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ThereuPQn, Qn motion by Mr. 
RichardsQn of Cumberland, a 
division was had. 16 Senators hav
ing voted in the affirmative, and 
nine Senators having vQted in the 
negative, the motion prevailed. 

Non-concurrent Matter 
Bill, "An Act Equalizing the 

Financial Support of School Units." 
(H. P. 1561) (L. D. 1994) 

In the Senate June 13, 1973, 
Passed to' be Engrossed a s 
Amended by Senate Amendment 
"A" (S-227L 

Comes :flrom the House, Passed 
to be Engrossed as Amended by 
Senate Amendment "A" (S-227), 
House Amendment "A" (H-579), 
and House Amendment "B" (H-
586), in non-concurrence. 

Mr. Katz of Kennebec moved 
that the Senate Recede and Con
cur. 

Mr. Clifford of Androscoggin 
then moved that the matter be ta
bled and Tomorrow Assigned, 
pending the motion !by Mr. Katz of 
Kennebec to Recede and Concur. 

On motion by Mr. Katz of Kenne
bec, a division was had. Nine Sena
tors having voted in the affirma
tive, and 16 Senators having voted 
in the negative, the motion did not 
prevail. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator fro m 
Kennebec, Senator Joly. 

Mr. JOLY: Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate: During the 
past few months we have s' e e n 
editorials in Maine papers de
manding tax reform -editorials 
calling for Maine citizens t a 
communicate with their legislators 
demanding tax reform. 

Last Saturdla'y in the Bangor 
News, John Day said "to date 
there's been virtually no public out
cry, except in newspaper editorials, 
for major tax reform." 

I have had 341 letters during the 
session from Maine VQters and citi
zens regarding such subjects as 
vivisection, plumbing, Frye Island, 
bo'arding homes and regionallibrar
ies. I have had 97 letters dealing 
with non-returnable bottles and 60 
concerned with chiropractors. I 
have 13 letters dealing with inven
tory and sales and gasoline taxes, 
but not one in reference with local 
property taxes. 

As a legislator, I believe, I 
should take part in enacting good, 
sound, progressive legislation, and 
not to enact legislation solely on 
the demand of any small group. 

An editorial in the Kennebec 
Journal states that the new pro
posal must Ibe good news to' rtilie 
low income, elderly and those on 
fixed incomes, and citizens inter
ested is fair equitable taxation. 

Let's examine this statement. 
Good news for the poor. Our low 
income citizens, live for the most 
part in apartments. Should this 
grandiose scheme take place, do 
you think for a moment that apart
ment house owners, even though 
they may get lower tax bills for 
their apartment buildings, will 
lower the rents with their personal 
income tax bill - which word has 
it may go up 35 per cent - is 
hi'ked, or will they maintain or 
even raise the rents in order to 
end up with their same net in
'come? And if we must have rent 
controLs to insure the workability 
of this scheme, I honestly believe 
we are then asking for more and 
more gove,rnment ,controls which 
have failed to work in the past 
and cannot work now. 

As for being good news for the 
elderly and those on fixed incomes 
- which I take to mean for the 
most part the retired, I believe 
we can enact legislation to aid 
them without changing the entire 
philosophy of our tax program. 

Finally, the editorial states that 
this is good news for those citizens 
interested in fair and equitable 
taxation. I question this statement. 
All taxes - sales, income, corpora
tionand property-are fair in that 
they rise s tea d i I y , some 
prQPQrtionally and some graduated. 

The big point - the only point 
really - is which tax is the one 
that can get away from us into 
the hands of the big spenders, and 
I refer to those Who w 0 u I d 
have us spend and spend and 
spend, and my answer is all of 
them are to some degree. But the 
property tax, under the ,control of 
local t'axpayers, i,s the ODe tax the 
big spenders cannot control. For 
this reason, plus others that I shall 
refer to', I am unalterably opposed 
to this entire plan of changing our 
philosophy of taxation. 
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For some time now we have been 
hearing about property tax reform. 
Webster's dictionary says that re
form means to change into a new 
and imp'roved 'reform or ·condition; 
it goes on to say that reform 
means to rectify or to better; it 
also says that reform is to bring 
from bad to good. 

I seriously question that reform 
is the proper term to use when 
we are talking about property tax 
and the means of financing educa
tion costs. 

What we should be discussing is 
philosophy. 

The Maine Education Council has 
recommended that the state fund 
the full cost of local education and 
that the sta1te impose a sta·tewide 
p'roperty tax. 

The majority of vhe Speci,al Joint 
Interim Committee formed to study 
the tax structure 'Of the State of 
Maine recommends rbhe 'State as
sume 60 per cent of the total cos,t 
of public education and a~so recom
mends the institution of a uniform 
statewide property tax. 

BOoth of these groups anticipated 
that the United Staltes Supreme 
Court would rule that present 
financing of s c h 0 0 I s was 
unconstitutional. The court failed 
to do so. 

To judge from the continual cries 
of re'cent years, one would be led 
to believe that the property tax 
is the most oppressive levy Amer
icans have to bear, and that it 
is increasing at a rate above and 
beyond that reached by other tax
es. The truth, however, is exactly 
the opposite. 

WhE-e there a're -legitimate criti
cisms to be made of the system 
of property levies - untrained 
assessors and discrimination 
among property owners - and of 
the present state education subsidy 
formula, the simple fact is that 
the aggregate burden of the 
propel'ty tax is consider·ably less 
than the burden of other taxes. 

The Brookings Institution notes 
that in 1927 property taxes ac
counted for 4.9 per cent of ·the gross 
national product, and fell as a per
centage until 1956 when they stood 
at only 2.6. Then it rose to 3.4 
per cent in 1971. This rise from 
1956 to 1971 reflects in considerable 

measure an almost incredilble binge 
of spending for public education. 
Since 1957-58 United States spend
ing on public schools has tripled, 
to a level of $46 !billion 'a year, 
or an increase from $335 per pupil 
in 1957-59 to $867 per pupil in 1970-
71. Brookings goes on to say that 
almost two--thirds of the increase 
per pupil outlays was related to 
increases in the amount spent for 
tea1chers and o~her instru'ctional 
personnel such as librarians and 
guidance counselors. While the 
average wage for full-time em
ployees in all industries was rising 
by 74 per cent, teachers salaries 
went up by 90 per cent, and the 
salaries of other instructional per
sonnel grew by more than 100 per 
cent. 

Property taxes have doubled 
from 19 billion in 1962 to more 
than 38 billion in 1971. But, during 
this same period, other state and 
local taxes zoomed from 22.5 billion 
to more than 56 billion. 

Why then the specific ou1;cry over 
property taxes? 

The answer is simple - proper 
taxes are visilble, they 'are painful 
and they are locally imposed. The 
public is more conscious of prop
erty taxes and there is, therefore, 
a limit of the spending that can 
be financed from such taxation. 

So the educationalists and other 
political spenders realize t hat 
property taxes have reached their 
limit as a fUllJding source. These 
spenders have thousands of excit
ing ideas of what they want to 
do with our money, if only the 
property tax with its built-in limits 
weren't standing in their path. 

So, reasons for getting away 
from the property tax at the local 
level are being put forth - inequal
ity being the most current and 
popular reason now being used. 

Some years ago a pamphlet from 
the National Education Association 
frankly stated, "Once public educa
tion has been made as much a 
federal responsibility as national 
defense or national highways, more 
money than was ever dreamed of 
will be spent on it." And, to trans
fer the funding from local to state 
is a step to eventual transfer to 
the federal government. 
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Let me direct my remarks 
towards this current argument of 
inequality between our schools. 

First of all, there appears to be 
no constitutional requirement that 
we are all entitled to an equal 
education. Secondly, if all children 
of one state are to obtain the same 
education, why stop at state bor
ders - and the moment you go 
beyond the state borders, you 
make a c'ase for having complete 
federal control of the matter, 
which is what the NEA wants most 
desperately in order to pursue their 
dream as stated in their pamphlet. 

Let's go a bit deeper - in
equality of local schools is based 
on the levels of spending for educa
tion in different communities. Yet, 
spending money doesn't always 
help education. 

In 1960 New York City spent 540 
million on its schools, and by 1971 
It was spending more than 2 billion, 
nearly four times as much, with 
only a slight increase in enroll
ment. Yet during those same 
years, the percentage of pupils 
reading below normal rose from 
54 percent to 66 percent. Moreover, 
in New York City, where reading 
achievement in its schools is below 
the national norm, there is one 
teacher for every 26 pupils. 

If we buy the idea that every 
student is entitled to have spent 
upon him the same a m 0 u n t 
throughout the state, why cannot 
every citizen demand that he have 
the same fire and police protection 
as his fellow residents in other 
communities in the state? 

In summary, now that the 
Supreme Court has brought us all 
down to reality again, let us look 
over this entire matter without 
listening solely to the cries of the 
educators and the spenders. 

Let us examine the state's 
formula for the present subsidy 
system and see if changes could 
be made to make the formula a 
better one. 

Let us follow attentively the re
sults of the new legislation we have 
passed creating ,as,sessment dis
tricts throughout the state and 
continue to encourage communities 
to have tax maps made. 

Let us consider property tax 
breaks for retired citizens. 

Let us seek ways to encourage 
our communities to allow their 
property taxpayers to pay their 
property taxes in installments, as 
we now pay income, corporate and 
other taxes, thus softening the blow 
that one gets now upon receipt of 
one's local property tax bill. 

Let us encourage our local school 
boards and public- minded citizens 
to take a more active part in local 
education policies. National studies 
have shown that small classes do 
not necessarily mean better educa
tion and that greater expenditures 
of money does not guarantee better 
scholars. 

Let us study the report of the 
Maine Management and Cost Sur
vey Committee that is presently 
working diligently assessing our 
mode of opera,uons at all levels 
of state government. 

We all want the children of our 
state to have good education and 
good schools, but it is time that 
we as citizens stop allowing the 
big spenders to scare us into taking 
steps that will not bring the results 
they promise will follow. 

In conclusion, let us not forget 
we ,are talking not about tax reform 
but philosophy. If you agree with 
the philosophy of letting control of 
spending be shifted from local 
school boards and local govern
ment to state, and eventually 
federal government, then this is 
your kind of change. If, on the 
other hand, you believe that such 
a change in phliosophy after over 
a century is not in the best of 
interest for all concerned, you will 
not buy this shifting of responsi
bilities and will instead do all 
possible to perfect and improve 
the present system Iby some of the 
actions I have referred to. 

Let us move cautiously in this 
field. Let us not be diverted by 
the outcry of those that would have 
us change, with no guaranty that 
such change will actually better 
our system. Thank you. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator fro m 
Kennebec, Senator Katz. 

Mr. KATZ: Mr. President, I 
would like to state for the record 
that in general I would rather have 
my colleague, the Senator from 
Kennebec, Senator Joly, on my 
team supporting my legislation 
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,than opposing it, because When he 
opposes he does an e~traordinarily 
good job. 

I was aware of the fact that 
Senator Joly had some remarks 
prepared which would not enhance 
the progresS' of the legislation I 
was supporting, and I had some 
fears about its existence. Now my 
fears have been realized. 

Actually, what Senator Joly did 
was to express a basic philosophy 
that he holds near and dear to his 
heart, and on that he is extremely 
,consistent. If I were to criticize 
the unfolding of his philosophy in 
any extent, I would s,ay that he 
reads into this legislation shadows 
that do not exist. There is nothing 
new about the state assuming a 
portion of the cost of education. 
Presently it is at the level of 33 
percent. I know of no one in this 
State House, no one in this State 
House, certainly not in this cham
ber, who feels that the full cost 
of funding education should be on 
the state's shoulders, and I cer
tainly would resist that with all 
the enthusiastic being ,that I have. 

I think it is wrong to s,ay that 
because you increase the level of 
the sharing of costs that you are 
moving the control of the spending 
from the local community to the 
state. And I think it is particularly 
wrong then to say "And it is just 
one more step to national control." 

Control of education in the state 
is spelled out specifically in Title 
20 of our revised statutes, and no 
one is going to take away the con
trol of our educational system 
without some future legislature, 
elected by the people, moving in 
that direction. 

One thing I haven't heard very 
much is the fears of local control. 
And if you were here at the brief
ing immediately after the session, 
you will find that there is no inter
ference with local control in spend
ing for other than education needs. 

I guess that I should say that 
the Education Committee agreed 
completely with the Senator from 
Kennebec, Senator Joly, that the 
important thing is the philosophy 
of the change. And consequently, 
although it was very hard, we pro
hibited the reproduction of any 
computer printouts until after we 
had decided on the philosophy of 

the bill and after we had agreed 
on the direction that we were 
going, so none of us would be in
fluenced by w hat specifically 
happened in the communities that 
we repres,ent, and we w ere 
extremely rigid in that attitude. 

I guess I would say that I do 
not claim that money makes a dif
ference. At least, it is not 
demonstrable. But when I say that 
it is going to cost $211 million to 
fund the cost of education in the 
next yea'r, and I think that is the 
correct figure, it is going to cost 
$211 million anyway; it is just a 
question of who pays the bill. 

I find it difficult to find very 
many people, either in the State 
of Maine or amongst any students 
of taxation, who claim that the 
local property tax, which i n 
revolutionary times ,and pre
revolutionary times was an ade
quate measurement of a person's 
wealth, is in any way qualified to 
sustain the burden .that we have 
placed on it in recent years. I just 
don't find people who feel that way. 
And every legislative session that 
I have been a part of, every Gover
nor that I have served under, every 
legislature that I have serv'ed with, 
has talked longingly about the need 
to, remove the burden of the local 
property tax, and I think this is 
our opportunity here today. I think 
it is a responsible bill, and I hope 
the Senate supports the motion to 
recede and concur. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator fro m 
Kennebec, Senator Speers. 

Mr. SPEERS: Mr. President, I 
think every member of this body 
has dis,cnssed property tax reform 
- if not in the campaign last fall, 
then certainly in the halls of the 
legislature durrng this winter and 
spring, and now on into the sum
mer. I don't feel .that when we 
talk about property tax reform that 
weare responsi'bly talking 'about it 
if we have in mind that this is 
going to mean s'olely a reduction 
in property taxes and nothing else. 
I certainly haven't approached it 
from this aspect, and I don't think 
any of us have approached it from 
this aspect. 

When we talk about property tax 
reform, we are talking about shift
ing the burden of taxes from what 
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m'Ost of us consider to be an 
inequitable, inefficienrt:, p 0' '0 r I y 
administered tax base to a more 
equit'able, more efficient and hetter 
administered tax base. I think that 
is what we mean by property tax 
refurm. And I dO'n't ,think that we 
are attempting to' kid anyO'ne by 
indicating that it will be simply 
a reduction O'f taxes and that the 
resulting luss in revenue WO'uld not 
have to' be made up in some O'ther 
manner. 

The good Senator frO'm Kenne
bec, Senatur Joly, mentiO'ned that 
he did not feel the pr'Operty tax 
was a regressive tax. I hope I am 
quoting him correctly, and if I am 
not I hope that he will correct me. 
I think I heard him say that he 
did not feel that the property tax 
was a regressive tax. 

Senator Katz did mentioned that 
the prO'blem with .the IprQperty tax 
'at the present time is that it is 
nQt a measure of an individual's 
wealth. In days lO'ng gone hy, the 
prQperty that an individual O'wned 
could be considered to be a meas
ure O'f the individual's wealth. That 
is certainly nO' lO'nger the case at 
the present time. And if we agree 
that the taxes should be paid on 
the basis of the ability to pay, then 
I think we must conclude that the 
prQperty tax at the present time 
would be an inequitable and re
gres:sive tax. 

I would support the mO'tion of 
the gO'od Senator from Kennebec, 
Senator Katz, to recede and concur 
on this bill. I feel that we are 
going a long way tuward fulfilling 
the campaign pledges that many 
O'f us made last fall in bringing 
about significant property tax re
form for the State Qf Maine. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from An
droscoggin, Senator Clifford. 

Mr. CLIFFORD: Mr. President, 
there is nO' other issue before this 
legislature cO'ncerning which I have 
had stronger feelings. It is very 
emotional and it is intertwined in 
politics, and I think to call it tax 
relief is a misnomer. What it is, 
at best, in my opinion, is tax trans
fer; transfer from the property tax 
to' the income tax of some of the 
burden which O'ur taxpayers have 
to' pay. 

Unlike the SenatQr from Kenne
bec, Senator Joly, I support that 
concept of the transfer from the 
prO'perty tax to' the income tax. 
I served as mayor ,of Lewiston, 
and twO' years agO' I was active 
lobbying in this iegislature for the 
revenue sharing bill which the 
105th Legislature passed. The 
prO'perty tax is, in my opinion, re
gressive and n'Ot broad-based, and 
the income tax is, in my O'pinion, 
more brO'aw.based and more reflec
tive of an ability to' pay. So I sup
port the concept uf transferring 
sO'me of the burden frQm the 
property tax to the income tax. 

It seems to me that if we are 
going to take a major s'tep to do 
that, that we ought to' dO' our ut
mQst to make sure that what we 
dO' is fair and equitable. And the 
reaSQn I oppose this bill is, in my 
opinion, that it is not fair and not 
equitable. By voting for this bill 
- and no Qne can be kidded on 
this - we are taking the step to 
raise the income taxes. There is 
no questiO'n about that; we are go
ing t'O go on recO'rd as t'aking the 
steps that are going to insure the 
neceslsity of an inCQme tax in
crease. But the bill be~Qre us today 
is here for a peculiar and a 
particular realson. The bill is here 
before us because of a Supreme 
Court case, Serrano versus Priest 
and the Rodriguez case, which was 
pending when positions became 
lO'cked in an organization such as 
the Maine Municipal AssO'ciation. 
The principle involved in that case, 
Mr. President and Members O'f the 
Senate, was whether or not the 
financing of education from the 
property tax, be it unequal from 
town to town, violated the equal 
prutection clause Qf the United 
States Constitution. The Supreme 
Court, in its wisdom, said that it 
did not. That theory, advanced by 
the proponents of the Rudriguez 
and Serrano case, I think had a 
fatal defect, as pointed Qut possibly 
by the goO'd Senator from Kenne
bec, SenatQr Joly, because if in 
fact it was unequal in the area 
of education; if the children in City 
A did not get las much mO'ney 
spent on them for educatiun 'as the 
children in City B, then why isn't 
it just as violative 'Of the equal 
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pr'Otecti'On clause if ·the senior 
citizens in City A don't get 
as much money spent on them, 
e~ther in housing or in recreation, 
as the senior citizens in City B? 
And if it is vi'Olative 'Of the equal 
protection clause between City A 
and City B, why is it not equally 
as vi'Olative 'Of the equal protection 
dause f'Or the children in Missis
sippi and California? The children 
in Mississippi .apparently don't 
have as much money spent on 
them in education ,a·s the children 
in California. I think the Supreme 
Court in its wisdom, saw the fatal 
defect in tha.t theory, and rejected 
both the Rodriguez and the Ser
rano ·c·ases. 

So we now are not faced with 
any judicial mandate to force us 
to pass this bill, 1994. And it seems 
to me that if we are going to take 
the steps which are going to lead 
us inevitably to an income tax in
crease - and I am not against 
that - that we ought to make sure 
that the money which is going back 
to the communities is distributed 
fairly. We shouldn't distribute it, 
in my opinion, according to a court 
decision which, in fact, did not 
come about. 

I am against this, not so much 
because it puts the money all in 
education, .a11!houg'b I do h·a v e 
reservations abGut this because it 
seems to me that a good deal 'Of 
the lGcal discretion is taken away 
from the municipality and the 
people in education dG nGt have 
to 'compete at .the same level las 
the peGple in public works, pGlice 
protection and fire protection for 
the local tax dollar, and I am not 
so sure they shouldn't have to 
compete as the others dG for the 
local tax dollar. I am against it 
essentially, Mr. President, because 
the formula which is used, in my 
opinion, is unfair. One of the rea
sons it is unfair is that in part, 
at least, it is based on the valua
tion of a community divided by 
the number of public s c h 0 0 I 
enrollees to get the value of the 
community per public s c h 0 0 I 
enrollee. If you have a fairly high 
valuati'On and a low number of pub
licslchool enrollees, then you come 
out on the formula looking like a 
rich town, whereas the true facts 

of the case oftentimes are just the 
opposite. 

It is unfair to cLties with low 
per capita income, those cities with 
less ability to pay. It is unfair to 
those communities which have 
parochial schools, those parochial 
schools paid for by the taxpaying 
citizens of the community. The citi
zen effGrt in the whole non- school 
area; all the non- school tax effort 
is not computed in this formula. 
The citizen effort in paying for 
their children to attend parochial 
schoGls is not computed in these 
formulas. And it seems Ito me that 
if we are talking about transferring 
that burden from the prGperty tax 
because it no longer reflects a per
son's wealth tG the income tax, 
then we ought to go a step further 
and make sure that the incGme 
which is gGing to be distributed 
t'O the communities under this 
formula takes int'O account that in
come of those pe'Ople in those com
munities. 

My community, the City of 
Lewiston, has a particular situa
tion, but I think it is not untypical. 
It is a mill town. It is very near 
the bott'Om as far as per capita 
income. Under the 50 percent fund
ing which this bill now has - this 
bill d'Oes not nGW in its present 
fGrm go tQ 60 percent - under 
the 50 percent income formula, 
comparing the anticipated aid fGr 
1974-1975 to the aid under this bill, 
under the printout, there is a l'Oss 
of $70,000. 

Now, if the City of LewistGn were 
a tax haven, if the City of Lewiston 
had an .abundance of wealthy citi
zens, if the City of Lewiston had 
a $250 million power plant, then 
I wGuldn't be up here speaking 'On 
this bill; I would be voting fGr 
this bill probably. But that is not 
the case. Lewiston is nGt a tax 
haven, Lewiston citizens dG nGt 
have high per capita incGmes; they 
are pGor people who happen tG 
believe, SGme 'Of them, that their 
children can best be educated, 1,500 
'Of them, in parochial schoGls. We 
lose $70,000, and we lGse it under 
the title 'Of tax relief. Mr. President 
and Members of the Senate, this 
doesn't make sense tG me. This 
doesn't seem tG me t'O be fair nor 
equitable. 
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I ask you and I plead with you 
- I am not against a plan to trans
fer the burden of the property tax 
to the income - but please let's 
be fair, and let's not crucify my 
community on the cross of tax 
relief. Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator fro m 
Cumberland, Sentor Richardson. 

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Presi
dent ,and Members of the Senate: 
This seems to be the session in 
which the strategically tim e d 
tabling motion which fails some
how sets the course of conduct of 
the legislative deliberations. Myself 
and the Senator from Andros,coggin, 
Senator Clifford, and others wanted 
an opportunity to review this bill 
in its present form, which now has 
House Amendment "Boo on it, 
under Filing Number H-586. This 
is a very complex amendment, 
which may have significant impor
tance to the final outcome of this 
legislation. 

Simply because I believe that 
although there may not ibe, as the 
Senator from Kennebec, Senator 
Joly, says, any constitutional right 
to educational opportunity, I 
believe that we have a moral 
obligation to provide equal educa
tional opportunity to Maine young 
people without reference to the £O'r
tuitouscircumsbnce of where they 
happen to live or whether their 
parents happen to be wealthy or 
poor. For that reason I support, 
as I know a great majority of you 
do, reallocation of responsibility for 
public education, with the state 
assuming a greater share of the 
burden of doing so. 

This bill is not really tax reform. 
It is instead realignment of the 
responsibility for educational fund
ing. This bill is not a new idea. 
It is a restatement of an idea that 
has been considered by previous 
sessions. The only limitation which 
I oppose as a member of this 
Senate is ,the respons1bility to 
responsibly finance any bill t h ,a t 
we pass of this magnitude. My 
quarrel with 1994 in its original 
state was that it constituted, in 
my opinion, funny money financ
ing; that we are going to pass the 
program now and look to 1976 or 
1975, the legislators of that era, 

to have the couragel to increase 
the income tax by 40 percent, 

I have received assurances that 
this bill in its present form can 
be funded for the second year of 
the next biennium and successive 
bienniums on the basis of revenue 
estimates or revenues ,in keeping 
with estimates that have been 
arrived at and offered by the 
Governor's offi'ce. If that is true, 
and! I can't decide that yet and 
I don't see how anyO'ne else c,an, 
if that is true, then I shall vote 
for 1994 illj its present form. If 
it is not true, I would insist, and 
I hope you members of the Senate 
would too, that instead of t'aking 
the politically easy way out, the 
fly now pay later business, that 
we not pass a program in this 
session unless we have the courage 
to responsibly finance it. I don't 
know whether this program is now 
being offered to meet that test or 
not, but certainly as a preliminary 
matter I think we should recede 
and concur now, and then make 
the hard decision as to whether 
or not this bill is in fact responsibly 
financed. 

Mr. President and Members of 
the Senate: If it is not, I will not 
v 0 t e for it, threats of full-page 
newspaper ads to the contrary not
withstanding; if it is, I hope that 
everyone of you will see your way 
clear to vote for it. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from York, 
Senator Danton. 

Mr. Danton of York then moved 
that the Bill be tabled and Tomor
row Assigned, pending the motion 
of Mr. Katz of Kennebec to Recede 
and Concur. 

On motion by Mr. Katz of Kenne
bec, a division was had. 14 
Senators having voted in the 
affirmative, and 15 Senators having 
voted in the negative, the motion 
to table did not prevail. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator fro m 
Somerset, Senator Cianchette. 

Mr. CIANCHETTE: Mr. Presi
dent ,and Members of the Senate: 
I would urge you to support the 
motion to recede and concur. I 
understand the concern of 
Senator Clifford from Androscoggin 
about this bill. I can't help but 
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believe he has overstated it a little 
bit when he said "Please don't 
crucify my city in the name of 
tax relief." I believe that is an 
overstatement. 

Frankly, I have sympathy that 
perhaps the bill doesn't do all for 
Lewiston than it might for some 
other towns. But if we look at the 
state as a broad state, and I 
believe we have to base our 
decision on this, I don't think there 
is any question in anybody's mind 
that the majority of Maine people 
will benefit from this bill, 1994. 
Rather than get hung up in looking 
for that perfect bill that I feel we 
will never find, let's take the step 
now. It is a small step, but it is 
in the right direction. I am sure 
in my own opinion that Lewiston 
certainly will not be crucified. 
Ag,ain, I urge you to support the 
motion. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator fro m 
Kennebec, Sentor Katz. 

Mr. KATZ: Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate: In a 
conciliatory manner, I don't want 
the people of Lewiston to feel that 
they are going to lose $75,000. I 
don't have my figures in front of 
me but I am absolutely confident 
that the Senator from 
Androscoggin, Senator Clifford, if 
he is quoting from column one, 
is overlooking a very substantial 
return to the people of Lewiston 
because of the capital construction 
and debt services for a regional 
vocational center ·and high school 
in excess of $7 million. I think in
clusion of those figures will show 
that the cash flow to Lewiston will 
be substantially improved. 

The PRESIDENT: The pending 
motion before the Senate is the 
motion of the Senator from Kenne
bec, Senator Katz, that the Senate 
recede and concur with the House. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Penobscot, Senator Tanous. 

Mr. TANOUS: :Mr. President 
and Members of the Senate: I 
would like to ask a question 
through the Chair of Senator Katz. 
I understand that this particular 
bill has a gDvernor on it ,as to the 
amount the municipality may raise 
in real estate taxes relative to 
educational purposes. I wonder if 
this governor, so- called, contained 

in this bill wouLd ·apply to the 
whole spectrum of raising money 
at the local level from real est,ate 
taxes. 

The PRESIDENT: The Senator 
from Penobs,cot, 'Senator '1)arnous, 
has posed a question through the 
Chair which the Senator from Ken
nebec, Senator Katz, may answer 
if he desires. 

The Chair recognizes the Sena
tor from Kennebec, Senator Katz. 

Mr. KATZ: Mr.Pl'esidentand 
Members of the Senate: The an
swer is no, this bill does nothing 
to non-educational 'costs. It was 
the feeling 'Of the comm~ttee, the 
unanimous feeUng, that it would 
be completely inappropriate for 
bureaucrats and legislators sitting 
in Augusta to try to attempt to tell 
towns and cities whether they need 
new fire stations. Con s,equently , 
the full right to control their non
educational expendjtures rests 
where it pl'Operly should be, with 
,the people. 

The PRESIDENT: The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from Pe
nobscot, Senator Tan-ous. 

Mr. T'ANOUS: Mr. President 
and Members of the Senate: 'I am 
going to vote for this bill today; 
I don't want you to get the impres
sion that I am locking myself in 
with my vote. This area bothers 
me considerably when you grant 
tax relief to municip'alities. In one 
particuLar area you dedicate the 
funds strictly for education so, in 
essence, you are dedicating funds 
for 'one purpose. This bothers me, 
dedication of funds, number one. 
I think it should botheraH of us 
because I have heard much debate 
on dedication of funds. 

The other 'area that bothers me 
is that weare trying to give mu
nicipaHties real estate tax relief, 
and yet we are not placing 'any 
control 'On what a town can do as 
far ,as raising taxes are concerned. 
What 'aSISUl'anCe have we got, and 
I am SUl'e we have none, that three 
yea,rs from now, if nQt sooner, or 
four years from now, that the 
municipaHU,es are not going to he 
,in the s,ame position that they are 
now in. They feel ,the weight 'Of 
their local real estate taxes, but 
yet they have heen the municip,al
ities or autonomists, they have 
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their own government, 'and they 
can raise their 'Own taxe's. Th~s is 
a right that the legislature has 
given them by statute. But now 
they find themselves in a bind, 
they need relief, and I grant you 
we should give them ,relief. Be
cause of the great area of expan
s10n in education, we feel that we 
should give them the relief rn one 
single area. 

Personally I would like to see 
the money sent to a municipality 
ona brQad basis, without dedic-at
ing the funds to one area 'Of expenr
diture. ,I ,think it 'Ought to be a 
revenue ,sharing type of deal so 
that one 'spectrum of local expense 
will not feel that they have all of 
this mQney available to them to 
use. and this is what is apt to 
happen. Human nature as it is, 
and I am sure you are familiar 
with it, YDU are going to dedicate 
the funds for one area,and these 
towns certainly a,re going -to spend 
every biot of this money, and per
haps more, and three or four ye'ars 
from now their real estate tax 
pl'Oblem is going to be exaetly 
where it is today ,crying need for 
relief, and what will happen then? 
Do the municipalities come back 
aga1n and 'cry for tax relief, and 
come to ,the legisLature for a big
gerchunk? Thes,e are things that 
bother me. I agree with the con
cept. I think it is something we 
should give some consideration to. 

I have been here fDr three ses
sions, and I know how Augusta 
works. When I was in East Milli
nocket and I went to town meet
ings, I wasconvrinced that the 
people in the community knew bet
~er how to hancYe their own af
fairs. lam still convinced of this. 
But I nQtice that after three ses
sions here in Augusta, in our dis
cussions amDng Senators and 
members of the other body ,all of 
a sudden we seem to think that 
all of the answers can be solved 
here in Augusta, that towns no 
tLonger have the answers to the 
problems. I am lea'ding up tQ 
sQmething when I ,argue this, be
clause I am 'convinced that when 
the ifiowns 'CDmmenee to mcrease 
their expenditures to a point where 
they are going to need further tax 
relief at the l.oc,al level, to the 

p01nt where they need further 
money from the state, that Au
gusta and the members 'Of the 
legislatur,e will suddenly realize 
that we have no control whatso
ever on what the towns c,an do 
and yet we a'xc £uniling th1s to a~ 
,are'a of 60 to 70 percent. Lo and 
behold, the impossible that eve'ry
body slay,s can't happen, is that 
the state takes ,cont;rol of educa
tion, and this is what you have to 
consider. This is my 'Opinion 
of what eventuaHy will probably 
happen if we £und l.o:::al educartJion
-al p!l'ograms to 'a gre,ater degree 
than the I'Ocal towns do. The state 
will want 01'0 have some method 'Of 
'control.. And the only way the 
state wlll control IQcaleducat:ional 
will be by t'akffigc'Ontl'Ol of it and 
yoOU are goO}ng to' take edudation 
away from the hands Qf the Local 
peQple. 

Some peoOple have a name for 
this form Qf gQvernment and this 
worries me, this <bother~ me, be
cause t~en you have one body, 
one LegIslature, that controls the 
minds of your chilm-en. I know it 
sounds siilly, Senator Katz; you 
may seem to think it sounds silly 
,and this bothers me. Maybe it 
bothers Qthers of you, ,and H ,cQuld 
well transpire. These are the 
things I think of when I think 'Of 
voting f.or tax reform. I frankly 
would lIke toO see a bill .or an 
amendment that would give the 
money toO the 'communities on a 
,revenue sharing basis rather than 
dedicating the funds to 'One area 
I say thls because I think then w~ 
would perhaps avoid the inevitalble 
that one day ,the state would hav~ 
to take control of education 

The PRESIDENT: The' Chair 
r.ecognizes the SenatoOr f'rom Frank-
1m, Senator Shute. 

Mr. SHUTE: Mr. President and 
Members -of the Sena't'e: I am im
pressed by the words of the SenatoOr 
from Penobscot, Senator Ta,noOus 
and }t bringiSi back memQrIes of 
ahout fQrty years a,g-Q when one 
of the questIons used in highschool 
debate was: "Shall the state make 
use of federal aid to educatiQn" 
and 'One could a's,sume either sid~ 
as yQU did in those days, in th~ 
pr?ces'S oOf debate. One week you 
mIght be on an aiffirmative t'eam 
and the next week you might be on 
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the negative te.am. One of the main 
a-rguments wa,s us'ed predsely 'as 
Sena,tor Tanous 'na,s used it, that 
federal fundi,ng ofeduc'ation ,to the 
states would amount to fedeDal 
control. We aU know thialt in the 
ill!tervening y'ea'l'S this ha,s not 
transpired, lalnd I don't believe it 
will kanS'pi,re in the c,a's,e of en
actment 'Of 1994. Mr. President, 
when the vote Is taked, I move it 
be taken by the yeas and nay's. 

The PRESIDENT: A rollcall has 
been -requel.:,ted. The pending que's
ti'On before the Se'nate is the motion 
of the Seiliator from K'ennebec, 
Senator K!atz, thart the Senate re
cede and concur with the House 'On 
Bill, "An Act Equalizing the Fin
ancial Support 'Of School Units." 
A roll call has been requested. 
Under the Oonstitution, in order for 
the Chair to order a Toll oall, it 
requires the 'affirmative vote of 'at 
leastone-fj,fth of th'Ose Senaltors 
present 'and v'Oting. Will -all those 
Senators in favor of orde<ringa ['011 
Clall please ,ri'se and 'rem'ain st,allld
ing until counted. 

Obviously m'Ore than 'One..fifth 
having ,aifis,en,a roll c,aU ~sordered. 
The penoong quest~on before the 
Senate is the mmi-OIll 'Of the Senator 
fl'om Kennebec, Senaltor Ka'tz, that 
the Senate Ire cede a:nd C'OIllCur with 
the House .on Bill, "An Act EqUla,l
izing the Financilal Support of 
School Units." A "Yes" vote will 
be in favor of the motiOill to recede 
and concur; a "No" vote will be 
opposed. 

The Seciretary will c,all the !'OIL 
ROLL CALL. 

YEAS: Senatol'S Aldifich, BTen
nan, Cianchette, Conley, Cox, Cum
mings, Cyr, Danton, Fortier, Graf
flam, Greeley, Katz, Kelley, Mor
rell, Olfene, P'eabody, RichardsOlll, 
R'Oberts, Shute, Speers, Tanous, 
MacLeod. 

NAYS: Senators Ande'rson, Berry, 
Clifford, Huber, Joly, Mal'cotte, 
Sewall, Wyman. 

ABSENT: Senat{)ll's Hichens, 
Mrnkow3ky, SchuUen. 

A !'Oll call was had. 22 Senat'Ors 
having voted in theaffirmartiv'e, 
and eight S'e'<na,tors ha,ving v,oted in 
the neg,aitIv'e, with three Senart.ors 
being absent, the motion prevailed. 

Thereupon, on motion by Mr. 
Berry .of Cumber~alllid, ,and under 
suspension of the roles, the Bill 

wa,sseIlJt £orthw1th to the Engross
mg DepaiJ'tment. 

-----
Joint Order 

Whereas, Miss K!aTlene Carter of 
Bangor, a Seni'OT ,at Baing-or High 
School has been named Milss Bl,ack 
'I1eena,ge Ma,ine ,for 1973 ; and 

Whereas, Mis.s OalI'teTat si~teen 
Y'e'<alI's of a'ge 'reeeived this honor 
and distinctiona,t ,the s'econd state
wide M~s's Black Teenage pagea,nt 
held 'alt Portland .on June 16th; 'and 

Wherea's, the chalfmlng and 'ac
complished Mis,s Ca'l1ter ha's 
br'Ought cl'edit to herself 'and the 
State and may now l'epresenrt the 
State in the forthc'Onling nati'Onal 
pageant art New Y'Ork City next 
month; now, therefore, be irt 

Ordered, the Senate conctWring, 
that we the Members 'Of the l06th 
LegislatuTe 'Of the Sta,te of Maine, 
now assembled in l'egular session, 
pa,use toexteIlJd 01'0 Miss Came'r our 
congl'atula,ti'Ons 'On he,r outsrtaiIliding 
achievement and 'Offer our wa'rme'st 
wishes for 'her future happiness 
and suc'cess; and be it ,further 

Ordered, that suitable 'co¢es of 
this J Dmt Order be immediately 
tnansmitt'ed 01'0 Miss Carlerand 
her proud palrents in honor 'Of the 
occ,asion. 

Oomes fr'Om the HOUlse, Read 
and 'P'assed. 

Which was Head and Pa'ss,ed in 
concurrence. 

Joint Order 
Whereas, p<l'IOmorti'On of ,the 

state's v'a,cartiOill and tl'alvel pr0-
grams by me'alns 'Of infOl"mlaltion 
centers, mail! d!nqUliry sle'rvices, lJiIt
el'wture, pl'oduCitiion ,alnd It'ecrea
t10na~adVlelf'1:rising is conside,red es
sent tal !lor development of the in
dus'try; and 

Wheoo(IJs,at present such effurts 
are being performed by both the 
Departmenet of Oommerc,e and l'n
dusltry land the Maline Publicity Bu
reau; and 

Whereas, ,1eg~s1atrlon has been 
proposed to 'eHminaJte rl:ihiLs needles,s 
duplication of effort as wen as 
terminate town ,asses,smentsand 
the practice of transferring pro
moti'Onal efforts ,at various issues; 
and 

Whemals, inmonmalbioiIli its iIliot suf
Jiicient to ,adequately eva~uate the 
propos,aQ s'howld such respoIlJSibdl-


