Ought to Pass — N.D.,

The same Committee on Bill, “An
Act Making Supplemental Appropri-
ations for the Expenditures of State
Government and for Other Purposes
for the Fiscal Years Ending June
30, 1960 and June 30, 1961.” (H. P.
104) (L. D. 160) reported same in
New Draft (H. P. 976) (L. D. 1386)
under Same Title, and that it Ought
to pass.

Which report was read and ac-
cepted in concurrence and the bill
in New Draft read once. Under sus-
pension of the rules, the bill was
given its second reading and passed
to be engrossed in concurrence.

Senate Papers

Mr. Woodcock of Penobscot pre-
sented

Joint Resolution

WHEREAS, the Kansas State Leg-
islature by appropriate legislation
created the Eisenhower Presidential
Library Commission for the pur-
pose of obtaining a site for a li-
brary building to house the Presi-
dential papers of Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, of acquiring title to real
estate upon which to construet such
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a library, and for the purpose of
receiving donations of money to be
used in constructing and equipping
such a library; and

WHEREAS, a non-partisan com-
mittee, the co-chairman of which
are Governor George Docking of
the State of Kansas and Harry Dar-
by, former United States Senator
for the State of Kansas, was con-
stituted to offer to the American
people opportunities voluntarily to
make contributions sufficient to de-
fray the cost (estimated at three
million dollars) of constructing and
equipping such Eisenhower Presi-
dential Library; and

WHEREAS, it is the objective of
such commission and such commit-
tee to utilize all citizen donations
so voluntarily subscribed to the
construction and equipping of such
library in Abilene, Kansas, as part
of the national memorial to Presi-
dent Eisenhower in said Abilene,
already comprising the boyhood
home of Dwight David Eisenhower
and the Eisenhower Museum; and

WHEREAS, upon completion of
the construction of such library, it
will be given by the commission
in behalf of the American people —
as was done in the case of the
Hoover, Roosevelt and Truman
Presidential Libraries — to the
Government of the United States of
America, to be administered by the
National Archives as a research
center of wide use, interest and
significance; and

WHEREAS, the committee, and
its subsidiary committees in each
of the several States of the Union
and the District of Columbia, are
now actively seeking contributions
from American citizens throughout
the length and breadth of our na-
tion, towards the total cost of the
construction and equipping of the
library; and

WHEREAS, it has been estab-
lished that the fair and equitable
share of the citizens of the State
of Maine towards the national goal
of three million dollars is seventeen
thousand dollars; and

WHEREAS, the citizens of Maine
should have the fullest opportunity
to subscribe to and participate in
this patriotic undertaking, for the
proper preservation and for the use
by future generations of the his-
torical papers of Dwight D. Eisen-
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hower, General of the Armies, Su-
preme Allied Commander in World
War 11, and President of the United
States; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the Senate and
House of Representatives of the
99th Maine Legislature approve and
endorse the construction and equip-
ping of an Eisenhower Presidential
Library, as part of the national
memorial in Abilene, Kansas, such
library upon completion to be given
by the American people to the na-
tion; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Senate and
House of Representatives of the
99th Maine Legislature hereby bring
this patriotic undertaking to the
notice of the citizens of Maine in
order that each such citizen may
have an opportunity to share, by
voluntary contribution to the Eisen-
hower Presidential Library Com-
mission, in the final and successful
accomplishment of such patriotic
undertaking, in witness of the serv-
ices of Dwight D. Eisenhower to
our nation in time of war and in
time of peace.

Mr. WOODCOCK of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: This Resolution which 1
seek to introduce in the Maine Sen-
ate would bring to the attention of
the citizens of Maine the proposed
construction of an Eisenhower Pres-
idential Library. This action
stemmed from legislative action in
the Kansas State Legislature,
and there has been a non-partisan
committee appointed to have placed
in this building the archives atten-
dant to Dwight D. Eisenhower as
President of the United States, as
a citizen of the United States and
as General of the Army.

What this Commission has done
is set up a cost figure of some
three million dollars to have such a
library built, and the various states
have been called upon to support
by voluntary contributions of indi-

vidual citizens various amounts.
Maine’s share would come to some
$17,000.

This has been done, as you may
know, in the case of President
Hoover, President Roosevelt and
President Truman. This would make
a national memorial for the matters
that pertain to President Eisenhow-
er in the Chief Executive’s office
and when he was General. It does
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in effect just bring to the attention
of the people of Maine that such a
library is in the process of being
built or will be built and that they
can contribute voluntarily if they
care to do so.

I move the adoption of this Reso-
lution.

The PRESIDENT: Is it the pleas-
ure of the Senate to adopt this
Resolution?

The motion prevailed and the
Resolution was adopted and sent
forthwith to the House for concur-
rence.

The PRESIDENT: The Chair
notes in the Senate Chamber this
morning a distinguished citizen of
the State of Maine, formerly a high-
ly respected legislator and outstand-
ing member of a former legislature
and also a fellow Aroostook County
citizen, and the Chair would ask
the Sergeant-at-Arms to escort the
Honorable George Brown to the ros-
trum.

This was done amidst the ap-
plause of the Senate, the members
rising.

Senate Committee Report
Qught to Pass — N.D.

Mr. Duquette from the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and Financial
Affairs on Bill, “An Act Creating
the Personal Services Adjustment
Reserve Fund.” (8. P. 313) (L. D.
875) reported same in New Draft
(8. P. 505) (L. D. 1387) — New
Title: ‘““An Act Appropriating Mon-
eys to Effectuate Pay Plan for
State Employees.” and that it
Ought to pass.

Which report was read and ac-
cepted and the bill in New Draft
read once. Under suspension of the
rules, the bill was given its sec-
ond reading and passed to be en-
grossed.

Sent down for concurrence.

Enactors

The Committee on Engrossed Bills
reported as truly and strictly en-
grossed, the following bills:

Bill, “An Act Relating to Com-
pensation for Injuries Under Work-
men’s Compensation Law.” (H. P.
649) (L. D. 940)
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Bill, “An Act to Extend the Char-
ter of the Eliot Water District.”
(H. P. 975)

Bill, “An Act to Provide Expand-
ed Community Mental Health
Services.” (S. P. 322) (L. D. 898)

On motion by Mr. Rogerson of
Aroostook, placed on the Special
Appropriations Table pending enact-
ment.

Bill, “An Act Relating to Outdoor
Advertising Devices on the Inter-
state System.” (S. P. 401) (L. D.
1169)

Which bills were passed to be
enacted.

Emergency

Bill, “An Act to Appropriate Mon-
eys for the Expenditures of State
Government and for Other Purposes
for the Fiscal Years Ending June
30, 1960 and June 30, 1961.” (S. P.
461) (L. D. 1313)

On motion by Mr. Rogerson of
Aroostook, placed on the Special
Appropriations Table pending enact-
ment.

Orders of the Day

The President laid before the
Senate the 1st tabled and today as-
signed item being bill, “An Act Re-
vising Election Provisions in Char-
ter of City of Lewiston.” (H. P.
844) (L. D. 1207) tabled on May 28
by the Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Boucher, pending consider-
ation.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I would like to know
the present status of this bill. It
has been buffeted around quite a
bit.

The PRESIDENT: The Secretary
will read the endorsements.

The endorsements were read by
the Secretary.

Mr. BOUCHER: Mr. President, I
now move that the Senate insist on
its former action in passing the bill
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment A.

Mr. PIERCE of Hancock: Mr.
President, noting the absence of a
very interested Senator, I move that
this be tabled until later in today’s
session.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question is on the motion of the
Senator from Hancock, Senator
Pierce, that L. D. 1207 be laid on
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the table until later in today’s ses-
sion, pending the motion of the
Senator from Androscoggin, Sena-
tor Boucher, that the Senate insist
on its previous action and pass the
bill to be engrossed as amended
by Senate Amendment A in non-
concurrence.

Mr. FARLEY of York: Mr. Pres-
ident, when the vote is taken I ask
for a division.

A division was had.

One having voted in the affirma-
tive and twenty-seven in the nega-
tive, the motion to table did not
prevail.

Mr. MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I would like to point out, first
of all, that I have, of course, no
personal interest in this bill, it be-
ing a bill pertaining directly to the
City of Lewiston. However, as
Chairman of the Committee on Le-
gal Affairs, since this report came
out unanimously ‘‘Ought to pass”
without amendments, I think it is
my duty to uphold the feelings of
the committee.

First, let me say that this bill
provides two things: it provides for
a change in the fiscal year of the
City of Lewiston, and I think that
all will agree with the Senator from
Androscoggin, Senator Boucher, that
everyone is in favor of the change.
The second change is in the election
of city officials, who will be elected
for two years rather than every
year now under the charter.

We had a rather lengthy hearing
on this bill in committee and there
was apparently no opposition. I will
point out to the members of the
Senate that the three newspapers in
the City of Lewiston came out
unanimously in favor of this bill,
and that I have received no letters
against it and I have on my desk a
letter from every department in the
City of Lewiston favoring it.

Now some talk will probably be
made by the Senator from Andros-
coggin, Senator Boucher, about a
referendum. I would point out to
the Senate that we have had from
the City of Lewiston in this session
some seven bills, calling for such
things as the raising of the mayor’s
salary, to raise money to aid con-
structions, for retirement pensions,
and other things, none of which
were amended to have a referen-
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dum; in other words they came out
without a referendum and were
passed, and, so far as I know, are
now signed by the Governor.

Again I say that I have no in-
terest in this bill, but I merely
seek to show the Senate what went
on before the committee. I would
have to oppose, in all fairness, the
motion of the Senator from Andros-
coggin, Senator Boucher, and I
would hope that the Senate would
consider that the bill be passed
without amendment.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of
the Senate: I want to plead guilty
to the fact of not being at the
hearing. I have a very good ex-
cuse, I think, because 1 was serv-
ing at that time on another com-
mittee and listening to a hearing
that was quite important.

All my amendment does, Mr.
President, is to send it back to the
people for referendum. The Sena-
tor from Kennebec, Senator Mar-
tin, has spoken of various tele-
grams and newspaper articles.
Those are all the opinion of one
man. I cannot see any harm, or I
cannot see any emergency at this
time to put this bill through. I was
the proponent of the original bill
twenty years ago which had a ref-
erendum on it and it went back to
Lewiston and had passage. I have
sent several referendums on the
charter bill to Lewiston in the past
and have had success with them.
I say to you, Mr. President and
members of the Senate, that this is
a major change; it changes the
term of office of the Mayor from
one to two years; it changes the
term of aldermen from one year to
two years; it changes the budget
date to the fiscal year rather than
the calendar year. And to me the
point that is most important is this:
that originally the term of Mayor
was set for one year and no more
than two consecutive terms: in oth-
er words, no man could run for a
third consecutive term. That held
good for the mayors previous to
this time. The reason advanced for
that was that our system in Lewis-
ton is a system of a commission
of five, and apparently the people
of Lewiston did not want the mayor
to appoint all of the commissioners
on any one commission. Under this
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present change a man could ap-
point four at least and possibly five
members in the case of resignation
or death or some other reason when
a member of the commission left
his position.

On account of the importance of
this matter, I feel, and I believe
you realize that I am not the only
one that feels that way, 1 feel that
this matter should be decided by
the people of Lewiston, by the vot-
ers of Lewiston. The fact that there
are a dozen or so letters and a few
editorials that have been printed
and sent to the committee does not
mean that the 20,000 voters of Lew-
iston approve this bill. I am willing
to stake my reputation on the fact
I would like to have a referendum
called on it in the regular way.
There is no emergency in Lewiston.
The city is not crippled in any way,
shape or manner. Let’s have a reg-
ular election at the regular date
and decide whether they want this
bill to go into effect or not. I am
not opposing the bill as it is drawn
up; I am opposing the fact that
we are making a major change in
the charter without consulting the
citizens of Lewiston.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I rise in support of the motion
of the Senator from Kennebec, Sen-
ator Martin, against Senate Amend-
ment A.

The discussion so far points up,
as I have said on previous oc-
casions, the responsibility of this
body, that at some time or other
when this city charter for the City
of Lewiston was passed I do not
believe that it went to a referendum
in its original form. If I remember
correctly, the conditions in the city
were in such horrible shape that
the charter was given to them. The
important fact is that we are the
ones who write the charter and we
are the ones who, after considerable
debate and consideration of the
merits of any municipal problem
decide whether it is good or bad.
I do not have to send a bill home
to referendum to shift responsibility
from me as to whether or not a
charter is good or whether it is
bad. They are agents of the State;
they take their instructions from us
and they get their authority from
us. I do not see this business of
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shifting my responsibility back to
the people of the City of Lewiston
to decide whether or not we should
adopt an amendment, but if I were
going to do so, if I were thinking
of doing so, I think I might be im-
pressed by letters which indicate
that many more than one person is
interested or has expressed an opin-
ion. We have letters from all of the
boards in the City of Lewiston, and
we have editorial comment, to be
sure; but I dare say that if there
was any real opposition to it such
cpposition would have made itself
felt long before this day.

The Senator from Kennebec, Sen-
ator Martin, has covered the merits
of the bill quite completely, and he
has referred to editorial comment.
The fact that the Senator from An-
droscoggin, Senator Boucher, tends
to slip over the possible savings to
the community which may be re-
alized from the passage of this bill
indicates that there may be other
factors involved. I, too, have no
personal interest in this measure,
but I do have a responsibility as a
senator. To quote the editorial in
the Lewiston Daily Sun, May 25th,
the last two paragraphs:

“What we like best about the bill
is the change-over of the fiscal year
to January 1st. With adjustments in
the tax year the city could save
money by not having to borrow in
anticipation of tax income. But
chiefly the savings would come in
the Public Works Department,
where Mr. George Maher estimates
savings of $50,000 the first year and
larger ones thereafter, The reason
is that earlier fixing of the budget
would permit Public Works to do
its construction planning and get
the projects out for bid, before con-
tractors were all booked up with
other business.

“This bill came out of the Legal
Affairs committee with a unanimous
vote, and it has been backed by
most departments in the city gov-
ernment, the Vigilants, the Cham-
ber of Commerce, the Lewiston De-
velopment Commission, and other
civic groups. It ought not to go to
referendum and thus delay matters.
If this Legislature does the right
thing the first biennial election can
be held this fall, with savings to
the city beginning shortly thereaf-
ter.”
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Under such circumstances, I see
no occasion for us to refer this bill
out to any kind of a referendum.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, in answer to the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Weeks, I am glad he brought out
the fact of the $50,000 saving. That
is a phantom saving, Mr. President
and members of the Senate. Nobody
will know how much we will save
until the thing has been tried out.

They quote from George Maher.
I am glad to quote him too. I had
a personal interview with him.
George Maher denies he ever made
any such statement.

Now in the past budget in the
City of Lewiston, which they passed
only a few minutes before mid-
night, there is about $100,000 in
the Highway Department for buy-
ing materials. If anybody can save
$15,000 on $100,000 in buying ma-
terials I want to see that man be-
cause he will make me a fortune.
I would agree to a possible saving
of two or three thousand dollars or
two or three per cent, but when
they make the statement that there
would be a saving of $50,000 it is
ridiculous.

The Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Weeks, tells about his duty
as a Senator. Well, I have a duty
as a Senator, but I have other du-
ties: I must look out for the in-
terests of the City of Lewiston, and
for its taxpayers who pay the bill.
I am sure that if we can save
$50,000 in one department we should
have done it a long, long time ago.
Somebody has been awfully lax. All
at once they have discovered that
they could save $50,000 out of $100,-
000. That man is a miracle-worker
if he can do that, but he told me
personally that he made no such
statement, that the statement was
false and he did not make any
such statement, He told me, and I
agree with him, that there was a
possibility that in the changing of
the fiscal year we might make a
saving, he was not sure but we
might make a saving of a few
thousand dollars. That answers that
question. Now 1 insist that the peo-
ple of Lewiston should decide this
matter. We are not killing this bill,
we are sending it back to Lewis-
ton. There is no emergency. Let
them decide at a regular election
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whether they want to make a
change in the election of their
mayor and aldermen. That is all 1
ask of this Senate. Let us send it
back to the people of Lewiston and
let them decide.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, as I was walking in the
State House this morning I met the
Senator from Androscoggin, Senator
Boucher, and he said to me, “What
do you have up your sleeve today?”’
I said I didn’t know, because I did
not realize this was coming. I do
not suppose that I should meddle in
the affairs of the City of Lewiston,
but since my opposition all the year
has been from my good friends, the
Senators from Lewiston, I feel that
I certainly must oppose them now
in support of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee. 1 stand in behalf of the
people of the City of Lewiston too
in so doing, because this bill would
certainly save them many thousands
of dollars.

Now in the City of Bath we have
had charter changes which certain-
ly were more drastic than this and
they did not go to referendum. I do
not feel that this type of charter
change warrants a referendum, and
I surely will support the Legal Af-
fairs Committee.

Mr. FARLEY of York: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate:
I am going to support the Senator
from Androscoggin, Senator Bouch-
er. I did not want to get into this
standing up but I wanted to vote
with him.

There have been remarks made
in regard to the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee. I think I was one of the
victims of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee. I would like to say to you
here this morning in all fairness:
a bill was passed out in the in-
terests of a new school in Bidde-
ford. The remarks that I made here
then still stand: we haven’t got a
lot, we haven't got a pick or a
shovel to build that school. I think
this is home rule and I think that
we should let the citizens of Lewis-
ton decide it.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I also am a member of the
Committee on Legal Affairs, and
when I heard this case, and also in
executive session, I suggested that
this go to referendum because it
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was a matter of home rule. How-
ever, I was in the great minority,
nine to one, and I consented to go
along with the majority. I would
like to voice my opinions during
this session by supporting the mo-
tion of the Senator from Andros-
coggin, Senator Boucher, because I
too feel that this is a matter of
home rule, it is a matter which
requires changes in the city charter
and it is something that the people
of the City of Lewiston should de-
cide for themselves.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question is on the motion of the
Senator from Androscoggin, Sena-
tor Boucher, that the Senate insist
on its previous action in respect to
L. D. 1207 whereby it passed the
bill to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment A. A division
has been requested.

Mr. MARTIN of Kennebec: Mr.
President, my colleague on the
Committee, the Senator from Ox-
ford, Senator MacDonald, is absent,
and he asked me if I would pair
with him. The Senator from Oxford
Senator MacDonald would vote in
favor of the motion of the Senator
from Androscoggin, Senator Bouch-
er, and I would vote against it. I
ask to be excused from voting.

Thereupon, Mr. Martin of Kenne-
bec was excused from voting.

Mr. BOUCHER of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, when the vote is
taken I ask for a division.

A division of the Senate was had.

Twenty-one having voted in the
affirmative and six opposed, the
motion prevailed and the Senate
voted to insist.

The President laid before the
Senate the 2nd tabled and today
assigned item being bill, “An Act
Amending the Maine Housing Au-
thorities Act.” (H. P. 967) (L. D.
1373) tabled on June 1 by the Sen-
ator from Cumberland, Senator
Charles, pending enactment.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: Under suspension of the
rules I request that the Senate re-
consider its action whereby this bill
was passed to be engrossed.

The PRESIDENT: Is it now the
pleasure of the Senate that the
rules be suspended and that we re-
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consider our action whereby this bill
was passed to be engrossed?

The motion prevailed.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr, President and members of the
Senate: I am going to present an
amendment to this act and it is
going to be an amendment to House
Amendment B which we have al-
ready considered. Before doing so, I
would like to explain my motive in
doing this. If you would refer to
filing No. 414 in your file-book, I
probably could explain it a little
better, so if the President will grant
us a moment to give you time to
look in your books, you can refer to
filing No. 414.

Mr. President, now that the mem-
bers have referred to this amend-
ment, and having studied it briefly,
I move that we suspend the rules
and reconsider our former action
whereby House Amendment B was
adopted.

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, I rise to a point of
information. What is the filing num-
ber of this amendment?

The PRESIDENT: Filing No. 414.

Thereupon, the rules were sus-
pended and the Senate voted to re-
consider its previous action where-
by it adopted House Amendment B.

Mr. CHARLES: Mr. President, I
now present Senate Amendment A
to House Amendment B.

The Secretary read Senate
Amendment A to House Amend-
ment B.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: This change in the amend-
ment is going to correspond with
the entire State of Maine with the
same privileges and rights that are
given to all of the other cities and
towns. In other words, as the
amendment states, the City of Port-
land would be the only city or com-
munity in the State of Maine that
would have to have but one refer-
endum to permit housing projects.
Now the other cities and towns that
desire to have housing developments
have the right to have separate
referendums each time they want a
new project developed in their town
and they have complete control
over the extension of public hous-
ing, whereas the City of Portland,
which this refers to, would not have
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that privilege. In other words, if a
single referendum is authorized for
the City of Portland alone it would
mean that federal housing could be
built with as many projects as re-
quired or as desired without any
further say from the people of Port-
land. I do not think that it is the
intent and purpose of the sponsors
of this original bill to tie up the
desires of the voters of Portland to
this extent. However, there is an
explanation which must be given
here at this time to clarify certain
misunderstanding, and that is that
two years ago when we enacted
this bill, at that time there was
some confusion as to whether or
not a separate referendum was
needed for each contract, for each
project. I was definitely opposed to
having a separate referendum for
each contract, for each project, and
I went on record as being in fa-
vor of one referendum for all con-
tracts for one project.

What my amendment does here
is that it provides that the City of
Portland, if it desires to have a
public housing project, can peti-
tion the city council for that au-
thority and have a referendum, and
then the voters of the City of Port-
land will vote as to whether or not
they want to have a public housing
project, wherever it may be, in the
city. Then after they have had this
project and they find that they need
another one, maybe three or four
years later, they then can come in
with another petition and say that
they need another development in
another part of the city and that
they desire the right for a ref-
erendum vote on that project. I feel
that that is the right way to do.
By doing it the other way, by mak-
ing one blanket referendum for a
lifetime of projects, I think is prob-
ably not the proper thing to do.

We must also consider the fact
that the bill does contain an emi-
nent domain clause. I am not going
to debate the merits of the eminent
domain clause in the bill; that is
not the point at all. I do want to
point out the important thing: that
if a housing development is de-
veloped in Portland that the fed-
eral government would have emi-
nent domain proceedings, homes
could be dislocated, families could
be thrown out and their homes
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would probably be replaced by pub-
lic housing. If this is done without
separate referendums in years and
years to come, we are going to be
faced with this mass moving and
taking of homes by eminent domain
under this one referendum -clause.

Now I am for public housing, I
am not opposed to it, but I believe
that we should have public housing
under control, that the people of
Portland should have the right fo
decide whether they want develop-
ment in this area or that area or
whether they want one this year or
next year. They can still have it,
and they can have as much as
they want, provided they give us
the right to vote when the time
comes. It is for this reason, mem-
bers of the Senate, that I present
this amendment to put the City of
Portland on the same lines as all
of the other cities and towns in this
State, and I will rest my case there.

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: 1 understand, and I stand
to be corrected if I am wrong, that
the House amendment provides that
it is permissive to have one refer-
endum, but it does not prohibit
having more if the people want it.
In other words, the House amend-
ment provides for cities of over
50,000 population to have a single
referendum, and then thereafter
they may have more if they wish,
but, unless the people petition for
it, one single referendum would be
sufficient. I understand that would
be more efficient and more en-
couraging to the Portland housing
project. As I understand it, this
move by the Senate amendment is
more or less a block being thrown
to stop the housing project. I don’t
know whether it is true or not,
but I have been told that is so.
We do know that the newspapers
have published the fact that the
urban renewal situation in Port-
land has been impeded if not
stopped because of insufficient hous-
ing for the people to be relocated.
If that is so and if House Amend-
ment A provides for one referen-
dum which would increase the
possibility of redevelopment, and
the people in Portland can have
further referenda on proper peti-
tion, I do not see any use for the
Senate amendment being proposed
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by the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Charles.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr, President and members of the
Senate: I completely disagree with
the good Senator from Androscoggin,
Senator Lessard, because the last
two lines of Filing No. 414 states
specifically that it shall not be
compulsory to hold additional ref-
erenda; it completely ties the hands
of the City of Portland. And I also
disagree with the statement that
this bill would have any effect upon
the slum clearance development of
the City of Portland, that if they
want a slum clearance development
after this bill becomes law in ninety
days, all they have to do is to
petition the city council and go
ahead and have their housing. Now
I certainly do not go along with
that thought at all. I also empha-
tically say that this is not an effort
on my part to stifle any progress
so far as public housing is con-
cerned in the City of Portland. I
think it is going to help them rather
than hurt them.

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, as I read the House
amendment, the last part says it
shall not be compulsory to hold ad-
difional referenda on such projects.
That would seem to be permissive.
That language means that they
could have one; it doesn’t prohibit
them from having one, If it is per-
missive they can have as many
referenda as they wish, It says it
shall not be compulsory for future
projects.

On the other hand, if the people
of Portland question some of the
housing projects they can ask for
referenda and they can have them.
This permits them to have some-
thing they want but it does not re-
strict them. If the amendment read
that they could have but one ref-
erendum and it would be impossible
to have future ones, I can see that
would be perhaps rather restrictive
and would not serve the purpose,
but this amendment here just says
it shall not be compulsory and it
does not stop the people of Port-
land, if they object to any one of
these projects, from petitioning for
a referendum.

Mr. COFFIN of Cumberland; Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I have to rise in opposition to
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the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Charles.

I think if the people become dis-
turbed because of the fact that a
project is being put in in a certain
section of the City of Portland that
these people that are in that area
can petition the council and have a
referendum as to whether they want
a housing project in that particular
area or not, under the House
amendment.

I think one of the reasons for the
House amendment is the fact that
this bill has been a housing bill on
the books of the City of Portland,
a public housing bill, and apparent-
ly the people that want public hous-
ing cannot seem to find a way, up
to the present time anyway, of get-
ting a housing project started. I
cannot tell you what may be the
reasons for it, but there has not
been a public housing project in
Portland, and therefore certainly,
for one reason or another, either
they cannot get a public housing
project started there or maybe
they are being obstructed in one
way or another from doing this. I
do not see where this House
amendment would do any great
damage to the City of Portland, and
I am going to rest my case right
there and support the House
amendment.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: We have had this act upon the
books since 1949. I do not know of
any concerted effort within the lm-
its of the statute made by anybody
in the City of Portland at any time
which has been defeated as a mat-
ter of record. They may have con-
sidered it, but a good many times
a project is considered and aban-
doned. As the Senator from Cum-
berland, Senator Coffin says, no
housing authority doesn’t mean
that you could not have one if you
go about it properly. You might say
the same thing about every -city
and town in the State of Maine:
they have the right to operate un-
der the terms of the statute. I rise,
therefore, in support of the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Charles, not so much that
I am in favor of the amendment at
all, but the House amendment cre-
ates some confusion, and also it is
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fundamentally unsound when you
segregate from the entire commun-
ities of the state one community
and say it is a special rule so far
as you are concerned. It has al-
ways been considered unsound leg-
islation. It is very seldom that you
can find on the books anything of
that nature. If I were going to have
my way, I would indefinitely post-
pone the House amendment com-
pletely.

Mrs. LORD of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I just would like to correct
the record. We do have public hous-
ing in Portland; it is called Saga-
more Village, and it has been very
successful and very well operated.
I cannot see how you would get any
better action with this amendment
than we have had before; I cannot
see how it would make any differ-
ence at all. So I think, rather than
have Portland have one law and
all of the rest of the communities
have another, that we should go
along with the amendment of the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Charles.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I would like to ask a ques-
tion through the Chair of the good
Senator from Lewiston, Senator
Lessard, as a friendly question and
in all sincerity: as to whether or
not under my amendment the City
of Portland would be deprived of
a housing development if they fol-
lowed the law as it is and the ref-
erendum as written.

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Cumberland, Senator Charles,
proposes a question to the Senator
from Androscoggin, Senator Les-
sard, and the Senator may answer
if he chooses.

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin:
Mr. President, if I understand the
question, I think the question is
whether the City of Portland would
be deprived of housing projects. I
do not assume that they would be
deprived. However, I am sure that
if they had to vote on each project
as it came along it might impede
the building of the projects if every
one of them had to go to referen-
da, whereas if they voted once and
knew what they were voting on it
would allow an orderly process of
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building these houses. I may not
be correct, but I understand that
this Senate amendment is to force
each one to a referendum and im-
pede the orderly building of these
projects, and this impeding was one
of the reasons why the Portland
Urban Development was rejected,
or at least slowed down. The House
amendment doesn’t say they can-
not have referenda, it just says it
is not compulsory on each one, once
the city has voted for housing proj-
ects. I think that House Amend-
ment A does the job they want
done, and then later on if people
are interested and if there are cer-
tain real estate interests that do not
want these things they can surely
bring forth a referendum and stop
the low-cost housing units from be-
ing built, When the vote is taken I
ask for a division.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question is on the motion of the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Charles to adopt Senate Amend-
ment A to House Amendment B;
a division has been requested.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fifteen having voted in the af-
firmative and thirteen opposed, the
motion prevailed, and Senate
Amendment A was adopted.

Thereupon, House Amendment B
as amended by Senate Amendment
A thereto was adopted and the bill
as amended was passed to be en-
grossed in non-concurrence.

On motion by Mr. Boucher of
Androscoggin, the bill was ordered
sent forthwith to the House.

On motion by Mr. Charles of
Cumberland, L. D. 1373 was ordered
sent forthwith to the House.

The PRESIDENT: In the interest
of saving valuable time, unless oth-
erwise directed, is it the pleasure
of the Senate that all bills that
have been passed to be engrossed
shall be sent forthwith to the en-
grossing department?

It is a vote.

The President laid before the Sen-
ate the 3rd tabled and today as-
signed item, being bill, “An Act to
Authorize the Construction of a
Causeway Connecting Cousins Is-
land with Littlejohns Island, and a
Bridge and Causeway Connecting
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Littlejohns with Chebeague Island.”
(H. P. 145) (L. D. 201) tabled on
June 2 by the Senator from Piscata-
quis, Senator Parker, pending con-
sideration.

Mrs. LORD of Cumberland: Mr.
President, I move that the Senate
recede and concur with the House.

Mr. PARKER of Piscataquis: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I rise in opposition to the mo-
tion to recede and concur. If we
continue to debate this bill back
and forth between each branch, we
not only will be here for other
reasons but we will be here de-
bating this bill all summer. I think
the time has come to make a stand
on this bill which will be lasting. I
am sure that the motion that has
been presented, is to my mind not
in the best interests of either branch
or for the citizens of the State of
Maine. I shall oppose the bill and
I ask for a division.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, just a parliamentary
question on this bill, this being a
Bond Issue, does the motion to re-
cede and concur require a two-
thirds vote?

The PRESIDENT: The motion to
recede and concur does require a
two-thirds vote of those present.

Mr. COFFIN of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, we have this morning some
very important and we think sen-
sational information relative to this
Chebeague project. I have had the
privilege of talking with some of
the people in authority at Chebeague
Island relative to this bridge and
although the time has been very
short this information is such that
I did not intend at this time to
disclose it but apparently I believe
I will have to and the proposition
is this.

That the people of Chebeague Is-
land will be willing to purchase the
beach and the fifty acres adjacent
to it for a State Public Park and
that they would turn over this
beach and land free and clear to
the Park Department.

The effect that this would have
upon this project would no doubt
treble the ordinary traffic down
there in the summer time because
of this beach. There is no question
in our mind here that the State of
Maine has too few places where the
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public can gather at salt water. I
feel that the 300 residents that are
there now year round, this also will
treble with this bridge and run it
up to five or six hundred and I
would like very much, I am anxious
as everyone else to get home and I
don’t like the idea of dragging bills
up out of the grave, but this bridge
business apparently is getting pretty
close to my heart and I would like
very much to have the opportunity
to lay this bill on the table until
tomorrow morning. Thank you.

The PRESIDENT: Does the Sen-
ator make a motion that the bill
e tabled and especially assigned?

Mr. COFFIN: I do, Mr. President.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: I request
a division, sir.

Thereupon, a division of the Sen-
ate was had.

Eleven having voted in the af-
firmative and fifteen opposed, the
motion to table did not prevail.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question is now on the motion of the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Lord, that the Senate recede and
concur with the House in the en-
actment of the bill. This being a
Bond Issue, in accordance with Sec-
tion 14 of Article 9 of the Consti-
tution, it requires the affirmative
vote of two-thirds of those present
for passage.

A division of the Senate was had.

Fourteen having voted in the af-
firmative and thirteen opposed, four-
teen being less than two-thirds of
those present, the bill failed of pas-
sage.

Mr. Wyman of Washington pre-
sented the following Order and
moved its passage:

ORDERED that the Assistant
Secretary of the Senate be direct-
ed to have flowers sent fo Mrs.
Chester T. Winslow, with the sym-
pathy of the Senate and wishes for
a speedy recovery.

Which Order received a passage.

The PRESIDENT: I am sure that
the entire membership of the Maine
Senate and Staff all join in extend-
ing our very best wishes to Mrs.
Winslow and trust that her recovery
will be speedy.

On motion by Mr. Weeks of Cum-
berland, the Senate voted to take
from the table the 1st tabled and
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unassigned item, being bill, “An
Act Creating the Portland Coliseum
Recreation Center.” (S. P. 117) (L.
D. 267) tabled by that Senator on
March 20 pending enactment.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I have had conflicting ideas in
my mind for the last couple of
weeks ever since the edition of the
Portland Evening Express on April
1, 1959 on which appeared a front
page item which said, “Twenty
Votes Are Claimed for Coliseum in
the Senate”. Since that time, re-
ports have become increasingly on
the pro side of the bill — I beg
your pardon, my motion is that
the Senate indefinitely postpone L.
D. 267 — consequently it is with
some trepidation that I attempt to
say a few words to you regarding
this bill which I think are extreme-
ly pertinent. Of course the opposi-
tion will condemn anything I say
as not being worthy of your con-
sideration. However, I crave your
indulgence to listen for a few mo-
ments.

It just happens by chance that in
this same edition of the Portland
Evening Express it also has a front
page headline which says: ‘“‘Hanna-
ford Moving Most of Operations to
South Portland Industrial Park”.
Now there may be something coin-
cidental about those two announce-
ments. It just happens also, I will
digress long enough to say, that
several other companies are mov-
ing over to South Portland and it
points up the big important ques-
tion, Why? I believe when I com-
plete what few remarks I will make,
I believe it is not because of the
absence of a Coliseum in Portland;
it may be because of the impending
impact upon the city debt and also
upon the city monetary situation as
a whole.

To begin with the Coliseum mat-
ter has been under consideration and
debate for a long time, something
which has been very damaging to
the city. A little while ago you had
presented to you a Resolution deal-
ing with a favorable business cli-
mate — I believe that is what it
was — I believe that so far as a
favorable business climate in a city
is concerned, there is nothing worse
than a long continued, busily fought
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fight over any particular issue es-
pecially one engaged in by many
leading citizens.

Now all of the participants in
this debate which has been con-
ducted for practically a year, have
been responsible citizens of the
Portland Community. There are
many people opposed to it. I have
no hesitancy in saying that because
anyone who owns a home in the
city knows what the impact is go-
ing to be so far as taxes are con-
cerned. Also the city government
has been opposed to it continuously
and I will refer to the reason for
that in a moment and I dare say
you will admit it is very good
grounds. Many are campaigning
strenuously, intolerant of argument,
scornful of all opposition. The vi-
ciousness of those in favor has even
reached the point where they even
considered recalling a member of
the city council because he was op-
posed to a three and a half million
dollar proposition involving a Coli-
seum. Also as of last night, if you
read the Evening Express you will
find where the same proponents are
calling the city councillors stupid
because they are persisting in con-
structing a building which would
serve people at least to a certain
extent.

The facts that I shall refer to
are all facts of cold record. I think
they are matters and facts of real
significance known by everyone, in-
cluding you. The proponents of this
measure attempt to say that a Col-
iseum is a panacea for all Port-
land’s ills. They claim that by cre-
ating a district it can be built, and
by inference at least, they leave it
in the air as to how it is going to
be paid for but they make the in-
ference that by some mysterious
means it is not going to come out
of the taxpayer. That is the bill
which you have before you. The biil
had as a heading, ‘“An Act Cre-
ating the Portland Coliseum Recre-
ation Center”. If you read the Act
it says: ‘. for the purpose of
acquiring property within said City
of Portland for recreational and
municipal purposes, and erecting,
enlargin g, repairing, equipping,
maintaining and operating on said
property a building or buildings and
related athletic, recreational and
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municipal {facilities, and facilities
for the parking of all Kkinds of
buildings, whether you call them
Coliseums or not.

To remove any doubt as to who
is going to pay for this, it provides
for the manner in which bonds
which will be paid for up to three
and a half million dollars, and that
should ring a bell with many of
you. Three and a half million dol-
lars is going to be a drain on the
State of Maine or impair the credit
of the State of Maine whether you
have it in a distriet form or on the
basis of straight loans from the
city officials themselves. This is
three and a half million dollars
worth of debt and it is going to
have to be paid. And every bit of
property in the city of Portland is
subject to that claim. If on the
state level, three and a half million
dollars means something what does
it mean on the city level? If you
have any doubt as to who is going
to pay it, the five trustees who are
going to be appointed under the
terms of this bill merely send the
bill over to the city council or the
city assessors and if by December
it hasn’t been paid they turn a
warrant over to the sheriff and he
can levy upon any building he wants
to in the city of Portland.

Certainly the people back home
ought to know what the impact is
going to be. Even those who have
been most enthusiastic in support-
ing this measure have frankly stat-
ed that they expect the impact to
be at least two hundred thousand
dollars a year. In other words they
don’t expect that it is going to be
a self liquidating enterprise in any
way. I believe if you will refer to
the experience of the city of Ban-
gor, you will find that it cost the
city a substantial amount of mon-
ey. In fact, several members of the
Bangor area have talked to me and
described it as a horrible white
elephant. Maybe they exaggerated
and maybe they didn’t, but they
called it a white elephant.

In any event I have an inferesting
letter from Mr. Paul Hanley, the
right hand man to Mr. Benoit and
he says, and I quote: ‘I hope that
you will not permit any considera-
tion other than the sheer merit of
the bill to govern your action.” Now
the sheer merits of the bill are
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those which I assume bear upon the
expense to the community, bear up-
on the anticipated benefits to be re-
ceived. There you have it.

Now in spite of the fact that
several members of the Legal Af-
fairs Committée which reported this
out cught to pass unanimously, did
vote in that way, there are several
of them who have mentioned the
fact that they were not too en-
thusiastic about it and probably
wouldn’t vote for it on a referendum
so it points out the question again,
of what is our responsibility. This
proposition of let the people vote, is
that the thing that is going to con-
trol your position here, or are you
going to vote upon what you con-
sider the merits of the bill? You
don’t have to pass upon this ques-
tion of letting the people decide be-
cause they have the right to direct
their own situation right now. That
may sound strange to you. But it
won’t, if you listen to a few figures.

Just a short time ago, my little
city of South Portland went through
the aches and pains of revaluation.
They wound up with a city valua-
tion today of approximately ninety-
five million dollars. A short time
ago Bangor went through the proc-
ess of revaluation. They had an
evaluation of one hundred twenty-
four million dollars. Now, with those
two figures in your mind will you
kindly listen to the Portland valua-
tion? One hundred ten million dol-
lars. Does that raise any question
in your mind?

Nobody wants revaluation but
if the people of the city of Port-
land want a Coliseum, all they have
to do is go tell the city govern-
ment, ‘“Revalue”. The state valua-
tion incidentally on the city of Port-
land is two hundred twenty-eight
million. Certainly if South Port-
land has a ninety-five million dol-
lar valuation, then Portland must
be more than twice that, and it
certainly should be a lot more than
Bangor, but it isn’t. So, if there is
such an overwhelming desire in
the city of Portland by the taxpay-
ers for a Coliseum and they want to
spend three and a half million dol-
lars to do it, all they have to do
is tell the city fathers, those who
have the responsibilities of govern-
ment, that they want a revaluation.
After that all they have to do is
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make themselves known to the city
fathers and that they want a Coli-
seum and they can do it very eas-
ily. Now they don’t have to bother
us one bit. I say that in the hopes
that possibly some newspaper re-
porter won’t say that I'm trying to
disenfranchise the people of the
city of Portland. That is the far-
thest thing from my mind and of

course that is a most impossible
thing to accomplish.
What would you do if you did

have the borrowing capacity of three
million dollars? Would you build a
Coliseum? I doubt if the city of
Bangor would build a Coliseum to-
day, and it could today on its own
financial standing. It could borrow
three and a half million dollars and
build one but they contented them-
selves with one million two hun-
dred fifty thousand. The little city
of South Portland could build a
three and a half million dollar Coli-
seum if they wanted to. If they
wanted to disregard every other mu-
nicipal project there is to have in
the planning board. It could.

I have heard a lot about clean
waters around here lately. I have
the headline material of the Port-
land Evening Express of May 21,
1959, and reduced down to the few-
est words, it said, “Portland
stinks”. I have another headline of
June 1st in case, I suppose they
thought, you had recovered from
that one, by June 1st you might
have gotten over it. If you lived
around here you never could and
they should know it. But it is the
same headline, and apparently they
want the whole world to know it. It
is something to be proud of. I dare
say it would be a material factor
in enticing some industry to come
locate there. On top of that of
course, one profound editorial writ-
er saw fit to write a little article
in which he said, ‘““Portland’s Sew-
age is Showing.” A very profound
article. I don’t believe you would
have to wait too long before you
could dash off that little ditty and
there it is. Now, does that project
cq}me before a Coliseum or doesn’t
it?

Just to digress for a few moments.
I talked with a member of the De-
partment of Economic Develop-
ment over here, and one of the rea-
sons that caused him to leave his
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job was day by day frustration.
What good does it do us to put
$750,000 into that budget over there
and that is what they are asking
for this time — if they are going to
use that money advertising, chasing
possible people to come into the
State of Maine with industry, if
when they get them here there isn’t
one community ready to receive
them? I said ““one’”’ and I shouldn’t
have said ‘‘one’”’. There are Ssome.
Lewiston has been a dandy at tak-
ing things away {rom Portland.
South Portland has taken them
away from Portland. Thank God the
breeze doesn’t blow in that direc-
tion. Portland isn’t getting them
and there are several reasons for
it. Do you think for a moment any
of these hardboiled business men
coming to Maine are coming here
just to be in Maine? They are com-
ing because they can operate effi-
ciently or more economically and
for no other reason.

Recently there was an article in
Dun’s Review and Modern Industry
discussing this very problem
of the approach made by industry
to relocate and the article reads —
and it is very interesting, I think —
“In considering community induce-
ments to build plants,” — this par-
ticular company was Rockwell
Manufacturing — “Rockwell is wary
of special deals, such as tax con-
cessions.” Comments Rockwell, “We
want to go into a community
where we know new industries are
carefully screened before they are
invited in, and we don’t want in-
ordinate tax breaks, which, in ef-
fect, may come out of the pockets
of other companies already in the
town.”

That is a sound conclusion, as-
suming the tax breaks were legal,
but they aren’t legal and they recog-
nize the fact that they aren’t legal
and they don’t want any extra con-
sideration.

“After consultants have narrowed
plant recommendations to a specific
location, Rockwell follows what
might be considered an unscientific
approach in making a final decision
on the location. It studies local
newspaper files, quietly appraises
the current political economic and
social climate of the town. Rock-
well executives visit as many com-
munity residents as possible. From
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other industries in the community,
they learn about community atti-
tudes, employees’ sense of respon-
sibility, and similar factors as
viewed by fellow industrialists.

“Rockwell finds that in the final
analysis, a walk around town to
look at the parks to see if the
grass is cut, at the schools to see
what shape they're in, at the
churches and the homes to see if
they’re well-kept can tell more
about the town than all the induce-
ments and welcomes extended by
community leaders.

“The biggest job in establishing a
new plant in a community is pre-
paring people for the impact of the
new industry. A plant employing 300
people directly affects 2,710 people,
according to studies by the U. S.
Chamber of Commerce. These 300
manufacturing jobs create 222 oth-
er jobs in grocery stores, service
stations, new construction and nu-
merous other businesses in the
town. About twenty of the new plant
jobs call for experienced supervis-
ors who generally come from other
areas, creating promotions for the
jobs they left.

““Assuming each person with a
new job has a family of five, 2700
people would be directly affected,
plus other hundreds in the com-
munity concerned with the new
plant, such as local government and
civic leaders, business men and
suppliers, and that large, in-
definable group who will be neigh-
bors in the community.

“According to Maurice Fulton,
president of the Factory Locating
Service, ‘In their planning for spe-
cific locations, companies are turn-
ing more and more to a scientific
approach trying to anticipate their
requirements and project them into
a specific location, rather than
waiting until they suddenly have a
need for more production and then
running out and looking for any
existing buildings that can be had
immediately. There is a new recog-
nition that sound expansion re-
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quires advance planning’.

‘“‘Although the availability of a
reliable labor supply remains the
No. 1 consideration with most of
the surveyed companies, other fac-
tors in plant location are becoming
increasingly important. More than
half the companies report that trans-
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portation has increased most in
importance in the last few years.

“Several are now more concerned
with finding locations which provide
good schools and a cultural environ-
ment that attraets high-level tech-
nical people.

“There also is a much keener
awareness today of the importance
of the ‘‘business climate” — the
community attitude toward busi-
ness.”’

And what could be a more de-
sirable step to make than to take
the smell out of the atmosphere?
That, for the city of Portland, is a
ten million dollar project right now.
Bearing that in mind, I give you a
few words from the Chairman of
the Finance Committee of the Port-
land City Council. I believe his
words can be relied upon.

“It is the opinion of the Finance
Committee that the need for an

improvement of this type” — and
he is talking there about the Colise-
um — “must be weighed against

other needs. We have studied this
matter carefully and have reached
the conclusion that the City cannot
afford to have a $3,500,000 colise-

um.

“The City of Portland plans for
its public improvements five years
ahead and has been doing this since
1948. In 1948 we began a program
of spending about $800,000 a year
for such improvements. In 1955, we
raised our level of spending to $1,-
300,000 per year. Of this amount,
$500,000 is raised by current taxes,
and $800,000 is raised by selling
bonds. Therefore, the City has spent
approximately $10,000,000 of its own
funds in the last ten years on cap-
ital improvements such as’’ — such
as what? ‘‘schools, streets, sewers,
slum clearance, fire stations, parks

and playgrounds, the airport, and
many other items.”’
Are those important items to

come ahead of a Coliseum?

“In spite of this rate of expendi-
ture, the city is far from cateching
up with its needs. A look at the
future shows that there are many
improvements needed which are
more essential than a coliseum.

“Right now, the city is employing
five architectural firms which are
preparing the plans and specifica-
tions for a $2,000,000 school con-
struction and alteration program.

2243

This work must be finished by Sep-
tember, 1960, in order to be able to
meet the needs of our children at
the high school level.”

Where is that going to come
from? By the end of this year the
city of Portland will be obligated
for $7,700,000. The debt limit is $8,-
300,000. You fellows who want to
vote for this bill, figure out where
the money is coming from.

“The work must be finished on
the school construction and altera-
tion by September, 1960, in order
to be able to meet the needs of our
children at the high school level.”

Just two million can’t be raised.

“We are altering and enlarging
our three junior high schools, chang-
ing an elementary school to a junior
high, building a new elementary
school to take its place, and mak-
ing alterations to our senior high
school buildings. There are two
slum clearance and urban renewal
projects which will require $585,000
of city funds. In Back Cove, the
City’s raw sewage is creating a
potential health menace and nui-
sance. The City has had engineer-
ing studies to lay out a master plan
for eliminating this problem. One
location alone and the cost will be
about $2,500,000.”

“Apart from these major sewer
projects, this city now has needed
sewer projects which amount to
$450,000. There are identified street
projects which amount to $330,000;
park and playground needs amount-
ing to $130,000; and miscellaneous
needs amounting to over $400,000.”’

Right at the present time we
have two school projects costing
$300,000 apiece. What comes first?
Do you think for a moment that
we should put our blessing on this
bill and say ‘“We disregard the mer-
its of your situation, You are our
servant and you perform our gov-
ernmental function for us. Go
ahead if you want to; borrow three
and a half million dollars!” As if
it wasn’t going to impede our prog-
ress; as if it wasn’t going to add
$200,000 on to the annual tax bill.

Under the Constitution, you have
a seven and a half mill limitation
upon your bhorrowing capacity. In
the years gone by we have been
presented with district bills. I was
in the Legal Affairs Committee
and many at that time were pre-
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senting school bills and if there is
one thing that I think comes above
all others, it is schools. If any-
body wants to disagree with me
they can do so, but I don’t. We
used to give concessions to towns
by granting them a district, which
meant nothing more than giving
them the privilege to go beyond
their debt limit for the purpose of
constructing schools. You should
examine that situation pretty care-
fully, and if there is any dispute
about it you should refer that to a
referendum and see if they want to
incur that debt. After all, it is a
constitutional limitation, the proe-
ess of granting by the legislative
process exemptions to what the
people of any particular town think
should be the debt limit, and it
should be approached with cau-
tion. It should certainly be done in
a case like this where the total
debt is approximately 17.7, grant-
ing them fifty per cent more than
they already have for debt, thereby
putting them way over the debt
limit, and thereby impeding future
progress so far as capital construc-
tion is concerned and inevitably
making it necessary to raise taxes
and to revalue.

I say to you today that this is
not a bill which should receive
your consideration. It is a bill
which has your responsibility be-
hind it and you cannot sit here as
if you were looking at a contest on
the sidelines. When you pass a bill
out “Ought to pass” it has your
blessing on it. If the Senate of the
State of Maine says this is the
thing you want to do, that is all
right, but I say it should not be
done.

The PRESIDENT: The pending
question is on the motion of the
Senator from Cumberland, Senator
Weeks, that L. D. 267 be indefi-
nitely postponed.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: First of all, I want it under-
stood that the Senator from Cum-
berland, Senator Weeks, and I are
going to remain friends, as we al-
ways are. The issue before us to-
day 1is representation for those
whom we represent. In other words,
we are representing our constitu-
ents and we have been asked to
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present the case to you for and
against. I am rising for this bill.

This matter, which came before
the Legal Affairs Committee, did
receive a unanimous report, and I
believe it was based primarily up-
on the rights of referendum which
we have spoken about so much.
I also want to compliment the Sena-
tor from Cumberland, Senator
Weeks, for the argument which he
has presented, and I am sure they
are going to be excellent comments
to present to the people of the City
of Portland if you give us the privi-
lege of sending this to the people on
a referendum in December. The ar-
guments which he has presented
will be more than adequate, I
think, to inform the people whether
or11 not they want to vote for this
bill.

Such a matter as that now be-
fore you concerning this bill is an
honest and sincere measure request-
ing your permission to give the
citizens of Portland an opportunity
to decide the pending question un-
der our legislative process of home
rule referendum. This is no ordi-
nary so-called overnight type of
legislation that is thrown upon us
to receive sympathetic treatment
simply because of its referendum
provision. I for one, have and no
doubt will continue to oppose any
measure that comes to this body
which, in my opinion, is designed
to prey upon the good citizens of
any community that may bring
harm when the subject matter has
not been given sufficient local at-
tention for complete understand-
ing.

I do have sufficient evidence for
your examination that the question
as to whether or not the City of
Portland citizens want an all-pur-
pose Civie Center as proposed un-
der this bill, is well understood and
has been given extensive discussion
and consideration for the past two
years. As an example of this in-
terest both for and against the
question of a coliseum, I hold in
my hand a file of newspaper ac-
counts of nearly every press re-
lease, editorial comments, letters to
the editor, local city government
actions and many other items in-
cluding the impact upon our taxes,
economic situation and professional
surveys.
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I have here a telegram from Jean
Gannett Williams of the Gannett
Publishing Company which says:
“The Portland newspapers believe
people entitled to decide on colise-
um issue by referendum.”’” I have
here the tax figure which they pay
the City of Portland of $43,500. I
have a telegram here from one of
the department stores in the City of
Portland, W. T. Grant Company,
which says: ‘“As a taxpayer of Port-
land I am in favor of this Coliseum
bill.”” Their tax is $51,000. I have
another telegram here which says,
‘“We are in favor of the passage
of the bill creating a Portland Col-
iseum Authority,”” which is signed
by Congress Square Hotel Company,
George S. Kelley. Their tax is $105,-
568. I have sixty or seventy similar
telegrams from businessmen and
taxpayers of the City of Portland,
which more than substantiates the
fact that these taxpayers are in-
terested in bringing this type of
building to Portland.

When 1 was approached by the
citizens, businessmen and taxpayers
of Portland as to my opinions on
the Coliseum question for legislative
consideration, my first reaction was
whether or not this was in the pub-
lic interest and if legislation was
introduced, would it be mandatory
or permissive. I could only accept
such a bill for your consideration if
it was permissive, and by that I
mean a bill that would give Port-
land the right to decide by permis-
sion of the legislature. I also made
it known to all my constituents and
the proponents proposing this bill
that I would place on the record
the fact that, should this matter
be adopted by referendum it would
involve an increase in the local tax
rate of $1,908 per thousand the first
vear and would be reduced by
amortization of bonds for $3,000,-
000 for a period of twenty-five years
to $1.123 per thousand on the 25th
year, or an average of $1.516 per
thousand.

What has been the reaction to
this proposed increase in tax rate?
Yes, there is opposition. There is
also approval, but the approval of
the increase comes from taxpayers
in the business field of those mem-
bers of the Portland Coliseum Com-
mittee whose taxable property runs
close to a million dollars in assessed

2245

valuation, or three-quarters of a
million in taxes. I believe that this
information has been forwarded to
each member, listing the names
and firms of all members of this
committee. I also have in my pos-
session here literature and evidence
that this is true. It is the opinion
of these taxpayers that the progress
and improvement of the economic
condition of Portland can best be
improved by promoting activities
and investing in projects that will
bring business to Portland, in spite
of the fact that it may require a
small additional appropriation for
maintenance of the Civic Center. I
cannot complete my appeal to you
without mentioning the arguments
in opposition to this measure by
those businessmen who are also tax-
payers and, of course, the actions
taken by the Portland City Counecil.

The opponents have expressed the
need to make other improvements
such as new schools, slum clear-
ance, and specified capital improve-
ments, and I believe that this opin-
ion also has merit and certainly
deserves serious attention, and I am
sure that it will be weighed very
carefully when these same citizens
have the opportunity to decide it, if
we give them this right.

The recent action finally taken
by the City Council to proceed with
the renovation of a fifty-year old
building known as the Portland Ex-
position Building at a cost of near-
ly $600,000 — I believe a contract
has been let recently slightly be-
low that figure, but in excess of
five hundred thousand dollars —
does not meet with the approval of
many taxpayers of Portland. It was
unfortunate that the City Council
could not have delayed its proposal
after an appeal by the Coliseum
Committee to table the matter un-
til the outcome of the Coliseum
Referendum had been decided.

Now mentioning the items that
were brought to your attention by
the good Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Weeks, that there were no
funds available for the things that
were mentioned just recently rela-
tive to this Portland odorous situa-
tion which has been developed by
the Presumpscot River, we find that
there is no money available to hire
chemists from the University of
Maine to come down and do some-
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thing about that stench, however it
is very easy to find six hundred
thousand dollars to renovate an old
building that is ready to collapse
any minute. They could not find
any money to appropriate to the
teachers, they couldn’t find any
money to build a new school, but
they did find six hundred thousand
dollars to renovate an old building.

On December 20, 1957, following
a special citizens’ committee study
on the question of the Exposition
Building and as provided by a spe-
cial appropriation of $6,500 the
building committee of the Inter-
national Association of Auditorium
Managers, made this report:

“A remodeled exposition build-
ing could hardly be done so com-
pletely as to be competitive with
present-day modern buildings with-
out a cost which would appear to be
equivalent, or probably more than
that of a new auditorium. A re-
modeled exposition building would
further be handicapped psychologi-
cally by the prejudices of the past
against the existing antiquated
building; prejudices resulting from
ineffectiveness and age. It would
not be recommended that any re-
modeling be done to the present
exposition building in order that it
may be useful as a modern muni-
cipal auditorium,”

The building committee of the
Citizens’ Coliseum Committee, con-
sisting of several of the leading con-
tractors and architects in Portland,
have unanimously concurred in this
recommendation. All of these re-
ports and findings have been re-
ported to the city council, but ap-
parently have been pretty much
ignored.

What about public reaction? Al-
though it can never be said that
such a vote or straw ballot is legal,
as I will agree, there is one indi-
cation that is outstanding, and I
am referring to a public ballot con-
ducted on July 1ith in 1958 when
the milkmen of Portland distibuted
and collected 14,000 ballots — 6,770
ballots were collected, and here are
the results. There were 3,852 home
owners and 2,918 non-homeowners
in the balloting. The first question
was: “Do we need a Coliseum?”’
Those with homes, 2,375 said yes,
and those without homes said yes,
2,322; and those who said no were

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, JUNE 3, 1959

1,375 for home-owners and 536 for
those who did not own homes.

Now not to make this too compli-
cated, I will say that on the ques-
tion as to whether or not they de-
sired to have a referendum on this
question 6,024 said yes and 669 said
no.

I also want to be very fair with
you in bringing out this next ques-
tion, because if I didn’t I wouldn’t
be doing justice to you or to my-
self. The question was, ‘‘Are you
willing to tax yourself extra on
your home or your property to
build a coliseum?”” 3,093 said yes,
we are willing to pay the tax, and
3,163 said no. In summary, 5,921
voted for the referendum and only
669 against. Therefore, it is signif-
icant at least to indicate that even
those who were unwilling to in-
crease taxes also signified that they
wanted a referendum.

After some one hundred confer-
ences, meetings, and surveys, both
professional and of citizen interest,
the Portland Coliseum Committee
has exhausted every means of co-
operation and interest in public serv-
ice. They have been encouraged
through official actions taken by
the Portland Chamber of Commerce
since 1957, and as a final declara-
tion from the Chamber the follow-
ing resolution was passed by its
directors on Monday, January 35,
1959:

‘“‘Recognizing the time lag in the
interval prior to construction of a
new coliseum and the needs of the
schools and community in that in-
terim period, the Board of Direc-
tors of the Greater Portland Cham-
ber of Commerce recommends the
City Council proceed with the ren-
ovation of the Exposition Building
as presented by the Council Com-
mittee and that the Chamber of
Commerce continue to endorse and
support the work of the Citizens
Coliseum Committee and the City
Council and the Citizens Committee
jointly study the question of wheth-
er or not a new colissum or civ-
ic center may be necessary in ad-
dition to the renovated Exposition
Building.”

The Chamber of Commerce fol-
lowed this resolution on January
16th, 1959 with further encourage-
ment to the Coliseum Committee
by stating, “We wish to re-empha-
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size the position taken by the
Chamber on January 5, 1959, that
the city should immediately repair
and renovate the Exposition Build-
ing to the extent necessary to make
it adequate for the needs of Port-
land’s schools, and further so that
it will provide a facility, together
with our present auditoriums, for
taking care of Portland’s conven-
tion needs until a more adequate
building is constructed. We ques-
tion the necessity of spending $600,
000 for the renovation of the Expo-
sition Building, as recommended
by the Council Committee.”

“In the meantime, the Chamber
urges the Citizens Coliseum Com-
mittee to continue its work toward
providing such a facility for this
area. We further wish to state that
as a Chamber of Commerce we
feel that we have stimulated aec-
tion on this project to the point
where our duty as the Board of the
Chamber is completed.”

I want to be very fair to all the
citizens and businessmen of Port-
land by giving you all the facts
that I have and as given to me in
presenting you with a problem of
growing pains which faces Port-
land today. If there is any doubt
as to whether or not we can look
at the future with encouragement,
then let us consider the tremen-
dous courage being exhibited to-
day by those forward-looking busi-
nessmen who built and are build-
ing shopping centers, running into
the millions of dollars, develop-
ment of industrial sites, our own
Department of Economic Develop-
ment pushing for more industry,
and the amount of appropriation
that we feel is justified in achiev-
ing this end. Our growing popula-
tions of the City of Portland is ex-
pected to reach 120,000 within the
next fifty years. This is the pre-
diction of the City Planning Board.
So, when we consider the future
we must be prepared to meet the
needs, a preparation that is going
to require foresight and some sac-
rifice. The time has come to make
this decision if you, as a law-mak-
ing body will permit the -citizens
of Portland to take whatever course
they may desire by our enact-
ment of this bill.

With the permission of the Sen-
ate, I have one or two charts which

2247

I would like to show you to try to
compare the old Exposition Building
with the proposed new Coliseum. I
have here a complete outside mod-
el of the actual surroundings of the
Portland Exposition Building. This
is the area taken by the entire
building, inside and out. And I have
here before me the plan which has
been designed for the new Coliseum
which contains seats with backs on
them and the exact facilities for of-
ficial hockey games which the old
Exposition Building does not pro-
vide. There will be ice facilities;
there will be official hockey games,
as I said, to help meet the com-
petition given us by Lewiston, with
their excellent hockey games and
excellent attendance, It would give
us an opportunity to encourage com-
petitive sports between our two cit-
ies, and I am sure that the atten-
dance would more than justify it.

The old Exposition Building, if
placed within the Coliseum, would
give you this perspective. You can
put the entire Exposition Building
within the plan of the Coliseum,
and this shows the perspective.
The seats that would be provided
for the Exposition Building after
renovation would be plain bleacher
seats, and I am sure that most of
us who have attended national or
state conventions would want to
take precautions in sitting
on bleacher seats for two or three
or four hours at one time: I do
not think we could find them very
comfortable. The new Coliseum
plans to provide comfortable seats.

There was mentioned by the Sen-
ator from Cumberland, Senator
Weeks, certain budgetary apportion-
ments of city funds. I have them
broken down here as to what the
increase will be in the entire set-up
if the Coliseum was considered. We
see public schools, $3,260,000 and so
forth down the list, compared with
the Coliseumm amortization on an
average of $167,000 compared with
all of these other expenditures.
There would be an increase of 1.7
per cent increase in the entire fi-
nancial structure of the City of
Portland. The average home-own-
er's tax now is $168, and with
the Coliseum it would be $171.93, or
an average increase of $3.93 a year.
A corporation whose tax is fifty
thousand dollars, their increase
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would be $1,100, and with their fed-
eral deduction it would be reduced
to $528, which they would mark
off as a deductible expense on their
income tax. It says here, “A little
more than a penny a day for the
average home.” Somebody put that
in here, 1 don’t know who it was.

So, with those figures and with
these preliminary remarks and the
facts that have been given to me,
ladies and gentlemen of the Senate,
I will conclude my remarks by sin-
cerely requesting that you vote
against the motion for indefinite
postponement.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: You can talk all you want to,
but money counts. It is a very
elaborate coliseum which has been
described to you here. 1 dare say
that a lot of our cities and towns
would like to have a five million
dollar coliseum if they could afford
it. But you have the report from
those who have the responsibilities
of government and the responsibil-
ity of husbanding whatever moneys
the city has, keeping the tax rate
down if possible, and keeping the
problems of government which you
have passed on to them going. If
there is any doubt in anybody’s
mind as to what the impact upon
that activity is going to be with
the addition of three and a half
million dollars more of debt, I don’t
know who it could be.

I want to emphasize again this
question of referendum. I have no
intention of disenfranching any-
body. The people right now have
the right to bring all the pressure
they want to upon the city govern-
ment to double their tax valuation
and have a double borrowing capa-
city and borrow all of the money
they want to put into a coliseum
if they want to do it, but they are
not doing it, and the simple reason
is that they do not want to pay
those taxes.

Now the Senator from Cumber-
land, Senator Charles, has referred
to the fact that he has letters and
telegrams. He referred to a few
thousand dollars. I can collect ten
million dollars worth of objectors
in terms of taxpayers. In fact, I
have letters on this too, but I do
not think I would care to talk about
them in legislative debate. Need-
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less to say, there are thousands of
people in the City of Portland who
do not want to pay any more taxes
than they have to. While I am say-
ing that, the tax rate goes up five
or six dollars a year. So add on
a few million dollars for a sewer
abatement program, add on a few
million dollars for schools, add on
a few more things, and the tax rate
is going to go up more than a dollar
a thousand, i.e. several dollars a
thousand, and the people do not
want it. But worse still is this con-
tinuance of a controversy from the
time you say o.k., go ahead if you
want to, until it finally comes for
an election, and it is going to still
further handicap the city so far as
its business climate is concerned. 1
have had personal experience with
that kind of a controversy. Little
do you know how widespread is the
information regarding any particu-
lar controversy in any Maine town
on your borrowing capacity in all
of the money markets in the coun-
try.

I certainly should give consider-
ation to the fact that during the
last couple of months we have had
a little drive on in Portland for a
quarter of a million dollars for an
industrial building, and as of last
night they haven’t come close to it.
That is $250,000. What is the reason
why people do not want to put
$250,000 into such a project, when
they were going to sell shares for
twenty-five dollars. Is it because
they haven’t got that much money
in the great city of Portland? Is it
because of pending sewer projects?
You can sit down and analyze the
city all you want to, what you think
the tax base may be. And that is
one of the advantages that the City
of South Portland has right now.
We have put our house in order
pretty well, and any businessman
who wants to settle over there, it
is pretty sure that the next year
or the year thereafter he is not
going to have a tremendous in-
crease in his taxes. Is that impor-
tant? It seems to be working right
now, because we are getting busi-
ness. What is the prospect in Port-
land? There is no prospect except
this continuous increase in taxes,
not at this level but up and down,
mostly up.
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Controversies like this never help
a city. It is too bad that the very
fine citizens who have been pro-
posing this project would not join
hands with other responsible -citi-
zens who are opposed to it — and
there are thousands on the
“‘against’’ side of this project — to
the end that they could accomplish
the proper objective, and that is to
put the City of Portland’s house in
order, and you do not do it by
building a building which does not
bring one cent of payroll into the
city. It may bring some business
into Henry Benoit’s store, but it
wont bring in any payroll, and that
is what people have been talking
about, a payroll. The reason why
we lose business to Lewiston is be-
cause they have a ten-cents-an-hour
wage differential between Portland
and Lewiston. Now when it comes
right down to where you are hiring
two thousand men, that means
$1600 a day. Do you get those fig-
ures, Senators? That is one of the
advantages that Lewiston has over
Portland. Also, they have done a
fair job of abating their odor up
there and it is on the ascendency
every day, but in the City of Port-
land as of last week we haven’t a
cent in the {ill to do anything about
it. If you were present at the Gov-
ernor’s hearing on the project last
week you would have heard the
City of Portland officials state that
they had no money to spend on
any kind of an approach to the
sewerage problem — and yet you
want to put the people into a posi-
tion, by placing on them this proj-
ect, where you say, ‘“Go ahead and
spend three and a half million dol-
lars so you can fiddle while the
town stinks.”” (Laughter)

Mr. LESSARD of Androscoggin:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I have tried awfully hard
to keep out of this debate, however
I am being forced into it because
on two occasions the Senator from
Cumberland, Senator Weeks has re-
ferred to the City of Lewiston.

I may say that in the City of
Lewiston we have a beautiful Youth
Center which is comparable to the
coliseurn which they are planning
to build in the City of Portland and
which I hope is built. We are very
proud of our fine coliseum, or what
we call our Youth Center, with its
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fine facilities, and even though it
wasn’t built on a bond issue or
through a district, nevertheless we
do have it, and no matter how it is
built, you should have one. I hope
that the good Senator from Penob-
scot, Senator Woodcock, who was
very instrumental in building the
fine coliseum in Bangor, will soon
get up and tell you about the fine
building they have up there in that
community.

I may say this: that in the experi-
ence I have had in trying to induce
industry to come to Lewiston —
and I want to thank the Senator
from Cumberland Senator Weeks
for saying we have done such a
good job, and I hope we continue
to do so, instead of debating wage-
hour matters. I do not want to get
into that and have the good Sena-
tor from Sagadahoc get on his feet.
We haven’t had our debate for the
day, but I am sure that something
will come up this afternoon, and
perhaps we can talk about the whole
state rather than Cumberland Coun-
ty. I might say so far as the Youth
Center is concerned in Lewiston,
that we consider it to be a great
help in bringing industry into our
city, because many of the repre-
sentatives of proposed new indus-
tries coming there are very much
impressed with this building be-
cause it affords an opportunity for
their employees to have recreation.
It indicates a growing and am-
bitious city. I am glad to go along
with the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Charles, in trying to get a
colissum for the City of Port-
land, because I think they need it.

Mr. COFFIN of Cumberland: Mr,
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I rise in support of the Sen-
ator from Cumberland, Senator
Charles. I feel that a $110,000,000
valuation in Portland is not partic-
ularly the fault of the people of
Portland, I think it is the fault
of the people that are ruling the
City of Portland because they are
so far behind in their tax structure.
Even in the little town of Freeport
where I come from we have pretty
near eleven million dollars valua-
tion, and it does seem as if Port-
land must be ten times larger than
my town. We found that we had to
put our house in order too and
have a revaluation. I think if the



2250

City of Portland had a revaluation
they would discover the same as
South Portland discovered, that it
was quite some help to the busi-
nessmen in South Portland when
they revalued that city, as I remem-
ber the publicity in the various pa-
pers in the City of Portland, be-
cause of the fact that a great
many people became upset who
were residents and taxpayers in
the City of South Portland, and
they formed a taxpayers associa-
tion immediately. All towns which
have revaluation go through that
same thing, and it never really a-
mounts to much because people be-
come adjusted to this thing and rea-
lize they have got to pay the true
tax.

I feel that all of these various
projects that the good Senator
from Cumberland, Senator Weeks,
has spoken of should be started.
But whose fault is it that Portland
stinks? I think it is the fault of
those that are governing the city.
I think that they should realize
that these things have got to be
done, and they must have been real-
izing it for the last ten years,
that something should have been
done in Back Bay and these other
spots. A city the size of Portland,
the largest city in the State of
Maine, certainly should take its
place in the sun and go out and
do these things instead of letting a
city in the interior, such as Lew-
iston, set the example. I will agree
that the City of Lewiston is the
most prosperous city, in my opin-
ion, in the State of Maine. They
are forward and they go ahead on
things and they are not afraid.

I agree with the Senator from
Cumberland, Senator Weeks, that
seven and a half per cent of the
total valuation in the city is de-
cided by the constitution of the
state and they do only have a cer-
tain amount of money to work with.
However, if they had a revalua-
tion this thing would probably be
five or seven times as much as it
is now. Therefore I think the fig-
ures he has given you are a litfle
bit confusing, because when the city
brings their tax structure and
tax base up to date they are going
to be pretty well off. Thank you.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
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ate: 1 thank Senator Coffin for
making that comment. He hits the
nail right on the head. All our tax-
payers have to do is demand
a revaluation and they will have
plenty of borrowing capacity and
they can do it within the limits of
their own seven and a half mill
rate. We should just never go con-
trary to the constitution which has
been voted upon by the people
if it can be avoided, and if there
ever was a time when it should
be avoided it is right now.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President, when the vote is ta-
ken I request a division.

Mr. WOODCOK of Penobscot:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I feel that by the reference
to the City of Bangor in the prog-
ress of this debate that I have
been drawn into it, because back
in 1951 I sponsored legislation which
enabled the citizens of Bangor to
go to the polls and decide whether
or not they wished f{o encumber
themselves to the tune of $1,200,000
to build a new auditorium. That
also went through the Legal Af-
fairs Committee unanimously, went
before the House and the Senate,
went to a referendum, and was ap-
proved in the ecity by something
over a two to one vote.

Now I certainly cannot help the
City of Portland decide whether or
not it wants to revalue, but I can
help to give the citizens their chance
to vote on whether or not they
want this new building.

These buildings are not set up to
be moneymakers; they are set up
as a part of a broad city program
as one facility which may immedi-
ately afford some enjoyment to the
people who utilize the facility, and,
secondly, they may succeed in
drawing in good, clean dollars from
outside where they will be spent in
the ecity.

In the course of the debate there
was a rather colorful phrase point-
ed at the Bangor Auditorium. The
first phrase consisted of three
words, and the second time it was
used it was reduced in number
from three to two. As I remember
the phrase, it was something about
a ‘“horrible white elephant,” and
then it was just a ‘“white elephant.”
Actually, the thing has worked
pretty well. I served on the board
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of trustees for some years, and
they have showed some appreciable
progress in the years that the rec-
reation center has been in exist-
ence. In the last six months period
they really have gone ahead in the
right direction. Nobody would sug-
gest that you can amortize one of
these buildings by fees paid at the
door. It is considered to be a very
good operation if you can recover
operating expenses, which we are
not doing yet — I will be frank to
admit that — but we are going
in that direction. And over and
above that — and I do not think
that you can separate the two —
you have just got to consider it as
an intangible asset to the commun-
ity.

I appreciate the fact that some
$600,000 may be spent in an at-
tempt at renovation of the Exposi-
tion Building, but if for that amount
of money you can transform that
ugly duckling into a beautiful swan,
I think you will be performing the
architectural miracle of the cen-
tury.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I apologize to the Senator from
Penobscot, Senator Woodcock, if I
said something that I should not
have said. The only excuse I had
was that I was quoting a citizen
from Bangor, and possibly several
citizens from Bangor. Possibly one
may have used three words and the
other one may have used two.
However, in reference to his last
remark, I might explain that there
was some publicity in the paper
about the city council suddenly find-
ing five or six hundred thousand
dollars.

You might be interested to know
just how that five hundred thou-
sand or six hundred thousand was
found, because the way it was re-
ported it was given to believe, the
way it was written in the paper at
least, it would make you think that
there was some wrong-doing in-
volved. However, it happened that
in the course of good government
they had set aside that figure in
anticipation of the renovation of a
wharf in Portland Harbor, and in
the course of that renovation a
sewer outlet would have had to be
replaced, and the price on that
small project was better than five
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hundred thousand dollars. Suddenly
the contracting firm which was to
do the work, which was a private
enterprise, decided that they would
not restore the wharf so the money
was freed up sometime last Sep-
tember. That is where the money
was found. The poor city govern-
ment is in the position of being
damned if you do and damned if
you don’t. They didn’t want to
spend six hundred thousand dollars
in renovating the exposition build-
ing either, but the public demand
was such that some building be im-
proved, and, recognizing their re-
sponsibility in planning for the fu-
ture, they decided in the last analy-
sis that that was the least objection-
able way to proceed. We do not ex-
pect it to be a gold-plated building,
but we do expect it to be very,
very serviceable for the people of
the City of Portland.

I hope that you will consider the
impact of your decision when you
say that you do not approve of the
management of the City of Port-
land by those who have been elect-
ed to have the responsibility of
management. They are your agents
and servants, carrying out your
will, and I hope that you will think
well before you decide that you
want to in effect rebuff them. They
are doing a good job, they are do-
ing the best they can, and I dare
say that if the public demand was
for this coliseum it could very well
have been revealed overwhelm-
ingly long before this.

Mr. HILLMAN of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I am a little hungry and I
know that you all are, but I do
want to make reference to the
“white elephant” in the City of
Bangor which has been referred to
too many times.

We have a nice auditorium, there
is no question about it. It is the
design of the building that the peo-
ple call “a white elephant,” it is
not the need for that building. Un-
fortunately, when they designed the
building they did not make it large
enough to have regulation hockey
games, They have ice-skating, it is
true, and they do a beautiful job
for the children in the City of Ban-
gor. When I attended the hockey
game in the City of Lewiston,
through the courtesy of the Senator
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from Androscoggin, Senator Les-
sard, I was amazed at the beautiful
building that they have there. At
the time we were talking about the
fact that if Bangor could have a
regulation rink and Portland could
have one, with the one which they
have in Lewiston it would create
great interest in hockey in the
State of Maine. My only comment
is this: if they could build a build-
ing in Portland of sufficient size to
have regulation hockey they could
do a terrific job. It is not a white
elephant in Bangor; the need is
there for an auditorium like that,
but I do say that probably not
enough time was taken in the de-
sign of the building there.

Mr. CHARLES of Cumberland:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate: I would like to mention at
this time that if we do have a
coliseum built in Portland we are
going to be able to bring in some
tremendous shows on a circuit ba-
sis, where we already have the
facilities in Bangor and Lewiston.
Portland would be in a position to
bargain with ice shows and all
types of major productions which
at the present time are going to
Boston Garden. By closing this con-
tract we would be able to operate
a circuit of three different shows
in the State within a short period,
and therefore, by doing so, proba-
bly our bargaining powers would
be better and the quality of the
shows would be spectacular. A lot
of us like to go to these shows in
Boston and we do go and we do
spend more than the taxes that are
going to be paid on our property.
I do not want to use myself as an
example, because it is a very poor
one, but when I go to Boston to
attend an ice show my whole fam-
ily goes with me. Believe me, it
costs something, because I have to
furnish the transportation, I have
to furnish the meals, and sometimes
if it is a bad day we have to
stay over at the hotel. If I don’t
spend thirty-five or forty dollars
on that trip I am mistaken. If the
show were held in Portland it would
just be the price of admission.
Probably that is true in Bangor.

Just as a sideline, I want to em-
phasize the advantage we would
have with three auditoriums in
the state, and probably more would
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be built if this worked, the fact
that we could have these nice
shows.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Cumberland,
Senator Weeks, to indefinitely post-
pone L. D. 267; a division has
been requested.

A division of the Senate was
had.

Six having voted in the affirma-
tive and twenty-one opposed, the
motion did not prevail.

Thereupon, the bill was passed
to be enacted.

On motion by Mr. Woodcock of
Penobscot,

Recessed until two o’clock this
afternoon.

After Recess

The Senate was called to order
by the President

On motion by Mr. Stilphen of
Knox, the Senate voted to take from
the table the 7th tabled item be-
ing bill, “An Act Relating to Juve-
nile Offenders.” (S. P. 485) (L. D.
1357) tabled by that Senator on
May 18 pending enactment; and
that Senator yielded to the Senator
from Cumberland, Senator Weeks.

On motion by Mr. Weeks of Cum-
berland, the rules were suspended
and the Senate voted to reconsider
its previous action whereby the bill
was passed to be engrossed.

Mr. Weeks of Cumberland pre-
sented Senate Amendment A and
moved its adoption.

Which amendment was read and
adopted.

Mr. WEEKS of Cumberland: Mr.
President and members of the
Senate, I will take a few minutes
to speak about this act. As you all
know we haven’t a juvenile court
statute and at times we have caused
the courts at all levels consid-
erable trouble, In fact in one
opinion the Supreme Court itself
has referred to it as a legislative
morass.

This act is the result of study
by the judicial council over the
past two years, particularly by the
subcommittee and it has been re-
viewed by the full committee con-
sisting of many leading attorneys
and has received the sanction, I
think it is safe for me to say, of
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the Supreme Court in its full body.
It will represent an advance in our
treatment of juvenile cases, but
most particularly it will remove
certain areas of doubt in the pres-
ent law.

Thereupon the bill was passed to
be engrossed as amended in non-
concurrence; and on motion by Mr.
Weeks of Cumberland, the bill was

ordered sent forthwith to the
House.
On motion by Mr. Wyman of

Washington, the Senate voted to
take from the table the 6th tabled
item, being House Report from the
Committee on Towns and Coun-
ties: Ought not to pass, on bill,
“An Act Relating to Clerk Hire,
Rental and Expenses of Water-
ville Municipal Court.” (H. P. 525)
(L. D. 760) tabled by that Senator
on May 14 pending acceptance of
the report.

Mr. WYMAN of Washington: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, this bill was kept alive until
the other bill which pertained to
county salaries was on its way. I

understand that the bill is now
well on its way and so at this
time I will move that this bill

and the accompanying papers be
indefinitely postponed.

The motion prevailed and the bill
and accompanying papers were in-
definitely postponed in non-concur-
rence.

On motion by Mr. Cole of Wal-
do, the Senate voted to take from
the table the 8th tabled item be-
ing Senate Report from the Com-
mittee on Education: Ought to
pass, on bill, “An Act to Make
Valid the Incorporation of School
Administrative Districts Nos. 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5. (S. P. 285) (L. D. 747)
tabled by that Senator on May 20
pending acceptance of the report,
and on further motion by the same
Senator, the ought to pass report
of the committee was accepted and
the bill read once.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate,
I rise to offer an amendment to
the pending bill which would ac-
complish the withdrawal of the
towns of Liberty and Perham from
their respective school administra-
tive districts. By this amendment
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we face up to a problem which
one of our Maine dailies has de-
clared editorially should be given
high priority by this legislature.

By way of explanation before I
offer the Senate Amendment, I
would also like to state that it is
long but it is a duplicate of an
amendment presented to the Edu-
cation Committee some weeks ago.
This amendment really, instead of
the amendment that I offered which
was to exclude Liberty now includes
Perham as well as Liberty. Be-
cause Liberty is my home town I
am well acquainted with the situa-
tion there. From what I am told,
the situation in Perham does not
differ greatly.

Each town was oversold on the
idea of the school administrative
district. Perhaps if the enthusiastic
backers of the program set in mo-
tion by the Sinclair Act had not
led them into consolidation last
summer, all this might have been
avoided. I am sure that the mis-
takes are as much due to the
leaders within these towns as to
the promoters from the state level.
I acknowledge my own mistake last
year in having urged my fellow
townsmen in Liberty to vote to join
the proposed school administrative
district.

No purpose is served in taking
your time today for a long review
of all that has happened since in
Liberty and in Perham. At the risk
of over-simplifying the problem I
would suggest that the trouble in
both of these towns stem from two
sets of factors.

The first reason for withdrawal
is a financial one.

When these towns voted to join
they knew that school costs might
be higher and they were prepared
to pay more for the education of
their children., They were not, how-
ever, prepared for the way school
costs would sky rocket in the very
first year of the district and that
means without the cost of any new
buildings and without any substan-
tial change in the program of
schools that we are now offering.
With a capital outlay program it
will become more than these little
towns can really afford.

As the first reason for withdrawal
is a financial one, so the second
reason for withdrawal is a geo-
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graphical one. At the time the dis-
tricts were being formed no one
could tell the people exactly where
the proposed consolidated schools
would be located. Now the citizens
of Liberty and the citizens of Per-
ham find that the scholars must be
transported long distances to reach
the site of the proposed new school
building. In my own neighborhood,
parents face the prospect of send-
ing their children at least 22 miles
one way each day to the site of
the proposed high school building.
In Perham I am told that parents
face a similar problem. In my town
most of the people still support the
principle of consolidation but they
are equally certain that Liberty is
now in the wrong district. Many
of them look forward to studying
the possibility of a distriet involving
a lesser number of towns which
almost surround Liberty and which
are not now engaged in any study
pointing toward the organization of
a district.

That in brief is the background
of why Liberty voted 170 to 31, and
Perham 111 to 14 to seek with-
drawal from the school administra-
tive district. Because these over-
whelming votes came after our clo-
ture date had passed these towns
realize that they might have to wait
until the 100th Legislature before a
special act could be presented to
authorize their withdrawal.

They have not asked me to in-
troduce this amendment but I sug-
gest, Mr, President, that (these
towns should not be forced to wait
almost two years and for that rea-
son I propose an amendment to au-
thorize withdrawal now. I would
like to suggest four reasons why I
think this amendment should be
supported by the Senate.

In the first place, the legislature,
I believe, should keep faith with
the people. When the Sinclair Act
was adopted two years ago, it ex-
pressly stated that there should be
an opportunity for a town to with-
draw upon such terms as the legis-
lature might impose. That is in Sec-
tion 111P of the Sinclair Bill. For
us to imply that no town can get
out notwithstanding an overwhelm-
ing vote for withdrawal, would it
be a breach of faith with those
persons who voted to join a district
in their belief that the town could
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withdraw if circumstances warrant
it? I assure you I voted for the
Sineclair bill. I support it. I believe
in the philosophy of it still and
without my support at the local
level I doubt if we would ever
have been in the mess that we are
in now.

In the second place, I suggest
that so long as these school admin-
istrative districts are to be fi-
nanced through local property taxes
nobody is better informed as to how
much money a town can afford to
raise than at the local town meet-
ings. Unless and until there comes
a day when the state provides
the funds for these districts, it
would be poor policy for the legis-
lature or any agency in the state-
house to dictate what a town must

o.

The third point to keep in mind
is, just as we have been told many
times by the experts in the field,
good schools need the active sup-
port of the citizens of each com-
munity. Certainly we shall have
something less than active interest
and enthusiastic support if we in
the legislature impose our will
against the expressed desires of
those towns. If we require them to
support through local property tax-
ation schools in which they are not
interested and at locations remote
from their particular town then I
think we are heading in the wrong
direction.

Finally I suggest that the with-
drawal of Liberty and the with-
drawal of Perham from their re-
spective districts may be accom-
plished without any breach of faith
with the money lenders. Neither of
these districts has sold any bonds
or contracted for any buildings. In-
deed in Liberty’s case, no bond is-
sue or capital outlay program has
ever been proposed by the directors
of the district to the voters. To
withdraw one town from a school
administrative district under these
circumstances is entirely compar-
able to setting off a new town out
of the territory of another town,
something which the legislature has
done over and over again in the
history of our State.

I recognize that quite a differ-
ent problem might be presented if
either School Administrative Dis-
trict No. 3 or School Administra-
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tive District No. 5 had already
borrowed money, pledging the prop-
erty located in the towns which
now seek withdrawal. Such, fortu-
nately, is not the case. Perhaps a
similar case will not even ever
arise again.

These, Mr. President, are the ba-
sic reasons why the legislature
should now speed the withdrawal
of Liberty and Perham from their
respective distriects. The provi-
sions of this amendment have been
carefully worked out. Although rec-
ognizing this to be the prerogative
of the legislature to decide whether
or not such withdrawals should be
authorized and upon what terms,
nevertheless the Attorney Gener-
al’s department has been very help-
ful in suggesting the points which
should be covered in an amend-
ment such as this. If there are
questions as to how the specific
terms are determined, I shall be
glad to answer them. Let me say
that my fellow townsmen in Lib-
erty think that they should get out
of the district for a small price.
This is not exactly what the town
of Liberty wants, but neither does
it have the support of all of the
directors of District No. 3. In-
stead, I suggest, this amendment
offers a middle ground and will en-
able the remaining towns in the dis-
trict to get on with the work of
consolidation.

Across the State of Maine there
are many towns now considering
the organization of school adminis-
trative districts but which today
are waiting to see what this legis-
lature will do to the towns of Lib-
erty and Perham. Some recent
votes against consolidation may be
explained in the same fashion. Let
us show them that the provisions
of the Sinclair Act relating to the
withdrawal of towns are not empty
words. Let us hasten the with-
drawal of Liberty and Perham so
two towns now belong can go for-
ward with their construction pro-
gram. Let wus save them a de-
lay of almost two years before
anyone can know for certain wheth-
er withdrawals could be author-
ized. Let us avoid for them the
risk of litigation which now threat-
ens in each of these districts and
which could cause expensive de-
lays to the entire program that the
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Sinclair Law brought into being.
The adoption of this amendment is
the best thing we can do for Liber-
ty and Perham; it is the best thing
we can do for the districts in which
these towns are now a part; it is
the best thing we can do for educa-
tion in the State of Maine.

Mr. President, I offer Senate
Amendment A to L. D. 747 and
move its adoption.

The PRESIDENT: The Secretary
will read Senate Amendment A to
L. D. 747.

Senate Amendment A was read
ty the Secretary.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate:
I rise to oppose this amendment.
I can truthfully say that this is-
sue we are faced with now is to
me the most difficult problem that
I have been confronted with in all
of my four terms here in the Sen-
ate. I do not wish to stand here
as an opponent to the good people
of the Town of Liberty, nor do I
wish to stand here as an opponent
of my friend and colleage of long
standing, the Senator from Waldo,
Senator Cole.

I stand here to speak in defense
of the Sinclair Act which I believe
will be placed in jeopardy if this
amendment is accepted. I am backed
in my belief by some opinions
from the Attorney General’s De-
partment, Department of Educa-
tion, State School District Com-
mission and the boards of direct-
ors of the remaining towns in the
district of which Liberty is a part.
I believe that the implications and
reactions will be statewide and far-
reaching, even detrimental to the
educational progress that the Sin-
clair Act was meant to provide.

To allow any town to withdraw
after it has voted itself into a dis-
trict and assumed its share of obli-
gations in that district will be a
very dangerous precedent to es-
tablish, because I am fearful that
any such action on the part of the
legislature will shake the whole
foundations of this program of bet-
ter education by consolidation.

I have not lobbied this bill and
I have forced no opinions from the
Committee on Education. If there
are any other speakers who plan
to speak on this issue, I do not
know who they are and I do not
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know which side they will take. I
believe the decision should be based
on faets in this case, without
pressure. Therefore I feel it is nec-
essary for me to lay before you
certain facts to be evaluated, upon
which you must base your judg-
ment. Some of these facts have
been placed on your desks this
morning.

“Education is a State function,
wholly under control of the legis-
lautre, as that body isnot restrict-
ed by the State or United States
Constitution. The Constitution of
Maine (Art. VIII) empowers the
Legislature and makes it their duty
to require the several towns to
make suitable provision, at their
own expense, for the support and
maintenance of public schools. The
consolidation of two or more towns
to form a school district does not
violate any of the provisions of Ar-
ticle VIII. Article CIII is a manda-
tory duty upon the Legislature, but
is not a prohibition of its powers.
The Legislature in setting up a
means of forming school districts
has satisfied the mandatory consti-
tutional requirements imposed on
it.

“The Maine School District Com-
mission was set up to implement
the formation of school administra-
tive districts. Standards were set
by law for the commission. The
Commission has required a study
from each proposed district, which
contains data on operating costs,
facilities, curricula, valuation. This
information is in addition to the
data required on the application
forms. Section 111-F, Chapter 41 of
the Revised Statutes of 1954, spells
out the necessary steps involved
in making application to form a dis-
trict.

‘“Each town, city or plantation in-
volved in the formation of a district
must vote to (1) join with the other
towns to form a district, (2) ap-
prove the allocation of representa-
tion, (3) assume responsibility for
outstanding indebtedness and other
optional articles in certain cases.”

Whenever I mention Liberty I
would like to include Perham along
with it. Originally I prepared this
for Liberty only, but it applies
equally to Perham, and what I say
about Liberty will apply also to
Perham.

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, JUNE 3, 1959

“School Administrative District
No. 3 (which is the one that Liberty
is in) originally comprised nine
towns which included a community
school distriect. Two more towns
were added after the formation.”

Now in Liberty, the citizens’ com-
mittee, after their studies, dated
May 19, 1958, on eleven towns in
Waldo County prepared and dis-
tributed prior to an overwhelmingly
favorable vote in Liberty, a report
which shows the following: For the
District the predicted assessment
was $213,299 and the actual assess-
ment was $217,739. The assessment
for Liberty, predicted, was $24,956
and the actual assessment was $25,-
976.

There was an error of approxi-
mately one per cent in predicting
the overall budget of the district
totalling $444,378. The 1958 State
Valuations caused Liberty’s share to
increase slightly. Every town in the
district is now taxed on an equal
basis with this assessment, 32 mills,
Valuation. Liberty’s previous assses-
ment was about twenty mills while
Waldo, another town in the district,
was assessed over 40 mills. The peo-
ple of Liberty voted overwhelming-
ly to join the district when all the
facts were before them.

The situation is similar in Per-
ham., The study of the Citizens’
Committee, dated January 15, 1958,
clearly indicated that the town of
Perham would face increased costs
in the proposed school administra-
tive district. In fact, the study
shows that the people of Perham
could expect a 41 per cent increase
in local costs if they joined the
district. Despite this obvious fact,
the people of Perham voted 57 to 36
to join the district. Again the equal-
izing tax rate factor takes place in
regard to Perham. It being the
lowest town in the district it had to
come up while some towns came
down to meet an average tax rate
for the district.

Section 111-P provides the method
for withdrawal from a district and
places a restriction thereon, to wit,
no outstanding indebtedness of the
district. The same language was
used and still is used regarding
withdrawals from community school
districts. If it were possible for a
town to remove itself from a dis-
trict at will, the remaining structure
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would never know from one day to
the next the number of students it
was responsible for educating, the
amount of money that it would have
for operational expenditures, the
amount of property and school plant
facilities available for its use. This
is not to mention the fact it would
be difficult, if not impossible, to
borrow money for capital improve-
ment and construction. A statement
which best describes the possible
results is found in the dicta by
Chief Justice Williamson in Knapp
v. Swift River Co., 152 Maine 350
at Page 353:

“If the right of the District to
do business depends from day to
day upon the votes of town meet-
ings first granting, then taking
away, and perhaps again granting
rights, it is apparent that a Dis-
trict, duly organized, would not be
worthy of the name of a quasi-
municipal corporation with rights
and powers, duties and obligations
of its own.”

If the standard as set up by the
Legislature is varied with each in-
dividual case and towns are per-
mitted to avoid the prohibition re-
garding withdrawal as set out in
Section 111P, a town meeting to
withdraw will effectively serve to
impede any building program, in
each district. It will in effect give
each town a veto power over a
majority vote of the citizens of the
district.

The Towns of Perham and Liberty
now seek Legislative approval for
withdrawal from their respective
School Administrative Districts
while there 1is outstanding debt.
While it is recognized that the Leg-
islature may require towns to
make suitable provisions for educa-
tion, it is also true that the Legisla-
ture may not properly enact legis-
lation that will impair the obliga-
tions of an existing contract, nor
may the Legislature pass so-called
‘“‘class legislation’’, that is, exempt-
ing one person from the operation
of the general law and leaving all
others under its operation.

The purpose of this law was to
improve both the quantity and qual-
ity of education within the state at
the least cost per unit. No one ex-
pected something for nothing, but
merely greater returns for the edu-
cation dollar,
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It might be well to note that the
entire State is watching the devel-
opments in these two districts. An
error in judgment or an error of
law might seriously impede the im-
provement of education under the
provisions of the Sinclair Aect.

Now about the status of the prop-
erty that was conveyed by the
town to the district: When Liberty
and Perham voted into the district
they conveyed their school property
to the district. Maine applies the
rule that school property located
in a detached territory continues to
belong to the original district. This
has been adjudged in the case of
Whittier vs. Sanborn, 38 Maine 32.
It might be well to investigate to
see if the District had planned to
use this property for a consolidat-
ed school, and the removal of it
from the district would create an
economic hardship on the towns re-
maining in the district. The Dis-
trict has plans for using the facili-
ties of Liberty which it voted to
the District. These facilities are
planned for educating a portion of
the students of the district.

Operational expenses are paid in
the district from the proceeds of
the tax assessment and levy on
each component administrative unit.
After the tax has Dbeen assessed
and levied, the several units have
an obligation to the district in the
amount of the total levy, which
under present law may be collected
by distraint. When the towns joined
all of the teachers’ and super-
intendents’ contracts were assumed
by the district, even though in
some cases the services were not
required. These costs remain the
same until the term of each con-
tract expires.

Another matter of great concern
that has been stressed by represen-
tatives of the bond companies is
this: Although no bonds have yet
been issued in either the case of
the Districts in which Liberty or
Perham have joined, there is fear
on the part of bond companies that
if the legislature indicates its will-
ingness to let towns out of obliga-
tions and assumed indebtedness it
might also do so in the future after
bonds have bheen issued. This fear
could make it difficult to sell bonds
on school districts in the future,
not to mention the possibility of



2258

higher interest rates in order to fi-
nance a district where it would be
known that the legislature might at
any time take apart some of the
assets upon which those bonds were
sold.

Let me ask you: Would you con-
sider it a sound investment to buy
stock in a ten-town district only to
discover later that those assets had
been reduced to eight or seven or
six towns, especially if it happened
to be the richer towns who had
been allowed to withdraw? Can you
not see why the financial structure
of the whole Sinclair Act would be
jeopardized?

Another point that should merit
your serious consideration is this:
Do you think we, the Legislature,
can legally and rightfully take away
part of the assets of a duly-formed
corporation and give them to seg-
ments of that corporation that have
by their own action become dissat-
isfied? The school buildings in Lib-
erty now belong to the District
since they voted into that district
and are destined for use in the
over-all plan to educate the chil-
dren of that district. To force the
distriet to give away these needed
assets will upset the whole plan
which has been established for
operation this coming year. Then
too, to allow withdrawal of one town
will cause a need for redistribution
of assessments to the remaining
towns. Can you not see that some
of the remaining towns might be
dissatisfied with a change in as-
sessment which would no doubt dif-
fer from that which was set up
and which was agreed upon by all,
including Liberty.

I want to call to your attention
the statement which the Board of
Directors of District No. 3 has
made and which now lies on your
desks.

“The effect of the withdrawal of
Liberty would be fatal to the fu-
ture existence of the district. The
towns comprising District No. 3
include Liberty at its express re-
quest. If a precedent is established
whereby a town can threaten to
withdraw every time it does not
get its way on a specific issue, then
every town would have the power
of veto and a district would not be
worthy of the name.

LEGISLATIVE RECORD—SENATE, JUNE 3, 1959

“The integrity of the entire dis-
trict must be maintained in order
for us to finance our program
through the sale of bonds and to
carry on the everyday business of
providing a good education for our
children.

““The district was formed in good
faith by all eleven towns under en-
abling legislation passed by the last
Legislature. We feel that the with-
drawal would work a great injus-
tice upon us as a district which was
formed in reliance upon that origi-
nal authority, where we assess tax-
es based on that authority, and
through our individual directors,
contracted certain obligations and
formulated plans based on an elev-
en-town district.

“Granting Liberty permission to
withdraw is a breach of faith with
the remaining towns comprising the
district, and such class legislation
would act to impair the obligations
of an existing contract made by
each town and each with the other
when the eleven-town district was
formed.”’

So, members of the Senate, these
observations have been presented to
you in quite great length, because
judgment of these known problems
can well result in the life or death
of the administrative school districts
as well as the Sinclair Act itself.

Mr. President, I move indefinite
postponement of this amendment.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate, I
have a great amount of respect for
the Chairman of the Education
Committee, the Senator from Lin-
coln, Senator Dow. I know if he
could, he would like to be helpful.
As Chairman of other committees, I
know the situation he is in and I
can appreciate it.

However, in answer to some of
the problems he brought up, I
would like to give you my version
of them. In regard to the literature
left on our desks by the coordinator
of the school administrative district
in regard to the figures and the
predicted assessment of $24,956
compared to the one percent error
he states of $25,976 I would like to
explain the real facts there, and
there again I realize that the de-
partment has got together these fig-
ures in good faith and I want to
say right here that I have a lot of
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respect for the department. I have
worked with them and I have
worked for education both at the
local level and at the state level
and I have a lot of respect for the
department.

In regard to the other literature
here, I can say that your desks
would have been flooded had I let
the towns people of Liberty write
to you but I realize that we are
busy and cannot read all the liter-
ature that could come and would
come if I said so. However you
notice there is an absence of ma-
terial from Liberty because what-
ever I say I think can take care of
the townspeople.

Going back to the assessment, I
would like to correct the figure a
little bit. Here is the proposed ad-
ministrative district of the nine
towns that we voted into. It was
signed by the state department of
education, dated June 28, 1958, and
in this it sets up the figures of the
nine towns and it spells out Liberty
operating cost $20,076.84; capital
construction $2499; debt $1731 mak-
ing a total of $24,309.90 which does
not compare with the figures that
are given to us on this pamphlet.
This was one that was circulated
and the townspeople of Liberty
bought and I also would like to
add that this figure of $24,956 that
the good Senator mentioned does
not include capital construc-
tion which would mean with the
interest, approximately $3,000 more
added on to that. So when you sum
it all up I think that one percent
is a little bit out of line.

It also says that the people of
Liberty voted overwhelmingly to
join the district. There was a good
crowd there. In fact there were
enough not to go into the district
had I not spoken for it. I called the
town clerk last night and checked.
In that particular meeting when we
went into the district we had 26
votes. Now, is that voting “over-
whelmingly’’? I would question it.

In regard to the outstanding debt.
In the amendment we have incorpo-
rated Liberty’s proportion of the in-
debtedness that we accepted when
we went into the district even
though we were debt free. In fair-
ness, I personally suggested to the
town that they pay the district their
proportion which was $5,000. I ask
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you gentlemen, for a little town of
less than five hundred people, is it
not fair that we pay $5,000 to the
district? Aren’t they doing some-
thing that many towns would not
do?

For a mistake that was made
sincerely they are willing to pay
five thousand dollars. It was
brought out that Liberty isn’t mak-
ing the effort. In the per capita
student cost I would like to give
you the figures before and after.
Liberty per capita student cost was
$160 before; after $228. Waldo, which
was mentioned was $137 before;
$111 after. Monroe, $179 before;
$162 after. Unity, before, $184.50;
after, $164. Brooks, $100 before; af-
ter, $139. Now it shows that Liberty
is the top per capita effort in the
whole district, and they tell us we
are not making the effort. I want
to show you that we in Liberty have
never questioned the appropriation
for education.

It was also brought out that the
Liberty school could be used by
the district. Let me assure you that
the town of Montville which adjoins
Liberty can now use Liberty any
time by paying the per capita cost
which is just as cheap as they can
do anywhere else. Also another
problem was brought out, that of
contracts. They are no problem. The
contracts that we have already is-
sued will be continued. These
schools are going to continue and
the contracts already signed will be
honored so that is no problem.

In selling bonds I will agree that
once we get into a bond issue no
town should get out and I am sure
we all agreed to that when we went
along with the issue brought before
us by the good Senator from Pe-
nobscot, Senator Hillman, in regard
to the water district.

If you ever want to get out and if
the bill was sincere, and I think
when they drafted it they were,
now is the time to get out before
a bond issue is in effect.

That is why I am pleading with
you here today. All we want in Lib-
erty is our freedom to rule. It was
brought out here in debate this
morning several times, by the good
Senator from York, Senator Farley,
the Senator from Cumberland, Sen-
ator Charles, that they believe in
home rule. I also believe in home
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rule. I would not be presenting this
amendment if I did not believe in
home rule. I think it was Patrick
Henry who said, “Give us Liberty
or give us death.”

Mr. FARLEY of York: Mr.
President in all my experience in
the legislature, one of the hardest
things I have ever had to do, I
have got to do this afternoon in
voting against the Senator from
Waldo, Senator Cole whom I have
followed seven out of ten times. A
few weeks ago I spoke in reference
to the Sinclair bill. I don’t think
there is any sense in my going
over it again. Everybody under-
stands how I stand on the Sinclair
bill. I think that Senator Dow has
covered all the things I would be
able to cover relative to the fi-
nances and this and that.

As you all know, we have some-
thing here that will possibly affect
our own county. I am going to be
opposed to it as I was two years
ago. I have a lot of faith in the
Sinclair bill. I come down to the
people who may be involved with
this bill some time or another in a
good way or a bad way. You take
a high school teacher, you do not
judge him on his freshman class
or his sophomore class or his
junior class, you judge him on his
graduating class and what it meant
to the children of that school. I hon-
estly believe we are now in the
freshman class of this Sinclair bill
and we should let it run until its
senior year. I feel awfully bad to
have to vote against the Senator
from Waldo, Senator Cole, because
I respect him. I started with him
in the House and have ended with
him here in the Senate, but I feel
in all honesty I must vote against
the Senator from Waldo, Senator
Cole.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent, just a couple of short obser-
vations and I don’'t make them
facetiously at all but I would like to
say that the towns which complain
of consolidation such as this are
towns whose past effort has been
forced and those towns whose costs
are cut are those which have been
exerting the greater effort. It is
just as simple as that. That is one
of the primary purposes of the Sin-
clair Act, to equalize the tax effort
for education. The Senator from
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Waldo, Senator Cole, stated that the
legislature should keep faith with
the people. We should not only keep
faith with the people in the town
of Liberty but we should keep faith
with the people in all those other
nine or ten towns involved. Just
bear in mind that Liberty and Per-
ham prepared their own study and
their own figures and then asked
for admission to this distriet. I be-
lieve in home rule except when this
rule destroys all of its neighbors.

Mr. WYMAN of Washington: Mr.
President, when the Sinclair Bill
was before this Senate two years
ago, many people contacted me in
opposition to it. There were a num-
ber of objections and one of them
was the difficulty in getting out of
a school district. At that time I
told my friends that undoubtedly
the act would have mistakes but
these could be corrected by later
legislatures. And it is easy to see
that once bonds have been issued
a town cannot and should not be
allowed to leave an administrative
unit. However, in the case of Liber-
ty there have been no bonds issued.

The citizens of Liberty find the
actuality of this district far differ-
ent from what they had been led
to believe. They feel they erred in
their move to join it and they ask
to be released. It is my firm be-
lief that this legislature should
grant Liberty such a release.

To quote from the Bangor Daily
News of May 30th:

“The sudden and substantial in-
creases in education costs have
been cited repeatedly in various
community debates. It is not a case
of miserliness, nor of disinterest in
the schools. Rather, it is a matter
of citizens weighing what they can
afford as taxpayers. Liberty voted
itself into School District No. 3
but now seeks to withdraw because
of the cost. We urge the Legisla-
ture to give careful study to the
Sinclair Act and proposed amend-
ments. We also urge the legislators
to reach a decision about Liberty.
The latter’s plight has undoubtedly
created wariness in other towns.”

I would like to repeat that last
sentence of the quotation: “The
latter’s plight has undoubtedly cre-
ated wariness in other towns.”
This I know for a fact, many
towns have already rejected con-
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solidated district plans and if we
refuse to accept this amendment,
more will do likewise.

It is my firm belief that the pas-
sage of this amendment will do a
great deal to restore confidence
in the Sinclair Law and to give im-
petus to the creation of consolidated
school districts in so many areas
that need them so badly.

If the amendment is turned down,
I can envisage this matter being in
the courts and in the newspaper
headlines for many months, all to
the detriment of the law and those
towns which really need to consoli-
date into an administrative district.
Therefore I wish to oppose the mo-
tion of the Senator from Lincoln,
Senator Dow, for indefinite post-
ponement.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate, we
know there have been no bond is-
sues in this district but the bond
companies representatives have
spoken to me and they say they
are afraid that if the legislature in-
dicates that they are willing to let
the town out of an obligation that
it has assumed, where there is in-
debtedness involved, they will be
afraid of what future legislatures
may do in regard to the situa-
tion after bonds have been issued.
For that reason they would look
upon the financial structure of the
Sinclair Act as being very shaky
in respect to selling bonds. The
Senator from Washington, Senator
Wyman, said that if this amend-
ment were turned down this case
may well land in the courts. I
might say that it may land in the
courts anyway if we of the legis-
lature take apart a corporation
and give part of its assets to a dis-
satisfied component of that corpo-
ration, I can very well envision
that might create court action also.

Mr. HUNT of Kennebec: Mr.
President, I reluctantly rise in op-
position to the good Senator from
Waldo, Senator Cole. Having been
legislative chairman for the State
PTA and having lobbied for this
Sinclair bill, I feel I know some of
the background of the bill, and I
tend to agree with those who have
described the Sinclair bill as the
greatest advance in education in
the State for some thirty or forty
years, 1 feel that this amendment
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could well be the death-blow, or
doubtless a mortal one for the Sin-
clair Act, as the good Senator from
Lincoln has said. If it becomes too
easy for towns to get out of a dis-
trict certainly I do not see how any
contracts can be made, even as to
teachers and things of that nature.
Right now I would assume that this
district had let out contracts for
teachers for the coming year. Also,
you run into the problem of the
amount that the State is going to
pay in subsidies to the district, and
that is based upon the exact num-
ber of towns in the district and the
exact number of pupils in the dis-
trict. And so it would seem to me
that the matter, even of the amount
of State subsidy, could not be de-
termined under a situation like this
where one town is threatening to
drop out, or at least they would
have to wait until it became defi-
nite before the subsidy could be
clarified.

The protection for the towns
comes at the beginning before the
towns get into the district at all.
As has been mentioned, groups of
citizens from the various towns are
supposed to get together and make
a study of the district and such
things as transportation, the cost
to the town, the building costs and
other items which are all supposed
to be studied before the various
towns make their report to the
State Board. In this case, the act
that the Senator from Waldo, Sena-
tor Cole, is talking about is on a
nine-town study and he gives the
figures from that, but, as I under-
stand it, they are presently operat-
ing upon an eleven-town basis,
which would mean probably that
two towns were allowed to come
into the district afterwards. This
necessarily must mean that a new
set of figures resulted after that
nine-town study was made. I think
in fairness we should have the fig-
ures for the eleven-town district in
order to see how they compare with
the figures that Mr. Gordon of the
School Administration District has
given us. In other words, it would
be the eleven-town district figures
which we would want to compare.

But, going back again, I would
assume that Liberty, as did all of
the other towns, went into a study
of this and that the matter of trans-
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portation was looked into as well
as the amount of the cost to the
town.

The good Senator from Waldo,
Senator Cole, has said that the town
found out that it was costing them a
lot more. I agree with the state-
ment of Mr. Gordon, or the state-
ment of Senator Dow, that the
$1000 difference, or, in other words
the difference between $25,906 and
$24,956 is very small when you con-
sider that your citizens’ committee,
which was working up the figures,
I think they did amazingly well to
come that close. That is a very
small difference between what is
estimated and what it actually cost.
He also states that they now find
they want to go into a smaller dis-
trict but the size of the district is
certainly something that every vot-
er in Liberty knew about. They
knew how many towns were going
to be in that district. They had all
the facts as to the mileage for
transportation of the students to and
from the schools before they joined.
So in the first place we have the
citizens of Liberty joining in and
making this study. Secondly, the
town officials of Liberty and the
school officials of Liberty joined
with the school officials of the other
ten towns and they agreed upon the
distribution of the school board
members., Then after that was
ironed out, the officials of the vari-
ous towns set a date for the vote
and it was voted upon.

I cannot see how the people of
Liberty or any of the other towns
could have been more carefully pro-
tected or could have been given
any more time to consider what
they were doing and they all voted
to join in the district and it became
a reality, Immediately after that
the new school directors for the dis-
trict took over and presumably
they have made various contracts
with teachers, etc. Now in what
way then was Liberty misinformed?
Or in what way has this turned
out differently than they expected?
To me there doesn’t seem to be
any way except a very small dif-
ference between the estimated as-
sessment and the actual and if
towns all over the State of Maine
can drop out of districts for such a
small matter as this, then the dis-
tricts have no permanency whatever
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and while we are thinking about
Liberty, what about the other ten
towns in the district, which I be-
lieve might have to reform and
start in again. What is going to
happen as to those ten towns. Are
they in a district or are they out of
a district as a result of Liberty
withdrawing? There might be a
question as to whether the district
did continue to exist. Certainly the
percentage of the amount they will
have to pay will have to be changed
because all of the figures are based
upon eleven towns and their per-
centages of expenses would now all
have to be refigured on a ten town
basis.

If we feel that the Sinclair bill is
good — and I for one certainly feel
it is one of the finest things the
state has adopted from an educa-
tional standpoint for a long time —
I think we are certainly doing tre-
mendous harm to the Sinclair bill
if we start now allowing towns to
drop out for what I feel is no rea-
son at all.

Liberty to me, today has mnot
shown or Perham either, they
have not shown any definite rea-
son for asking to be allowed to
drop out because in no district in
the State of Maine can the Citi-
zens Committee actively determine
exactly to a dollar the amount
their assessment is going to be
when they form a district and I
think this group here came about
as close as anyone could ask any
group to come. I feel therefore the
amendment should be defeated in
the interest of maintaining and keep-
ing the Sinclair bill and giving it a
chance to operate.

The mere fact that this has come
up a short time before bonds might
have been issued does not seem to
me to affect the situation. It is the
fact that it is a tremendous task,
involving a great deal of effort and
time to form one of these districts
and I do not think that it should
be allowed to be dissolved for rea-
sons such as this. To me it is like
bothering to set a verbal contract
down into writing and after having
prepared the written contract and
having all persons sign it you then
allow one person to say ‘I guess
I don’t want to abide by the con-
tract. It isn’t the way I thought,”
so the written contract is dissolved
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and the signatories excused. That
certainly would not be a proper pro-
cedure and I don’t see why this is.
It is doing exactly the same thing,
allowing someone to renege on a
written contract which they have
agreed to and signed.

Mr. BATES of Penobscot: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate: I rise to support my colleague
on the Committee on Education,
the Senator from Lincoln, Senator
Dow.

It should be obvious to each per-
son in this room that if the Com-
mittee on Education had felt that
the amendment offered to it in ex-
ecutive session — not at the time
of the public hearing — similar to
the amendment now before you pre-
sented by the Senator from Waldo,
Senator Cole, had justification and
did not have too many obstacles,
that the committee would have been
most happy to have solved or at
least tried to solve these rather dis-
parate situations. The committee
thought it wise not to even have a
public hearing. After we had this
executive session with individuals
representing Liberty with counsel
and individuals representing Per-
ham with counsel, because of the
reasonably obvious fact this became
more and more of a complicated
legal matter. I too predict that the
ultimate solution to this problem
would probably fall upon the shoul-
ders of those individuals gifted
with a knowledge of the law.

The Senator from Waldo, Senator
Cole, himself is in a very delicate
position. He represents the entire
county of Waldo, he lives in the
town of Liberty. I myself came to
a conclusion with respect to this
matter which might or might not
be of assistance to every other
Senator in this room. Besides the
legal aspects, I said to myself: We
hear a great deal about keeping
faith with the money lenders which
of course ties in with financial in-
tegrity. We hear a great deal about
keeping faith with the people who
accept this at its face value and
then reverse their position. Finally
and most important, we must all
keep in mind that we must keep
faith with our neighbors and ob-
serve the golden rule.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Kennebec,
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Senator Hunt, mentioned that he
would like to see the figures on
the district with eleven towns. I do
not have those figures. I don’t
know if there are any but I do
know this, that if Liberty with-
draws, the figures will be increased
in the remaining towns, two of
which towns have already indicated
that if this happens, they also will
ask for withdrawal. Gentlemen,
there goes your Sinclair Act.

Mr. COLE of Waldo: Mr. Presi-
dent and members of the Senate, 1
hesitate to discuss this any longer
because I feel it has all been clear-
ly discussed and debated. However,
I would like to mention a few facts
in regard to the bonds. No bonds
have been issued in either town,
Perham or Liberty. The fact is that
Liberty is assuming its share of the
indebtedness to show it is playing
fair with the rest of the district
and if Liberty does get out of the
district, it will not jeopardize the
rest of the district; in fact in my
opinion it is too large now because
it does create a large handicap in
transportation of our children when
they have to ride forty-four to fifty
miles a day, I think you as parents
can understand this. We did not
know when we went into this where
the school building was going to be
located. We had ideas but since we
got into it the ideas changed and
the location goes farther north all
the time. It is still in debate now
and they can’t agree where it is
going but whichever way it goes, I
know it will be too far for Liberty
to ride. Is it not a fact when the
law was drawn, that there were
provisions made in the act under
Section 111-P allowing towns to with-
draw? Why was it put in there?
Can anyone answer me that? Are
we keeping faith with the people
and with the statutes of the bill? I
have checked with the author of the
bill. I said, ‘“Were you sincere when
you put this article in there?” And
he is a sincere man and he said,
“Of course I was.” What are we
talking about here? Let’s play fair
and if we believe in home rule let’s
give it to them. Let’s keep faith
with the people. I myself got up in
town meeting when they asked me,
or questioned me if they could get
out if this didn’t prove right and I
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said of course they could. I said,
“It is written right in the law.”

If we don’t mean and are not
sincere in the laws we pass, how
can we have faith in the law it-
self. Now, I believe in the Sinclair
Law. No one worked any harder
than I did for it but I don’t think
it is going to jeopardize the district
in any way if you let these towns
go. In fact, I know it will go
along smoothly. Any partnership
that has an unwilling partner is not
a good partnership. Thank you.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Lincoln, Sena-
tor Dow, that Senate Amendment A
be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. COLE: Mr. President, when
the vote is taken I ask for a divi-
sion.

The PRESIDENT: The question
before the Senate is on the motion
of the Senator from Lincoln, Sena-
tor Dow, that the amendment be
indefinitely postponed.

A division of the Senate was had.

Nine having voted in the affirma-
tive and nineteen opposed, the mo-
tion to indefinitely postpone the
amendment dil not prevail.

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. Cole
of Waldo, under suspension of the
rules, the bill was read a second
time and passed to be engrossed.

Mr. Rogerson of Aroostook pre-
sented the following Resolution and
moved its adoption:

State of Maine

Senate Chamber

Augusta

June 3, 1959

WHEREAS the members of the
Senate of the 99th Legislature have
learned with profound sorrow of the
untimely death on June 1st of an
esteemed colleague, the Homnorable
Paul L. Crabtree of Island Falls, a
member of the House of Represen-
tatives in 1951 and in 1953, and a
member of the Senate in 1955, and

WHEREAS in his association with
the members of the legislature he
was ever honorable and kindly, be-
ing highly regarded for his char-
acter and sterling qualities of mind
and heart, and

WHEREAS the members of this
Senate sense in his passing a per-
sonal loss and genuine grief, now
there be it
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RESOLVED that the State of
Maine mourns the loss of a faithful
and valued public servant and the
members of the Senate lament the
departure of an esteemed and trust-
ed friend, and be it further

RESOLVED that an engrossed
copy of this Resolution be sent to

his family.
Which Resolution was adopted.
The PRESIDENT: The Chair

would say it is most fitting at this
time in a tribute to our late friend,
the Honorable Paul L. Crabtree that
the Senate rise for a brief moment.

Thereupon, the members of the
Senate arose and observed a mo-
ment of silence in memory of Hon.
Paul L. Crabtree.

Mr. DOW of Lincoln: Mr. Presi-
dent, for the purpose of offering an
amendment to the validating act
which I assure you has nothing to
do with letting Liberty in or out
but merely changes a date which
is wrong, I now move that we re-
consider our action whereby we
passed this bill to be engrossed.

The motion to reconsider pre-
vailed; and that Senator then pre-
sented Senate Amendment B.

Which amendment was read and
adopted and the bill as amended
by Senate Amendments A and B
was passed to be engrossed.

Thereupon, the Senate recessed
until 3:45.

After Recess

The Senate called to order by the
President.

Emergency Measure

From the House:

Bill, ‘““An Act to Appropriate Mon-
ies for Capital Improvement Con-
struction, Repairs, Equipment, Sup-
plies and Furnishings for the Fiscal
Years Ending June 30, 1960 and
June 30, 1961 and to authorize a
General Fund Bond Issue in the
Amount of Six Million Dollars.” (L.
D. 1384)

In the House, failed to receive
two-thirds vote in its passage to
be enacted, and ordered placed on
file.

On motion by Mr. Rogerson of
Aroostook, the rules were suspen-
ded and the Senate voted to recon-
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sider its action whereby the bill
was passed to be engrossed.

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President, I have an amend-
ment which I wish to offer and I
might say this amendment is the
product of consultation between
both parties and both branches and
is calculated to be one way of ex-
piditing the session. I offer the
amendment and move its adoption.

The Secretary read Senate
Amendment A.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President, I would like to ask a
question, throught the Chair, of the
Senator from Aroostook, Senator
Rogerson. Just what does this
amendment do?

The PRESIDENT: The Senator
from Sagadahoc, Senator Ross, po-
ses a question, through the Chair
of the Senator from Aroostook, Sen-
ator Rogerson, and that Senator
may reply if he wishes.

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President, the eleven million
dollar construction program that
was the bill which we considered
was composed essentially of two
parts, one part a five million dol-
lar construction program to be fi-
nanced out of unappropriated sur-
plus and a six million dollar pro-
gram to be financed by a bond is-
sue. This amendment separates that
package into two packages; one
package dealing with the construc-
tion program up to the amount of
five million to be financed by sur-
plus, the other part to be a separ-
ate bill and to deal with the six
million dollar bond issue.

Mr. ROSS of Sagadahoc: Mr.
President and members of the Sen-
ate, I care not to be an obstruc-
tionist but this amendment does
two things I do not approve of.
First, if we accept this we accept
without question the departmental
requests contained in the first five
million. I, for one, sincerely believe
that certain changes should be
made in this capital improvement
budget. I will admit that state
government has become very com-
plex and we certainly must take
the advice and certain recommen-
dations of department heads, but
there are certain items contained
herein that are neither technical
nor involved but a matter of judg-
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ment and opinion, and we as duly
elected legislators have every right
to make certain changes if we
deem them wise in the interest of
saving taxpayers dollars regardless
of departmental urging.

The second point in question is
this, if it were accepted it would
force upon us a tax, if we are go-
ing to any of the supplemental bud-
get. Under present economic con-
ditions in the State of Maine, I do
not believe further taxation is de-
sirable at the present time. The
only way we can accomplish this
would be to use certain surplus
monies or savings to finance cer-
tain supplemental appropriations,
and then use the balance of these
savings with a bond issue to fi-
nance capital construction. Without
any further harangue this after-
noon on my part, I wish to simply
state that I am opposed to this
amendment and I will so vote.

Mr. ROGERSON of Aroostook:
Mr. President and members of the
Senate, it is necessary for me to
agree with the Senator from Saga-
dahoc, Senator Ross, because he
has stated that this amendment
does two things. One he says that
it makes it necessary for it to ac-
cept the priority ratings estab-
lished in the Bureau of Public Im-
provements. The amendment of
course has nothing to do with the
priorities or making us accept them
because the situation is unchanged
from what it would be under the
o@her' bill, This simply breaks the
bill in two and leaves the priori-
ties exactly as they were before.

_Secondly, in the matter of finan-
cing current expenses out of surplus,
it would be quite a new thing for
the State of Maine to do. Normally
unappropriated surplus is used for
two purposes. One is for the build-
ing account, bricks and mortar,
the other is for non-recurring ex-
penditures where normally the ex-
penditure would be for one year or
for the biennium only. It seems to
me that it isn’t necessary to com-
ment any further on the lack of
wisdom inherent in a plan which
would dip into unappropriated sur-
plus for the purpose of financing
current expenditures.
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The PRESIDENT: The pending Thereupon, the bill was passed
question is on the motion of the to be engrossed in non-concurrence.

Senator from Aroostook, Senator L T
Rogerson, that the Senate adopt On motion by Mr. Stilphen of

Senate Amendment A to L. D. 1384. Knox
A viva voce vote being had, the Adjourned until tomorrow morn-
motion prevailed. ing at nine-thiry.





