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terson, Plourde, Quinn, Raymond, Sewall,
Smith, Stover, Truman, Violette

ABSENT — Aloupis, Birt, Brown, K. L;
Greenlaw, Hughes, LaPlante, Lougee, Lynch,
McBreairty, McKean, McMahon, Mills,
Moody, Peakes, Peltier, Spencer, Strout,
Teague, Tozier, Tyndale

Yes, 81; No, 49; Absent, 20.

The SPEAKER: Eighty-one having voted in
the affirmative and forty-nine in the negative,
witlh twenty being absent, the motion does pre-
vail.

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

Bill, ““‘An Act to Clarify Procedures for
Emergency Admission to hospitals for Mental-
ly III” (H. P. 1997) (L. D. 2078)

Tabled — February 22, 1978 by Mr. Goodwin
of South Berwick.

Pending — Adoption of Committee Amend-
ment “A" (H-1054).

Thereupon, Committee Amentment “A’” was
adopted and the Bill assigned for second read-
ing tomorrow.

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

Bill, ““An Act Relating to the Funding of Edu-
cation’’ (Emergency) (H. P. 1943) (L. D. 2022)

Tabled — February 22, 1978 by Mr. Tierney of
Lisbon Falls.

Pending — Adoption of Committee Amend-
ment A7 (H-1055)

Mr. Kelleher of Bangor offered House
Amendment D’ to Committee Amendment
A" and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “D” to Committee
Amendment “A” (H-1602) was read by the
Clerk.

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

Mr. KELLEHER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: This amendment to
the education bill deals with transportation for
private schools. Under the existing law now,
transportation provided to private schools is at
a 90 percent reimbursement level, and the pre-
sent level for public schools is a 50 percent
level. This has been part of the education law
now for three or four years.

The Education Committee, in wrestling with
the repeal of the education law by the voters in
December. has passed out a document that is
before you here today, and in that and in their
wisdom, they kept the funding for private
schools at a 90 percent level for the oncoming
vear. Then the law is changed and it reverts
back to the 50 percent level. What my amend-
ment does. it would eliminate that section of
the law that says after 1979, or the funding year
for 1979, the private school funding would be at
the 50 percent level. It calls for no money be-
cause the money is adjusted as, in fact, the ed-
ucation cost expenditures are for each year.

I would urge your adoption and I urge it on
this note - there is somewhere in the area of ten
or twelve thousand youngsters in private
schools in this state, and that is a ball park
figure, it could be higher or lower by 20 per-
cent, and I think that each of us that have pri-
vate schools in our communities can
understand what the additional costs would be
if those schools were non-operating — capital
construction costs for classrooms, teacher
costs, per pupil costs dealing with those indi-
vidual youngsters.

The legislature, in its wisdom, when they
passed 1994 a few years ago, that legislature
and subsequent legislatures accepted the fact
of a 90 percent reimbursement to private
schools as an in-kind contribution on the part of
the State of Maine. I think that is an important
fact for you to consider here today. It continues
the program after the adoption of the present
bill from just one year to indefinitely, an indefi-
nite period of time. The reason I put it back in
is because I think each legislature should look

at that contribution. This legislature, right
today, is not about to remove the 90 percent
level for next year, and I submit that we let
each individual legislature wrestle with that
point as it comes before them.

I urge the adoption. I request the yeas and
nays on its adoption.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: It is unfortunate that we
have this division before us today. It is going to
hurt members of the Catholic faith. Those of us
who are in the legislature are being placed in a
very, very uncomfortable position.

There is no way that this legislature or any
other legislature should, in today’s understand-
ing of church and state relationships, that we
ought to subsidize private schools, including
parochial schools, at a greater rate of subsidy
than we support our own public schools. If you
continue the 90 percent reimbursement to
those communities that do provide private
school transportation, you are, in effect, penal-
izing your own community because you are
subsidizing the communities that provide pri-
vate transportation to private schools. It is
coming out of the state revenue, but we all con-
tribute to the state revenue.

We have discussed this in the committee for
a considerable period of time, and we have had
a dialogue going with the Catholic Diocese of
Maine. Early in the discussion, there was con-
fusion at the diocesan level as to just what
school funding was, but they not fully under-
stand the relationship between public school
funding and private school subsidy, and be-
cause they do understand it, a letter has been
sent to all the clergy in the State of Maine and
to Senator Katz and myself and I would like to
read it.

“On the 13th of January, I sent a memoran-
dum to you regarding two important legislative
hearings. One hearing concerned a bill autho-
rizing municipalities to supply textbooks, test-
ing and health services to pupils attending non-
public elementary and secondary schools. The
other hearing was devoted to testimony on the
Governor’s bill for education funding, which in-
cluded a proposal to reduce the state’s subsidy
to the municipalities of transportation costs for
non-public sutdents from 90 percent to 50 per-
cent.

“The purpose of this memorandum is to
bring you up to date on recent developments in
the legislature and the position the diocese is
taking in their regard. I am happy to report, as
you are probably already aware through the
media, that a textbook, testing and health ser-
vices bill, after a unanimous ‘‘ought to pass”
recommendation by the Joint Standing Com-
mittee on Education, Chaired by Senator Ben-
nett Katz of Augusta and Representative
Arthur Lynch of Livermore Falls, is well on its
way to being enacted into law. In addition, the
Governor’s bill for general education funding
has been amended by the Education Commit-
tee to include a 50 percent reimbursement by
the state of expenses accruing to municipali-
ties which opt to provide these services to
Maine’s non-public school pupils.

“The general education funding bill, L. D.
2022 as amended, does reduce the level of state
reimbursement to the municipalities for trans-
portation from the current 90 percent to 50 per-
cent beginning in fiscal year 1979, which, from
the state’s view, makes the transportation sub-
sidy for private school pupils the same as
public school pupils. Since, however, the state
simultaneously will be subsidizing the munici-
palities for the first time new categories of
benefits to non-public schools at 50 percent re-
imbursement, we regard this total educational
package as a significant step forward for our
pupils.”

I think that ought to be sufficient explanation
that the development in the amendment for the
private schools in the state of Maine meets
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with the diocesan approval, and I think it
laces the youngster in the bus on the same
evel whether he gets off at the public school or
whether he gets off at the private school. I
think we have to recognize that all children
have to be treated the same, regardless of what
school they go to.

Mr. Speaker, I move indefinite postponement
of the amendment and I request a roll call.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Liver-
more Falls, Mr. Lynch, moves the indefinite
postponement of House Amendment “D" to
Committee Amendment “A.”

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Lewiston, Mrs. Berube.

Mrs. BERUBE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I would like to res-
pond very briefly to the pastoral letter that has
been read. I would like to tell you what it will
do to my city, reducing to 50 percent the bus
transportation. We will be losing $29,609 and we
will be taking on services or textbooks. so
called, and that will cost us, I guess, $8,500. So I
think we are getting the short end of the deal. it
I may use those words.

I really feel that it is imperative that we
retain the 90 percent reimbursement for paro-
chial busing or all non-public schools.

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

Mr. BIRON: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I rise this morning to sup-
port Mr. Kelleher’s amendment to the present
legislation that we have before use for several
reasons. Obviously, Lewiston being an area of
the state which has a considerable amount of
parochial schools, I wonder if this morning the
members of this body who would reject the 90
percent funding of bus transportation for paro-
chial school students would at the same time
take a vote to say that the parents of those chil-
dren would no longer have to pay a property tax
to support the school systems which the other
children attend because they are already sup-
porting a school system, a parochial system?
Obviously this is by choice, ladies and gen-
tlemen, there is no question about that. Thev
can send their children to the public school
system, but their private choice has been not
to. For that reason, it is saving the taxpavers of
this state a considerable amount of money. I
don’t think anyone on the Education Commit-
tee can deny that point. If every child in the pa-
rochial school system tomorrow decided to go
to public schools, we would be talking an addi-
tional millions of dollars in this funding bill
that we have before us. But they have made the
decision not to. However. they are requesting
90 percent funding for the bus transportation of
their children to the school, which is a far less
amount of money that we. the legislative body.
would have to be allocating if those children
were going to the public schools system.

I am not an expert in bus transportation. but
let me say that when you are talking about 50
percent for the public school students as op-
posed to 90 percent for the parochial school stu-
dents, I don’t know of any public school system
student who attends that school who pays any-
thing. Where does the other 50 percent come
from? If I go to a public school and I take the
bus, I don’t pay anthing. vou can talk 50 percent
or you can talk 60 percent, I don't care what
you are talking about, I don't pay anything. The
money has got to come from someplace.
Maybe it comes from local dollars, I don't
know, but I do know that if you put it at 50 per-
cent for the parochial school system. it has got
to come from the parents. There is going to be
an additional burden on those people. where in
the public school system. it simply comes from
tax dollars which those people are supporting
now. That is the decision that vou have to make
here today. The more pressure vou put on the
parochial school system. the higher the cost is
going to become to the taxpavers of this state
for our educational system.

You have got some people who have made a
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decision to send their children to a parochial
school system, which no one can argue reduces
the cost of education in he state. All they ask in
return is that you fund bus transportation at 90
percent. Ladies and gentlemen, that is not
asking for much.

I urge you to vote against the motion to indef-
initely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Augusta, Mrs. Kane.

Mrs. KANE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I found the letter that Mr.
Lynch read very interesting. I am heartened
that the diocese of Portland has chosen to sup-
port the 50 percent funding. I think it would
have been wise for them, however, to consult
with parochial school parents before they made
this decision. I have received numerous letters
from my constituents regarding this issue and
I. myself, am a parent of a child that goes to
parochial school.

The transportation is a vital issue. If the chil-
dren cannot get there, all the subsidized text-
book services, all the subsidized counseling
services and all the subsidized every other kind
of services in the world are not going to do
them much good. I, for one, can say that if my
child were not transported to the parochial
school, he would have to go to the public
schools. He would have to be transported by
bus one way or the other, and many other par-
ents feel the same way. There are some chil-
dren that are just miles and miles from the
parochial schools. Cutting off transportation to
the school effectively means that the children
will not go there. The only option for them is to
go to the public school and that is where they
will go.

So, I think it has been a very poor deal to give
up insured transportation in return for the pos-
sibility, not even the assurance, of textbook
and counseling services and other things. When
a child is not there, it is not going to do him
very much good.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Vassalboro, Mrs. Mitchell.

Mrs. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House: First, let me assure this
body that the Education Committee is very
supportive of parochial and private schools. We
believe the best educational system is one
which offers a choice to the parents of the
state. I think in the emotionalism and in the
furor of this debate, there is something that
members of the House do not fully understand
when we are talking about 90 percent funding of
Catholic or private school bus transportation.

You have been distributed for other reasons a
copy of the education budget on the front of
your blue printout or whatever. You will notice
at the top, it lists educational operating costs,
vocational costs, etc., etc. This is Part A of the
school budget. In Part A of the school budget,
you divide that magic number by half and you
come up either with the uniform property tax
rate in the past or this 10 mill subsidy index
rate in the current law before you, which
means that public school kids are not funded at
90 percent by the state; 45 percent from the
General Fund is the appropriate figure; 45 per-
cent from this 10 mill subsidy index. If you look
in Part B, you will find private school transpor-
tation, that is the entire amount from the Gen-
eral Fund. So what we are saying is, we would
like to treat parochial and private schools at
the same level of funding as we treat our public
school children. that is the issue, not whether
we are reducing the funding to less than what
the public school children receive.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Cumberland, Mr. Garsoe.

Mr. GARSOE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Ni)y level of confusion was
at a pretty high peak when I came in here this
morning and we started on this bill. The gen-
tleman from Lewiston and my seatmate, I
think, have raised my confusion to its usual
pitch. I am beginning to get the feeling from

their remarks that the parochial parents are
going to be tagged for this expense, and I would
like to direct a question to the Chairman of Ed-
ucation, the gentleman from Livermore Falls,
Mr. Lynch. I would like to inquire if this is the
case or if this could be a municipal expense
coming from a municipality that, aficr all, is
the chief beneficiary of the fact that these chil-
dren are not, in fact, in public schools?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Cum-
berland, Mr. Garsoe, has posed a question
through the Chair to the gentleman from Liver-
more Falls, Mr. Lynch, who may answer if he
so desires.

The Chair recognizes that gentleman.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I think the confusion
arises because we are bringing the parents into
focus, we are bringing the students into focus.
What we have to focus on is the state and the
municipality.

Public schools in the State of Maine are going
to be reimbursed 50 percent of the transporta-
tion costs. The other 50 percent has to come
from the local taxes. Those communities that
opt to give services to the private schools, the
cost of providing transportation for the stu-
dents that attend private schools will be raised
on local tax dollars; the other 50 percent will
come from the state. We are treating all young-
sters in the State of Maine the same on trans-
portation, textbooks, health services and
testing. If you concentrate on the absolute
funding level, we are treating them all the

same.

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

Mrs. HUBER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I am speaking now as the
president of a board of an independent school,
and I think the remarks made by the Chairman
of the Education Committee are extremely im-
portant and appropriate.

I, too, am very concerned about the availabil-
ity of choice in the whole area of education. I
am a strong supporter of independent and paro-
chial schools. However, I think the fact that we
now are treating those who go to independent
and public schools the same is terribly impor-
tant to keep in mind.

I have a question that perhaps is stupid, but
should there not be a fiscal note on this amend-
ment, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would advise the
gentlewoman from Falmouth, Mrs. Huber, and
the Chariman of the Education Committee, and
they may correct me if I am wrong, but the
present bill calls for a one year continuation of
the program based on the 90 percent re-
imbursement to the municipalities. This
amendment would apply only after that and,
therefore, a fiscal note would not be needed for
this calendar year.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Brunswick, Mrs. Martin.

Mrs. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: This 90 percent is
funded by the state, I understand. Now it is
going to be funded 50 percent and it is going to
put another 40 percent burden on the towns. All
I have to say is, I can see why he has a surplus.
The towns are getting more and more of the tax
burden and he is getting away with it on the
state level, and it is our money that he is play-
ing around with.

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

Mr. TARBELL: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: I initially opposed this amend-
ment in the rationale and philosophy behind it
because I thought it was not in keeping with the
repeal of the uniform property tax, which was
to basically assure that there was a 50 — 50
state local allocation of responsibility for fund-
ing education and transportation. However,
when we look at the cost of private school
transportation that this would involve, this par-
ticular amendment at 90 percent, it is my un-
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derstanding that it is somewhere in the
neighborhood of $230,000. I think it is a mere
pittance in comparison of the overall budget.

The private schools involved throughout the
State of Maine are not simply Catholic schools,
there are many Protestant schools as well. I
think many public schools throughout this
state, in various regions of the state, have quite
lavish transportation budgets.

In my particular area, Penobscot County,
many schools take trips and outings and their
athletic events include students, members of
the public schools, and I think what the private
schools are asking is just for the basic, bare ne-
cessities of transportation to and from school. I
think in light of these equities and in light of the
fact that we are just talking about a mere pit-
tance, I think it would be most fair for us to
give consideration to this amendment.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Augusta, Mrs. Kane.

Mrs. KANE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I admire the Education
Committee’s zeal to treat private school stu-
dents and public school students exactly the
same, but I would have one question to ask of
the committee.

In all educational services, have they chosen
to provide the same level of funding for paro-
chial schools as they have for private schools
on some state funds? Is this only to be true of
transportation or is every service that is pro-
vided to a public school student to be subsidized
equally to a private school student? What is
sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.

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

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker, members of
the House: I am against the motion to indefi-
nitely postpone this amendment and I would
like to tell you a few reasons why.

First, I would like to direct a question to the
Chairman of the Education Committee. Mr.
Lynch. I understand the letter he received was
dated January 13th. There was no mention as to
who sent it and I am very interested. Who sent
the letter?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from West-
brook, Mr. Carrier, has posed a question
through the Chair to the gentleman from Liver-
more Falls, Mr. Lynch, who may answer if he
so desires.

The Chair recognizes that gentleman.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This is a letter that has
just been written. It is being mailed to all the
clergy in the State of Maine and to Senator
Katz and myself.

I would like to address the question pre-
sented by Representative Kane. The Supreme
Court decision regarding private and parochial
schools is very precise in what can be subsi-
dized by the state, and in the amendments that
the committee has put in the subsidy bill, we
have been very careful to follow word by word
the decision of the Supreme Court.

If you are going to expand services to private
schools, particularly those that are religious
oriented, you are going to run into consitutional
problems. You cannot give counseling services
unless you give it outside the private school.
There are other restrictions, and if you are
going to enlarge on services to private schools,
you have to be extremely careful in how yvou
proceed. I think the committee has done exact-
ly this. We have moved in the direction of three
additional services and I think the State of
Maine ought to wait and see what problems
may develop in the nation that might result in
other court suits.

I would like to say also that when you are
considering your vote on this bill. that you con-
sider that there may be other amendments,
and if you are going to give Lewiston to their
taxpayers, how can you refuse to give Bruns-
wick and all the 874 federally impacted com-
munities less assistance to their local
taxpayers? How can you refuse to vote against
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$1,029,000 to assist those communities of high
valuation that are considered pay-in to SAD’s?
You are going to be faced with some very hard
decisions to make. Are you going to favor some
and not others? Are you going to favor the
large, high valuation communities and penalize
the rural communities, like my own? We want
fairness to pupils, we also want fairness to
communities, and we have it under the school
funding law. I hope you do not start distorting

it.

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

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: T still would like to
know who signed that letter. The letter he men-
tioned was dated January 13th. Mr. Lynch got
up and said this letter was handed out this
morning. I didn’t hear of any letter this morn-
ing. although I know it is out, but is it the letter
of January the 13th that we are talking about?
Did they approve the 50 percent funding? Who
signed that letter?

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I feel a little bit disturbed
that the gentleman is questioning my word.
This is a letter from Bishop Edward C.
O’Leary. It is in the mail today, and I have
been provided an advance copy of it. It is dated
yesterday, not January.

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

Mr. CARRIER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Unless | heard wrong
and if I did, I apologize to Mr. Lynch. I think
the first speech that Mr. Lynch made, he was
referring to a letter dated January 13th.

I am against the indefinite postponement of
this amendment. It has been said that we may
be getting a little emotional and maybe we will
be in a furor. I do not think that Mrs. Kane is
getting emotional about this subject: I think I
will. As far as getting furious, I think I will do
that too, because something is going on here
and most of us who have been involved in this
funding, especially the transportation funding,
we don’t know anything about it. We have been
informed before to work on this 90 percent
funding, which is extremely essential to our
private schools. 1 happen to be talking about
Catholic schools. I realize that the Protestant
schools and the Jewish schools and everybody
else needs help, but it is a matter of survival. It
is a matter of survival for the schools, the
Catholic schools, to get this funding along with
anything else that is available in order to sur-
vive. If you do not want them to survive, you
will be dumping 10,000 children into the public
school system and the cost will be way up. It is
a recognized fact that this will happen.

In Westbrook, in the last 5 or 6 years, we had
two Catholic schools and both of them have
closed. Where did the children go? They go to
the public schools.

If you and I had the time to compare the
costs. you would see that the small amount that
they are asking for transportation is nothing
compared to the cost of taking 200 or 300 chil-
dren and putting them into the public schools.

I submit to you that these private schools do
need this help and one way or the other, we all
payv. All of us who have children that go to pri-
vate schools all pay. It is a matter of concern,
not a matter of being furious.

As far as that letter goes, we know nothing
about it. We should know something about it. If
they were satisfied with the 50 percent funding
this morning, why didn’t we know about it? Do
you think we would get up this morning and Mr.
Kelleher would put this amendment for 90 per-
cent? I don’t think we are playing games here.
Why should members of the Education Com-
mittee, a few members of the Education Com-
mittee, get a letter and those of us who support
the parochial schools, do not get any news
whatsoever and we come out here and argue

about something that maybe they have already
agreed on?

1 guarantee you that even if you do not fund
the private schools, these kids will still have
the education and they will get it either from
private donations or from the public itself. We
pay and we pay a lot of taxes, and if you want o
make it a point that one pays taxes and the
other does not, that he should not get this or
that, let us get down to taxes. I have felt in all
the years that I have been in here that this is
the basic thing, the ones that pay taxes, let
them speak up, and the ones who do not pay
taxes, let them hold their silence forever. This
is what it amounts to, it amounts to dollars.
Who puts it in there?

You are playing with a small amount of
money and you are playing with kids. If you
want them to go to public schools — my Kkids
are all out of school now, but I am concerned
about the people from Westbrook and I am still
concerned about all the other people in Port-
land and everywhere else, about sending them
to private schools, if they so desire. I submit to
you that it is much cheaper to fund this thing
than it is to take them out. I can tell you that
somebody is going to hear about this letter. I
don’t like to come here and be made a fool of. I
don’t appreciate that at all. I think this letter
should have been made public.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from East Millinocket, Mr. Birt.

Mr. BIRT: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This is a kind of a difficult
debate for me personally to get into and I don’t
know as I want to get into the major issues of
it, but I do think there has been some reflection
on the Chairman of Education Committee, and
in that respect, I am bothered somewhat. I
think that he has been completely honest and
above board.

This is a compromise that was worked out. In
fact. this entire bill was a compromise. It was
put together with a tremendous amount of
work, a tremendous amount of give and take. I
don’t think that anyone in that entire commit-
tee felt at the time we sat down that we would
come out with a unanimous report, and we did
come out with a unanimous agreement within
the committee. It was due to some bargaining
that was made in other areas because of the
desire to accomplish some other things due to
court decisions, as has been pointed out, to give
additional services to the private schools, a
concept that I completely agreed with and was
rather intrigued by the language and the efforts
that were put together to develop a court deci-
sion.

I think the compromise that has been worked
out here is a reasonable one, but I am bothered
more and the reason that I rose on this is some
reflection that might be made on the thinking
and almost the intregrity of the Chairman of
the Committee. I think he has done the very
best he could, and as he said at the very start, it
is a very difficult problem.

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

Mr. KELLEHER: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: First of all, to rest
Mr. Birt's mind and put it at ease, I have the
highest respect for the Chairman of the Educa-
tion Committee and for the members that
serve on it. I think all the time you have had
this bill down before your committee, and I can
appreciate and understand all the difficult
times and frustrating hours you had with it, I
have talked with Mr. Lynch and other mem-
bers of the commiittee in terms of dealing with
the transportation bill.

I do not feel uncomfortable at all standing
here before you today urging this House to sup-
port the amendment. I did not feel uncomfort-
able four to six years ago when a Mr. Floyd
Haskell from Houlton, Maine, stood before this
body and was requesting funds for Ricker Col-
lege when they were in desperate financial
need. And I might remind this body that I stood
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along with a number, I think united, of the men
and women from Aroostook County who served
in this body to assist Ricker College at that
time.

I can remember another bill that we had in
here dealing with a private school in Bangor
called Husson College. At that time, there was
a tremendous amount of opposition from the
University community in trying to assist that
school. It was because of funding and the com-
petition for dollars and the narrowness some-
times of thinking on behalf of people in
education that if we take certain dollars out of
this pocket and give it to a private school that
we are, in fact, jeopardizing the public school
system.

As Mr. Tarbell stated. it is a small amount of
money when you consider the total cost of edu-
cation in the State of Maine. It is a small
amount of money when you total the cost that
could be added if, in fact, and I don’t believe it
is going to happen, one or two of these schools
would ever fail. It is the idea of assistance and
the contribution to the fact that there are pri-
vate schools in this state and for a mere
amount of small dollars we could be assisting
them. In the overall big picture — and I used to
like to paraphrase the statements that my seat-
mate used to make, Mr. Haskell — you have to
look at the whole, complete picture of what the
cost is.

The letter that Mr. Lynch referred to, I am
aware of it. When I asked people in this House
this morning of the fact that I wanted them to
support my amendment, I tried if I had the
time and if they were willing and if they had
the time, to show that there was a difference on
behalf of the diocese, which I happen to be a
member of. in thinking and dealing with this
bill.

I don’t believe that Mr. Lynch or the commit-
tee, in my humble opinion. has attempted to
disguise the issue and I don’t think I have in my
dealings with the issue. We are talking about a
small amount of money. we are talking about a
situation that I think is important. but it isn't
small, and if you can find in your hearts to
think the arguements are fair, vou think the ar-
guements were fair dealing with Ricker a few
years ago or Husson College or any other pri-
vate school that is before this body or mav
come before this body or have been before this
body, I ask for your assistance. If not. I can un-
derstand it and appreciate it.

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

Mr. BIRON: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I, too, rise this morning in
support of Mr. Lynch and his committee and
the hard work that they have done. However, I
have some problems when Mr. Lynch says we
are interested in fairness to all, and I hear po-
litical rhetoric such as ‘‘we are treating the
private school students the same way we are
treating the public school students.”” That type
of political rhetoric is designated to impress
idiots. We never have and we never will treat
those two students equally, and no one can con-
vince me differently. If we are interested in
fairness, let’s talk about fairness to the taxpav-
er. All the private school student is asking is
that 90 percent funding for transportation for
the school, a very, very small amount of
money.

Mr. Bert, [ believe, stood up and talked about
bargaining that went on in the Education Com-
mittee. I have heard about some of that bar-
gaining and I understand it is relative to a bill
that was sponsored by the good gentleman
from Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert. Well, Mr. Jalbert
doesn’t speak for all the parochial school stu-
dents and parents in the state.

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

Mr. JALBERT: Mr. Speaker. I rise on a
point of order. I have not risen once since |
have landed here on January 3. I have not
opened my mouth on this thing, I am just sit-
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ting here listening and 1 resent being brought
into something that I had nothing to do with.

The SPEAKER: The Chair thanks the gen-
tlemen from Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert. The Chair
would advise the gentleman from Lewiston,
Mr. Biron, that he is to be careful in the re-
marks that he makes about the motives or
about the intent of why people sponsor legis-
lation, and he is to confine his remarks to the
pending motion before this body.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. BIRON: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: The remarks that I am
making are in reference to the pending legis-
lation that is before us.

The SPEAKER: Then the gentleman may
continue on that issue.

Mr. BIRON: Mr. Speaker, that is the issue
that I am on.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would appreciate
it if the gentleman would stay on that issue and
not discuss personalities.

Mr. BIRON: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tleman of the House: Again, let me say that the
legislation that you have before you is of
utmost importance for the people that I rep-
resent.

The gentlewoman from Lewiston stood up
and talked about a figure of some $28,000, the
impact it would have on the municipality which
I represent if this amendment should not pass.

I realize that during the course of debate
sometimes things are said and, again, let me
emphasize that I have all the respect in the
world for the members of the Education Com-
mittee. The problem that I have is that this
amendment that we have before us, I personal-
ly think if we are to be fair in educational fund-
ing. I think that language that was used not by
me but by a member of the Education Commit-
tee, that we have to consider and seriously con-
sider the 90 percent funding for transportation
for public school students, if we are to be fair.
If we are not to be fair, then we can listen to
the political rhetoric that says that we are
treating them all equally, and we are not we
never will.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Portland, Mrs. Beaulieu.

Mrs. BEAULIEU: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Allowing these paro-
chial schools to survive, so to speak, and so
that they would not be hurt is exactly the
reason why the Education Committee is rec-
ommending that we not go to the 50 percent
level of funding in transportation this year.

I am a Catholic member of that committee
and I come from a community where we have a
large number of parochial schools, Portland,
and I know that they would be economically
hurt if we had stuck to the Governor’s original
intent in his bill, which was to go immediately
to 50 percent of funding. I was incensed when I
read the Governor’s proposal. However, let me
say to you that when I went to the committee
prepared to do battle, I found no opposition to
at least allow the 90 percent level of funding to
go and to take a look at the other funding pack-
age that we were asked to consider, which was
to give more support to our private and paro-
chial schools.

I feel that the package that the Education
Committee has come out with in support of our
private and parochial schools throughout the
state is a good package when you consider what
the alternatives could have been, and that
would have been to go right along with the Gov-
ernor at this time.

I don’t feel uncomfortable at all in supporting
the motion for indefinite postponement of Mr.
Kelleher’s amendment this morning, and I am
sure that I will not be decried for it at home
with my constituents, because they know that I
am working very hard to see that they get all
the help that they can get.

I also feel that as an educational committee,
we did spend over three weeks behind closed
doors knocking our heads up against the wall

trying to meet the needs of everyone's con-
cerns in this bill. At one point. we had a list of
17 issues facing us that we had to decide upon
either as matters of policy or plain, simple
matters of dollars. Let me tell you, we could
barely change a comma in the Governor’s bill
without talking dollars, and we boiled those
concerns down one by one by one, and our com-
mittee spent hours listening to groups come in
saying, do you realize what is going to happen
to us if you let this go or if you do that? I say to
you, I think we have done one heck of a job. And
as for nobody knowing about the pastoral letter
or that an agreement and communication were
going on with the Diocese of Maine, I decry the
fact that anybody would stand up and make
that charge.

We were charged with putting together an
educational funding bill for the State of Maine.
We worked with the diocese, with the ones that
presented arguments and listened to their
counter arguments, and we negotiated and we
point out many things. It was an educational
experience for us as well as them.

We have told many members of this legis-
lature privately, on a one-to-one basis, that we
had found agreement on the concerns of the
private and parochial schools, but they didn’t
choose to listen. They went their own way. I
ask you to go our way because, ladies and gen-
tlemen, I don’t think anybody can say that we
have faulted or fallen down on the job in this
particular area. We have made what I think is
a reasonable, conscientious, realistic decision
on the matter of the transportation issue for
public and private schools. It is one that is ac-
ceptable and will be acceptable to the parishi-
oners and those others involved when they hear
the full story. It was told very well to you here
today by our House Chairman of that commit-
tee.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Standish, Mr. Spencer.

Mr. SPENCER: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pose an inquiry through the Chair to anyone on
the Education Committee who might answer.
If the state does reduce its share of parochial
school transportation to less than 90 percent,
will that serve to discourage the municipalities
from picking up the cost of parochial school
transportation? If so, how serious an impack do
you expect that to be?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Stand-
ish, Mr. Spencer, has posed a question through
the Chair to anyone who may care to answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: If you are aware of what
was in the newspapers this week, parochial
school education is expanding. In many areas,
they don’t have room for the students who
would like to go to parochial schools. 1 can’t see
that the parochial school system is going to be
disbanded.

The gentleman from Lewiston made some
remarks that we are not treating and never
have treated the parochial students fairly and
equitably. I think you have to recognize that
there are constitutional limits on what the
state can do to the municipalities. Are you in-
ferring that we should tell the City of Lewiston,
you must transport private school students? It
is optional under the law today. The commu-
nity makes its own decision, and I can’t see any
city or municipality refusing to provide trans-
portation, textbooks, testing assistance and
health services knowing that they are going to
have to expand the cost for public school educa-
tion if they don’t support private school educa-
tion.

We are losing sight of the crucial issue in this
whole debate. We are bringing in the parents
and students. We should be talking about the
relationship between the communities and the
state and whether it is public school or private
school, it is 50-50. Don’t confuse the issue with
student and parents. Talk about the relation-
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ship between the communities, all commu-
nities in the State of Maine and all students,
whether they go to private or public schools.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recongizes the
gentleman from Sanford, Mr. Nadeau.

Mr. NADEAU: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I wish to remove the
emotionalism in this debate right now and
show you my feelings. I.come from Sanford.
We do have one parochial school left. My stand-
point on this issue is one of erosion. In 1969, 1
was a junior in high school. At the end of that
year, the only parochial high school in Sanford,
St. Ignatius, closed its doors. In September of
that year, over 100 students from St. Ignatius
High School came over to Sanford High School.
Can you imagine what a burden that placed on
us? We now have three parishes in the Sanford-
Springvale area. All three of them contribute
to St. Thomas School. They have closed St. Ig-
natius School and have put them all in the Holy
Family Parish, St. Thomas School.

If we were to kill Mr. Kelleher’s amendment.
this would reduce the funding and increase the
local share on the transportation to St. Thomas
School. Hopefully, the town is going to pick it
up anyway, but it is going to remove from the
tax base to pay St. Thomas to keep that going. I
don’t want the same thing as in 1969 to happen
again.

The cost of education is continually going up
and if we close St. Thomas School, which goes
from one through six, it is going to be an even
bigger burden on the Town of Sanford. Our
Junior High is now busting out at the seams.
We have three or four different middle schools
which these children go to. If we have to build
another school or expand our junior high even
more, which we have been having a hard time
doing already, it is just going to be an even
greater burden. I say, you don’t want the state
to pick up that other 40 percent, there is going
to be a lot more in the future.

I urge you to vote against indefinite post-
ponement and help this amendment go along to
decrease this erosion which has been continual-
ly happening. We need the money to avoid a
burden in the future years.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Portland, Mrs. Beaulieu.

Mrs. BEAULIEU: Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House: I wish to respond to Rep-
resentative Spencer’s question. I can speak for
the City of Portland, and that is, they will pick
up the cost. There was no debate the last time.
no qualms whatsoever when it came for my
city to decide whether or not they should help
in the matter of transporting our parochial
school students, and I say that they will not
have any qualms about doing this. We value the
fact in our community that we have the public
and the private school systems, and I don't
think it will serve as a deterrent to any commu-
nity if they stop and think as to what they do
have.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlemen from Limerick, Mr. Carroll.

Mr. CARROLL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I will mention again
that I came here in 1965 and we started to in-
crease the state aid to local school systems at
that time. We made an extreme effort, spent
many millions of dollars in surplus, and started
funding our local shares at a higher level from
the state. And now I hear in this debate that
next year, next time around, you are going to
fund the local schools, the public school
system, at 50 percent instead of 90-10. I haven't
bought 50 percent and I am not buying 50 per-
cent, and I want that perfectly clear. If the
man downstairs wants to send back that money
in surplus to the fatcats so you can tell my
seven towns we have got to come up with 40
percent more money to transport our school
children, I say I am not buying it and I am
going down fighting. I am not going to buy it. If
the Educaton Committee made a deal with the
front office, that is up to them. I am sorry. we
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are going to part friends and company right
here and now.

We are just building a new middle school. We
have one of the fastest growing school districts
in the state, and you are going to tell those
seven towns that I represent that they have got
to pick up additional money for transportation
of scholars, which is one of the biggest ex-
penses we have? Am I wrong? Am I hearing
correct? You are funding at 90-10 and next year
you are going to go 50-50? Who picks up that
other percentage? That is what I want to know.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: When the uniform property tax
was in place, 50 percent of the basic allocation,
the allocation for basic education, which in-
cluded transportation, was raised on the local
property tax and 50 percent came from the
General Fund. So when the community was
funding 90 percent, 45 percent of that came out
of the local tax dollars — 45 percent came from
your local tax dollars. Don’t try to tell me that
you are losing 40 percent. You are gaining 5
percent. You are getting 50-50, where it was 45.

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

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

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Winthrop, Mr. Bagley.

Mr. BAGLEY: Mr. Speaker, I wish to pair
my vote with the gentleman from Caribou, Mr.
Bennett. If Mr. Bennett were present and
voting. he would be voting nay, and I would be
voting vyea.

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Livermore
Falls, Mr. Lynch, that House Amendment D’
to Committee Amendment ‘A"’ be indefinitely
postponed. All those in favor will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Ault, Austin, Beaulieu, Benoit,
Berry, Birt, Blodgett, Boudreau, A.; Brown, K.
L.; Brown, K. C.; Burns, Churchill, Clark, Con-
nolly, Cox, Cunningham, Dexter, Diamond,
Dow, Drinkwater, Dudley, Durgin, Fenlason,
Flanagan, Fowlie, Garsoe, Gould, Green, Hig-
gins, Howe, Huber, Hunter, Hutchings, Immo-
nen, Jackson, Kilcoyne, Lewis, Littlefield,
Locke, Lougee, Lunt, Lynch, Mackel, Mar-
shall, Masterman, Masterton, McBreairty,
McPherson, Mitchell, Morton, Najarian,
Nelson, M.; Nelson, N.; Palmer, Pearson,
Plourde, Post, Prescott, Quinn, Rollins,
Sewall, Smith, Sprowl, Stover, Stubbs, Talbot,
Tarr, Teague, Theriault, Tierney, Torrey,
Tozier, Twitchell, Valentine, Whittemore and
Wyman.

NAY — Aloupis, Bachrach, Berube, Biron,
Boudreau, P.; Brenerman, Bunker, Bustin,
Carey, Carrier, Carroll, Carter, D.; Carter, F;
Chonko, Conners, Cote, Curran, Davies, Devoe,
Dutremble. Elias, Gill, Gillis, Goodwin, H.:
Goodwin, K.; Gray, Greenlaw, Hall, Hender-
son. Hickey, Hobbins, Jacques, Jalbert,
Jensen, Joyce, Kane, Kany, Kelleher, Kerry,
Laffin, Lizotte, MacEachern, Mahany, Martin,
A.: Maxwell, McHenry, Nadeau, Paul, Peltier,
Perkins, Peterson, Raymond, Rideout, Shute,
Silsby, Spencer, Tarbell, Trafton, Truman,
Violette, Wilfong and Wood.

ABSENT — Hughes, LaPlante, McKean, Mc-
Mahon, Mills, Moody, Norris, Peakes, Strout
and Tyndale.

PAIRED — Bagley and Bennett.

Yes, 76; no, 62; absent, 10: paired, 2.

The SPEAKER: Seventy-six having voted in
the affirmative and sixty-two in the negative,
with 10 being absent and two paired, the motion
does prevail.

Mr. Perkins of Blue Hill offered House
Amendment “C” to Committee Amendment
“A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “C’ to Committee
Amendment ‘“A” (H-1061) was read by the
Clerk.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: House Amendment
“C,” as the statement of fact says, keeps in the
law the fact of distribution of subsidies to the
separate regions of vocational education as op-
posed to what this amendment would do, which
would put it back to the local school systems.
This law was put into effect last year and has
been found very efficient by all the supervisors
of the regions. I, therefore, would ask your sup-

port.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Vassalboro, Mrs. Mitchell.

Mrs. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House: I rise to oppose House
Amendment “C”’ and I would briefly give my
reasons and would ask for a division on the
motion.

The change in the law was made because the
committee interpreted the vote in December
and, of course, we all have our interpretations,
of saying that the towns wanted to be left alone
from state interference, that they were capa-
ble of raising enough money for their vocation-
al centers or whatever, they would raise their
own money but do not take any of their money
for running the rest of the schools in the state.
That was part of the reason. Under this amend-
ment that Mr. Perkins is trying to put in, his
towns, which are pay-in towns within a voca-
tional region, would be forgiven some of the
burden for paying their costs to this vocational
region. The other towns in the district would
not have to pick up the loss but the rest of the
state would have to pick up the loss, and it is
for this reason that I oppose the passage of Mr.
Perkin’'s amendment.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Blue Hill, Mr. Perkins.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The gentlelady, is,
indeed, partially correct. I would only say that
the federal government has mandated voca-
tional programs and the state has in turn
passed along the mandation to the local com-
munities. The local communities were led to
believe by the state and by the Department of
Education that they would be given certain
subsidies in return for support for their voca-
tional education programs. This has been, in
fact, true for the past few years but has never
been mentioned in the repeal of any tax, uni-
form or other, that this would be withdrawn. It
was never mentioned by those either for or ag-
ainst the repeal of the uniform property tax.

In my area, which the gentlelady referred to,
we were urged to go into a vocational region on
the grounds that the state would provide
monies to a certain extent for this. We have
bought this concept because we felt that if the
state was going to provide this amount, then we
should in turn supply our amount. Now, the
rules are being changed and we are being told
that the state will not fulfill their obligation.
So, I ask you in fairness and in treating all
areas equal, that if the state did mandate this
program and ask us to get into it on certain
ground rules, should the ground rules be
changed at this point?

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

Mr. GREENLAW: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I would like to stand in
support of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Blue Hill, Mr. Perkins. I would
like to disagree with my seatmate, the gen-
tlewomnan from Vassalboro, Mrs. Mitchell.

T guess we all began to have our interpreta-
tions of what the vote on December 5th repeal
of the Uniform Property Tax was. Mrs. Mitch-
ell suggests that maybe there was a question of
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wanting local control and this provided more
local control to the communities. It may. in
fact, provide local control, but it does not
really seem to me that this deals with the
thrust of that particular issue that was voted
on.

In all conscience, I really don’t think that
even the amendment which Mr. Perkin’s has
offered today deals with what I conceive to be
the issue. I think we all have been under a mis-
understanding that the state, in fact, is funding
90 percent of the vocational ed. This may be in
the sense that 90 percent of the cost of voca-
tional ed is reimbursable to the local unit under
the present allocation system, but the hard
core fact of the matter is the state is not paying
90 percent of the cost of education.

It seems to me when the legislature passed
the vocational ed bill in the 106th Legislature.
that in mandating vocational ed in different re-
gions of the state, we had a responsibility to
pay that particular cost. I don’t think we have
lived up to that responsiblity with vocational
ed, with special ed, and I do not think with pri-
vate school transportation. So, it seems to me
that perhaps this amendment is an effort to
keep faith to some extent with the mandation
that 106th required of the various vocational
units.

I hope somewhere down the road that the leg-
islature will see fit to fund these programs:
namely, 100 percent from the state level. as I
feel they should be. and I would ask you in all
seriousness to support this amendment today.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Auburn, Mrs. Lewis.

Mrs. LEWIS: Mr. Speaker, Members of the
House: Those of us who have been on the Edu-
cation Committee for awhile and have worked
with the education funding bills over the past
several sessions realize that when we had the
uniform property tax in effect, it was a very
delicate balanced bill. A lot of work had gone
into it, and when the repeal movement took
place, I am not sure that everyone realized ex-
actly what the implications were when they re-
pealed to some people, but it should have been
very clear to the people who were urging
repeal that this was exactly the kind of a thing
that could happen and it has happened. I would
urge you to indefinitely postpone this, because
if you do not, you are going to run into the same
thing we did on the last amendment, that there
will be other amendments that will come in
that will equally distort the funding law. It has
increase the cost of education for everybody.

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

Mrs. KANY: Mr. Speaker, may I pose a
question to the Chair? Should there be a fiscal
note on this amendment?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would advise the
gentlewoman that this particular amendment
is the same as the one prior, and if the Chair
understands it, and the members of the Educa-
tion Committee can correct me if I am wrong,
this amendment becomes effective next year
and therefore, would not have a fiscal impact
on the budget this year.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentieman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I would like to pose a
question through the Chair to the gentleman
from Blue Hill, Mr. Perkins? Would he take his
district and explain the impact of the change on
all the municipalities in the district?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Liver-
more Falls. Mr. Lynch. has posed a question
through the Chair to the gentleman from Blue
Hill, Mr. Perkins. who may respond if he so de-
sires.

The Chair recognizes that gentleman.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker. Members of
the House: To the good House Chairman of the
Committee on Education, I would be most
happy to explain to them the lack of action in
this area.
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The SPEAKER: The Chairr recognizes the
gentleman [rom Orland, Mr. Churchill.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I think this vocational
funding amendment is rather unique in the fact
that the vocational school is under construction
in Hancock County, it is located in Ellsworth,
and the fact is that this school is not even in op-
eration yet. I think the whole substance of this
is that they are going to be refunded two years
hence, if I am not mistaken. This school would
be starting operation this year and there will be
certain amount of time that there would not be
any return money.

The vocational bill was voted down once in
Hancock County. It was voted down by a very
narrow margin and they brought it up again
and they voted on it and the majority of the
people, especially in my area, they did not
want the vocational school. So you have a new
building under construction which will run into
hundreds of thousands of dollars and most of
the towns do not care whether this falls flat on
its face or not. They did not want vocational ed
there to start with, the majority in Hancock
County. I think that it is a shame that we should
construct a new school of this magnitude and
the amount of money they are spending and
have the towns — they had a meeting recently,
last week, of the vocational directors and 30
some towns voted to not fund this if they take
this away, because it was sold with the assump-
tion that the state would assume this cost.
Now, they are backing down and the voters
really thought that this was all right at the time
and now the state has changed its mind.

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

Mrs. KANY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: As I read the bill and the
committee amendment and the House amend-
ment, which is being offered, the passage of
this house amendment will not affect your situ-
ation at all.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Sanford, Mr. Wood.

Mr. WOOD: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Although I am not af-
fected by this amendment, I would urge you to
adopt this amendment, because 1 think if you
do not, this type of amendment will come back
to haunt us year after year after year. There is
a question of equity here, there is a question of
the state providing a carrot on a stick and then
taking the carrot away later on. I have run into
this problem with another part within a school
administrative district and community dis-
tricts, and I think by saying you are not going to
pass any amendments, we are just going to
sweep it away, it will not go away. At some
point, we are going to have to bite the bullet. 1
think this amendment might not be the total
answer but I think it is a stopgap measure and I
would urge your support of it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Vassalboro, Mrs. Mitchell.

Mrs. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker, Members of
the House: Mr. Wood is absolutely right; we
must at some point bite the bullet. We have lost
$5.1 million in revenue from the repeal of the
uniform property tax. This is asking for an in-
crease appropriation, if not at this session, in
the future, from the General Fund, to make up
that part of the obligation of those towns who
have the property wealth in which to meet their
obligations. I would like to ask Mr. Perkins if
he has any idea, if this law went into effect im-
mediately, how much money the state would
have to come up with make up of what your
unit will not be paying?

The SPEAKER: The gentlewoman from
Vassalboro, Mrs. Mitchell, has posed a ques-
tion through the Chair to the gentleman from
Blue Hill, Mr. Perkins, who may answer if he
so desires.

The Chair recognizes that gentleman.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, Members of
the House: It is estimated by the Director of

our Regional Vocational Area that our region
alone will lose $50,000 or so.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I think you have to keep in
mind that we have had and equalized funding
law that has been qualified by the federal gov-
ernment. The amendments that have been
flying aroung are an attempt to distort the
equalized funding in the State of Maine. Every
amendment that is being presented seeks to get
an advantage for a community or a few com-
munities at the expense of all the other com-
munities in the State of Maine.

The repeal of the uniform property tax
helped to move in this direction, to distort
equalize funding. I hope that even though we
keep the mill rate, the subsidy index, or what-
soever you want to call it, in the school funding,
that you live up with the concept of equalizing
funding of education across the State.

Mr. Perkins of Blue Hill was granted permis-
sion to speak a third time.

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: You have heard the
two members of the Education Committee
speak and they speak on things of equity and on
things of equalizing educaton and on several
factors and I just sit here thinking that they
have added the portions on the education
amendment, which they feel are their part and
they have an interest in; yet, they are sitting
here and saying that equity is not for me but for
them, that the money spent for the rest of the
state is perfectly all right but not for me.

I stand here before you saying, that two
years ago, we had a referendum in Hancock
County and the state offered us a set of figures
that said the state will, if you build a vocational
education institution and a program, that state
will give you these amount of monies. Hancock
County reluctantly, and I say reluctantly, after
three votes, accepted this by a minority, or by
a small plurality. If there had been persons in-
volved, there would have been a recount. It
was, nevertheless, accepted and went along in
good faith on the part of Hancock County and
construction has begun. We stand here before
you today with the rules having been changed
and we will have no subsidy on behalf of that
vocational education program. I, therefore,
say to you, if there is equity and you are think-
ing of pupils instead of monies, then I think
lI)'Iacilcock County stands in line as well as any-

ody.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlemen from Ellsworth, Mr. Silsby.

Mr. SILSBY: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: I feel that I have to speak on this
measure because the school is in Ellsworth, for
one thing. Under the Perkin’s amendment, my
community probably would suffer more than it
would without it. However, the City of El-
Isworth and the Ellsworth area is equally com-
mitted to the building program, and as prior
speakers have said, we have a million dollar
building that is about 50 to 75 percent complete
at this point, with completion expected in Sep-
tember of this year.

As I understand the law, the communities do
not have to budget funds for vocational educa-
tion, and I heard many whispers around Han-
cock County that if they lose the subsidy that
they are going to refuse to support this type of
program.

I am deeply concerned, both personally and
as a representative, because I was in city gov-
ernment when the vocational program was in
its infancy in the Ellsworth area and I have
tried the best I could to promote the program
and get the building in a posture where it could
be constructed. I am also concerned because |
feel that vocational education is very impor-
tant for the State of Maine and for these com-
munities, I really do not think the people of
Hancock County are trying to make any veil
threats about this whole thing but I believe that
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they have the option, and if they are not going
to get the subsidy, the pay-in towns are not
going to budget funds for vocational education.
I think it is as simple as that. I think they have
to have some relief.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I would simply like to
comment that had not many of these areas that
are now involved vote for the repeal of the uni-
form property tax, we would have an additional
$5.1 million to deal with it.

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

Mr. GREENLAW: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I think the comments
made by my good friend from Livermore Falls
are very unfair. I do not think we are talking
about the uniform property tax anymore, I
think we are talking about vocational ed fund-
ing. I don’t think this only affects Hancock, I
think this affects the entire state. I think this
affects a committment this legislature made to
funding a program some time ago, and now
what we are doing is going back on that com-
mittment. I think it is unfair and I think it is
time this legislature has got to stand up for the
previous amendment and that is why I think
this amendment is important. I hope you will
take that into consideration and I hope you will
support this amendment.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Wells, Mr. Mackel.

Mr. MACKEL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I had no intention of
getting involved in this, but judging from some
of the comments that are being made and con-
sidering where these comments are coming
from, it seems to me that we have a case of pu-
nitive action being taken against those commu-
nities that voted for repeal of the uniform
property tax.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will order a vote.
The pending question before the House is on
adoption of House Amendment ““‘C’’ to Commit-
tee Amendment ‘“‘A.”’ Those in favor will vote
yes; those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

Mr. Churchill or Orland requested a roll call.

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

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

The SPEAKER: The pending question before
the House is on the adoption of House Amend-
ment “C” to Committee Amendment ““A."
Those in favor will vote yes; those opposed will

vote no.
ROLL CALL

YEA — Aloupis, Bachrach, Berube, Blod-
gett, Boudreau, A.; Boudreau, P.: Bunker.
Carrier, Carter, F.; Churchill, Clark, Connors.
Cunningham, Davies, Drinkwater, Durgin. Du-
tremble, Fowlie, Garsoe, Gill, Gillis, Goodwin.
H.; Gould, Gray, Greenlaw, Henderson, Hutch-
ings, Jackson, Kane, Kelleher, Kerry, Little-
field, Lizotte, Lougee, MacEachern. Mackel.
Mahany, Martin, A.; Masterman, Masterton.
Maxwell, McBreairty, McPherson, Nadeau,
Nelson, N.; Palmer, Paul, Peltier, Perkins.
Post, Raymond, Sewall, Shute, Silsby, Smith.
Sprowl, Stover, Tarbell, Tarr, Truman. Valen-
tine, Whittemore, Wilfong and Wood.

NAY — Ault, Austin, Bagley, Beaulieu.
Bennett, Benoit, Berry, Biron, Birt, Brener-
man, Brown, K. L.; Brown, K. C.;. Burns.
Bustin, Carey, Carter, D.; Chonko; Connolly.
Cote, Cox, Curran, Dexter. Diamond. Dow.
Elias, Fenlason, Flanagan, Goodwin, K.:
Green, Hall, Hickey, Higgins, Hobbins, Howe.
Huber, Hughes, Hunter, Immonen, Jacques.
Jalbert, Jensen, Joyce, Kany, Kilcoyne. Laffin,
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Lewis, Locke, Lunt, Lynch, Marshall, McHen-
ry, Mitchell, Morton, Najarian, Nelson, M.;
Norris, Pearson, Petgrson, Prescott, Quinn,
Rideout, Rollins, Spencer, Stubbs, Talbot,
Teague, Theriault, Tierney, Torrey, Tozier,
Trafton, Twitchell, Violette, Wyman.

ABSENT — Devoe, Dudley, LaPlante,
McKean, McMahon, Mills, Moody, Peakes,
Plourde, Strout and Tyndale.

Yes, 64; no, 75; absent, 11.

The SPEAKER: Sixty-four having voted in
the affirmative and seventy-five in the neg-
ative, with eleven being absent, the motion
does not prevail.

Ms. Bachrach of Brunswick offered House
Amendment “B” to Committee Amendment
““A” and moved its adoption.

House Amendment ‘B’ to Committee
Amendment ‘A" (H-1059) was read by the
Clerk.

Ms. BACHRACH: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I am now addressing the

question of Public Law 874 relative to federal

impact aid. Military installations originally
had their own schools. Policies changed to send
the children of military personnel to local
schools subsequently. This produced over-
crowding and the need for more classrooms
and teachers in the areas affected. Impact aid
was arrived at to offer assistance to local com-
munities for educating children of military per-
sonnel and non-military people who work at
such installations. The intention of this aid was
to relieve the burden on local taxpayers of ad-
ditional children to educate, especially if the
families live on tax exempt federal property.

With the passage of the uniform property tax
on school funding, it was assumed that all edu-
cational burdens would be equalized, so the fed-
eral government approved our funding law and
said that all but 10 percent of federal funds for
impact aid would be sent to the communities
involved and then deducted from the state’s
share of school funding; thus, the state and not
the taxpayers of Brunswick and the other af-
fected areas profited from the federal impact
aid.

Now, the concept of pooling the resources of
the wealthier communities for the benefit of
the less wealthy has been altered by the repeal
of the uniform property tax. I feel that the
communities affected by the burden of addi-
tional students from families who live on feder-
allv tax exempt property or work at military
installations should have the relief offered and
intended in these funds.

Since the intent is that the state should pay 50
percent of the cost of education, it seems
proper that half of the money under PL 874
should be deducted from state aid to education
but that the remaining half should be used to
relieve the burden of the local taxpayers as
was intended in the origial legislation.

I think we all realize that families with seve-
ral children do not customarily really pay their
way in a community. However, the parents
remain after the children are education and
help pay for the education for other people’s
children. In the case of a military owned instal-
lation, however, the families are transferred
and seldom remain in the community. If, in ad-
dition, they live while they are there, on tax
exempt property, it is a burden on the commu-
nity in respect to other services as well as edu-
cation. We really need the aid to education at
least, to relieve the burden to some extent.

At this moment, I would like also to speak for
Mr. McKean who is ill and not able to be here
and express the fact that he is very much inter-
ested in this bill also.

The information which was passed out
today by Senator Morrill omitted one page of
communities affected by this legislation and I
hope you will recall that I passed a complete
list out earlier and remember who it is that
really needs the help that this money offers.

It seems unfortunate to me that the estimate

of revenues have included all but 10 percent of
PL 874 money as income to the state. The word
that I have from Washington is that this money
may not be approved by Congress at all and
that our present equalization formula may not
be in compliance with requirements to allow
the state to receive the money. With these uu-
certainties in mind, I would ask you to approve
the principle that the federal impack aid funds
were intended to relieve the local taxpayer and
vote to adopt House Amendment ‘B to Com-
mittee Amendment ‘A" and let us all have 50
percent of the money allocated to Maine, all of
the communities affected by this legislation.

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

Mr. WYMAN: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pose a question through the Chair to the gen-
tlewoman from Brunswick, Mrs. Bachrach.

I would like to know if passage of this amend-
ment would incur any additional cost to the tax-
payers of this state, who do not have tax
exempt installations?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Pit-
tsfield, Mr. Wyman, has posed a question
through the Chair to the gentlewoman from
Brunswick, Ms. Bachrach, who may answer if
she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that gentlewoman.

Ms. BACHRACH: Mr. Speaker, members of
the House: Insofar as this money has been in-
cluded in the funds available for education, I
suppose that this would cost money to the
state. However, as [ mentioned before, we are
not even certain if the money will be available
to the state, and I feel that it was an error to in-
clude it in the funds available at this time. It
may be several months before we know wheth-
er that money will be available. This is federal
funding and should not automatically have been
thrown in with the state resources in this way.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from East Millinocket, Mr. Birt.

Mr. BIRT: Mr. Speaker, Members of the
House: I would move indefinite postponement
of this amendment.

Relative to the funding, the general under-
standing within the committee was, as far as
the information could be determined from
Washington, that this money would be avail-
able in the sense that it did not affect the equi-
table distribution of funds that were set up in
the law. So the Education Committee was quite
convinced at the time they put this together
that the funding would be available.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: This is another example
of an attempt to get more funds for a limited
number of local communities. How can you dif-
ferentiate between Brunswick with federal
sites within its municipality and Orono that has
a large part of its municipality exempted by
the University of Maine? How do you distinqu-
ish between the impact of Brunswick and the
impact in Portland with federal installation?
How do you differentiate between Brunswick
and all the other federal and state sites in this
State of Maine that have reduced valuation in
their communities?

If you give any PL 874 funds to a community,
yoyu are taking on the burden of whatever you
are giving to them. You are putting it on your
community to give to Brunswick and the other
874 federally impacted communities. Just as
long as you understand what you are doing, that
is fine.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Brunswick, Ms. Bachrach.

Ms. BACHRACH: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: I would just like to clarify that a
little because I do not feel that you have been
given quite the correct picture.

This money would not be available to the
State of Maine if the federal government had
not determined that these communities in fact
should be compensated for either the burden of
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students or the tax exemptions allowed on var-
ious types of housing and so forth. And to say
that this is state money that you arc sending
around to communities that do notl deserve it
is, in my view, very inaccuratc. The money
was intended for this use and should be used in
this way.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Whether the money
comes from the federal government or not or if
you give it to Brunswick, if you don’'t get it
from the federal government, you are going to
have an impact on Part A of the school funding
budget. If that $2.389 million is not there, then
you are going to have to increase the state and
local allocations by that sum of money, and
half of that increase has to be picked up on the
local tax effort and half out of the General
Fund.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from York, Mr. Valentine.

Mr. VALENTINE: Mr. Speaker. Men and
Women of the House: I rise to support the
amendment presented by Mrs. Bachrach and to
oppose the motion to indefinitely postpone. I at-
tended the work session the Education Com-
mittee when this issue was discussed and I
understand the position of the committee on it,
but to further clarify what Ms. Bachrach was
explaining, prior to the passage of L. D. 1994,
these monies went to communities in which
children of residents of tax exempt properties
were attending local school systems. With the
passage of 1994, Maine, as I understand it from
that committee work session, was one of four
states that were allowed to receive directly to
the state those funds because we had a pro-
gram for presumably equalized education. 1994
has been repealed. We are no longer in those
set of circumstances, and I would submit to
you that by virtue of the repeal we are back to
where we were before 1994 and those funds
should be going to the communities and not to
the state.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: I would like to clarify that. Yes. it
did go to the communities and because it did.
Limestone built a new school building and paid
cash. That is the inequity of funneling federal
impact funds directly to a community. All of
these communities that are federally impacted
are provided state subsidy just as your commu-
nity is. There is no discrimination on state sub-
sidy. They are provided that subsidy just the
same as every other unit in the State of Maine.
but they are not satisfied. Brunswick would
settle now not for 100 percent of $364,000, they
would only like $120,000 or $180,000. they have
modified their demands, but they still would
like direct help from the state and they would
like to have you pay the burden of giving it to
them.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Brunswick, Ms. Bachrach.

Ms. BACHRACH: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: I do not consider this money
direct help from the state, it is direct help from
the federal government. It was supposed to be
paid to us on that basis. I take great issue with
the fact that the money has been subtracted
from the budget here and used as if there were
no question of its appearing in the State of
Maine or where it should go. So, we are now
trapped into the position where we are told that
we are grabbing some money that should go to
other communities. and that is very unfair.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from York. Mr. Valentine.

Mr. VALENTINE: Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House: In answer to the comments
from my previous speech by Mr. Lynch, grant-
ed, the communities involved receive the same
subsidies from the state that every other com-
munity gets. but the other half of the education-



LEGISLATIVE RECORD — HOUSE, FEBRUARY 23, 1978

al funding has to be raised through the local
property taxes being applied to property which
is tax exempt, that is the difference.

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

Mr. HICKEY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: To us, it is hard to accept
it in view of the fact that we are receiving 10
percent and responsible for all the administra-
tion. We speak about land use. In Augusta, be-
tween the federal, state and county, 41 percent
of our community has land that is not taxable. I
support Ms. Bachrach's amendment and feel
that it is only equitable to the towns that are af-
fected.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will order a vote.
The pending question before the House is on the
indefinite postponement of House Amendment
“B" to Committee Amendment ‘““A”’. Those in
favor will vote yes: those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

Ms. Bachrach of Brunswick requested a roll
call.

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

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

The SPEAKER: The pending question before
the House in on the motion of the gentleman
from East Millinocket, Mr. Birt, that House
Amendment “B” to Committee Amendment
“A" be indefinitely postponed. Those in favor
will vote yes; those opposed will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Aloupis, Ault, Bagley, Beaulieu,
Bennett, Benoit, Berry, Birt, Boudreau, A.;
Boudreau, P.; Brenerman, Brown, K. C.;
Bunker, Burns, Carey, Carter. D.: Churchill,
Connolly, Cote. Cox, Cunningham, Davies,
Dexter, Diamond, Drinkwater, Fenlason, Fla-
nagan, Fowlie, Garsoe, Gould, Green, Green-
law, Hall, Higgins, Huber, Hughes, Hunter,
Immonen, Jacques, Jalbert, Joyce, Laffin,
Lewis, Littlefield, Lizotte, Lougee, Lunt,
Lynch, MacEachern, Mahany, Marshall, Mas-
terman, McBreairty, McHenry, Mitchell,
Morton, Najarian, Nelson, M.; Nelson, N.;
Norris, Pearson, Peltier, Peterson, Plourde,
Post, Prescott, Quinn, Raymond, Rideout,
Rollins, Sewall, Shute, Silshy, Smith, Sprowl,
Talbot, Tarbell, Teague, Theriault, Tierney,
Torrey, Tozier, Trafton, Truman, Twitchell,
Violette, Wyman

NAY — Austin, Bachrach, Berube, Bustin,
Carter, F.; Chonko, Clark, Conners, Curran,
Dow, Durgin, Dutremble, Elias, Gill, Gillis,
Goodwin, H.; Goodwin, K.; Henderson,
Hickey, Hobbins, Howe, Jackson, Kany, Kel-
leher, Kerry, Kilcoyne, Locke, Mackel,
Martin, A.; Masterton, McPherson, Nadeau,
Paul, Spencer, Stover, Stubbs, Tarr, Valentine,
Wilfong, Wood

ABSENT — Biron, Blodgett, Carrier, Car-
roll, Devoe, Dudley, Gray, Hutchings, Kane,
LaPlante, Maxwell, McKean, McMahon, Mills,
Moody, Palmer, Peakes, Perkins, Strout, Tyn-
dale. Whittemore

Yes. 87: No. 41. Absent 22.

The SPEAKER: Eighty-seven having voted
in the affirmative and forty-one in the neg-
ative. with twenty-two being absent, the
motion does prevail.

Mrs. Berube of Lewiston offered House
Amendment G to Committee Amendment
“A"" and moved its adoption.

House Amendment ‘G’ to Committee
Amendment ‘A" (H-1074) was read by the
Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: The Speaker, isn’t this essenti-
ally what we have already defeated, the 90 —
10? I don’t think it can be presented at this time

and I would ask the Chair to rule on it.

The SPEAKER: The Chair thanks the gen-
tleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

The Chair recognizes the same gentleman.

Mr. LYNCH: The Speaker, may I move to in-
definitely postpone the amendment and speak
on both.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Liver-
more Falls, Mr. Lynch, moves the indefinite
postponement of House Amendment “G”.

The gentleman may proceed.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: The 90 — 10 we have al-
ready acted on and I hope you stand firm. The
other section of the bill puzzles me, and I would
ask for a ruling, Mr. Speaker. It alters Title 30,
Section 5104, which is now in the engrossing
stage. It is germane to have an amendment on
the school funding bill to a bill that is in the en-
grossing stage?

The SPEAKER: The Chair would advise the
gentleman that it is not possible to amend a bill
that has not been chaptered, if that is what the
gentleman wishes to know.

Mr. LYNCH: That is right.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Lewiston, Mrs. Berube.

Mrs. BERUBE: The Speaker, with your per-
mission, House Amendment “G”’ relates to L.
D. 2022 and under Section 6, Page 10, it has
clear reference to Section 5104, Title 30, Sub-
sections 5 throught 9, which is what my amend-
ment addresses itself to.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: On Page 10 it refers to Subsections 5
through 8, there is no 9.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Lewiston, Mrs. Berube.

Mrs. BERUBE: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: I think I have the wrong page. I
thought it inserted in the place of 9 number 8.

The SPEAKER: The Chair would answer in
the affirmative. The Chair would suggest that
we deal with the purposes of the amendment
itself. If the amendment should be adopted,
then it could be corrected later in terms of
drafting process in the Errors and Inconsisten-
cies.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Old Town, Mr. Pearson.

Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I cannot help but rise
to say that Mr. Lynch is a pretty sharp man to
pick up fine points like that. It bothers me a
great deal to think that he is not going to be
back here next session.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: Does the lady from Lewiston want
to speak on the amendment?

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Lewiston, Mrs. Berube.

Mrs. BERUBE: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: To save time, Mr. Speaker, we
could have a Division and it might save my get-
ting up again.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: Before you have a divi-
sion, I would like to say a few words. First of
all, T have moved indefinite postponement of
the amendment. I think we have already
treated the 90 — 10 proposition and I would
expect that you would hold firm on that. The
amendment also provides diagnostic, psycho-
logical services. This is a expansion beyond the
textbooks, testing material, testing assistance
and health services and it says, “‘provided to
non-public school students that require profes-
sional personnel be provided by persons who
are qualified.”” It changes the word from
‘“‘public employees” to ‘“‘qualified.” We are
dealing in an area that is very critical, one
which the Supreme Court has spent a great
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deal of time on, and I think to substitute the
word ‘“‘qualified,” we may be asking for trou-
ble, because a private school may say this
person is qualified but if challenged in the
court, the challenge might be successful if it
could be demonstrated that it was religiously
oriented or a person was a member of a reli-
gious sect. I would be very hesitant to move in
any direction like this.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will order a vote.
The pending question before the House in on
the the motion of the gentleman from Liver-
more Falls, Mr. Lynch, that House Amend-
ment ““G” be indefinitely postponed to
Committee Amendment “A”. Those in favor
will vote yes; those opposed will vote no.

A vote of the House was taken.

Mrs. Berube of Lewiston requested a roll
call.

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

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

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Lewiston, Mrs. Berube.

Mrs. BERUBE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: This amendment has
nothing to do with the previous amendment
that we heard earlier today. It does two things,
however. It restores the psychological services
which were deleted from the original 1907.
which became 1946 and subsequently became a
committee bill. Psychological services were
included then. They are no longer in the bill as
brought out by the committee, the so-called
textbook bill, so it restores the psychological
services which, in my opinion, are far more im-
portant than perhaps textbooks at this point.
because you must be aware that non-public
schools have access to loans of books under
Title 4, books of their own choosing by the way.

It also does another thing.

It brings back to 90 percent the reimburse-
ment of services, including textbooks and nurs-
ing services, nurses services which arein L. D.
1946, services, by the way, which parochial
schools have, so what it does essentially is to
restore something that was taken out by the
committee. Why, I do not know, and brings
back to 90 percent the reimbursement of ser-
vices. Maybe it has a little bit to do with 1947,
but Section 5104 is part of the education funding
bill; 1946 was merely enabling legislation, the
education bill funds it. It just leaves it at 50
percent so that effectively it has watered it
down sometwhat. In fact, it has gutted the bill
considerably. This amendment, with your per-
mission, and I hope you vote favorably on it and
it, would restore it to 90 percent.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: I would like to read something from
House Amendment 1041 to L. D. 1946. The
statement of fact say. and this is a bill that is in
the engrossing stage, that this committee
amendment deletes from the original bill the
amendments to the school finance act. It also
eliminates from the orignial bill services for
special education services. guidance and coun-
seling services and remedial services. Conse-
quently, the bill just authorizes cities and
towns to provide textbooks, certain health ser-
vices and testing and scoring services to pupils
attending non-public schools.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has been order.
The pending question before the House is on the
motion of the gentleman from Livermore
Falls, Mr. Lynch, that House Amendment “*G™
to Committee Amendment ‘‘A’’ be indefinitely
postponed. Those in favor will vote yes: those
opposed will vote no.
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ROLL CALL

YEA — Aloupis, Bachrach, Bagley, Beau-
lieu, Benoit, Berry, Birt, Blodgett, Boudreau,
A.; Boudreau, P.; Brenerman, Brown, K. L.;
Brown, K. C.; Bunker, Burns, Bustin, Carey,
Carroll, Churchill, Clark, Connolly, Cote, Cox,
Cunningham, Davies, Dexter, Diamond, Dow,
Drinkwater, Durgin, Dutremble, Elias, Fenla-
son, Flanagan, Fowlie, Garsoe, Gillis, Gould,
Green, Hall, Higgins, Hobbins, Howe, Hughes,
Hunter, Hutchings, Immonen, Jackson, Jal-
bert, Jensen, Joyce, Kerry, Kilcoyne, Lewis,
Littlefield, Locke, Lougee, Lunt, Lynch, Mac-
Eachern, Mackel, Mahany, Marshall, Master-
man, Masterton, McBreairty, McHenry,
McPherson, Mitchell, Morton, Najarian,
Nelson, M.: Nelson, N.; Norris, Pearson, Pe-
terson, Plourde, Post, Rideout, Rollins, Sewall,
Shute, Smith. Spencer, Sprowl, Stover, Stubbs,
Talbot. Tarbell, Tarr, Teague, Theriault, Tier-
ney. Torrey, Tozier, Trafton, Truman, Twit-
chell, Valentine, Violette, Wilfong, Wyman

NAY — Austin, Berube, Biron, Carrier,
Carter, D.; Carter, F.; Chonko, Conners,
Curran, Devoe, Gill, Goodwin, H.; Goodwin,
K.: Gray, Henderson, Hickey, Jacques, Kane,
Kany, Kelleher, Laffin, Lizotte, Martin, A.;
Nadeau, Paul, Perkins, Quinn, Raymond,
Silsby, Wood

ABSENT — Ault, Bennett, Dudley, Green-
law, LaPlante, Maxwell, McKean, McMahon,
Mills, Moody, Palmer, Peakes, Peltier, Pre-
scott, Strout, Tyndale, Whittemore

Yes, 103; No, 30; Absent, 17.

The SPEAKER: One hundred and three
having voted in the affirmative and thirty in
the negative, with seventeen being absent, the
motion does prevail.

Thereupon, Committee Amendment
was adopted.

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

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

Mr. GREENLAW: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I have a question I
would like to pose to a member of the Educa-
tion Committee or a member of the House that
I think is significant that I have not been able to
resolve in my mind from reading the bill or the
committee amendment and I would try to ex-
plain it as follows.

When we had the uniform property tax, each
town was required to raise a certain number of
mills against their state valuation. Depending
on how much a community raised, they may
have received some state subsidy. It is my un-
derstanding that the effect of the original 1994
was that it basically negated all of the
agreements that were initially agreed upon be-
tween towns that were either in school admin-
istrative districts or a community school
district.

The uniform property tax, as we all know
now, has been repealed. There is a question in
my mind as to what the effect of those
agreements that were reached by the commu-
nities are at this point in time?

Let me see if I can explain the question a
little bit further. My understanding is that this
bill does not require the towns to raise the so-
called subsidy index. My question now be-
comes, given the information that I think is
right, how will the SAD’s and the CSD’s raise
funds for the support of education? One, it will
either be based on the subsidy index or the
second alternative will be that it will be based
on the former agreements under which the
SAD’s and the CSD's were formed. I don’t
know that this bill speaks to that situation. I
think before we engross it today, I would like to
have some explanation, hopefully by a member
of the Education Committee, as how they see
the resolution to the problem and whether or
not it has been addressed in this bill and wheth-
er or not it needs to be addressed by this bill?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Sto-
nington, Mr. Greenlaw, has posed a question
through the Chair to anyone who may care to

A

answer.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Livermore Falls, Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: I hesitate to volunteer
any information because I think the credibility
of what I presented earlier was questionea. if
the gentleman is willing to accept a layman’s
opinion, I think agreements between commu-
nities that have been voluntarily entered into
are still in effect. I think the state, in setting up
a school district, has given the district taxing
powers the same as it has given to the munici-
palities in the state. If a community does not
raise its share of a district funding program, I
think the municipality is in trouble.

I would also recall to your mind a bill that
passed the House last year which gave to the
Commissioner of Education powers that he did
not have before. I think you will also recall a
bill that we enacted in this House that gave the
citizens the right to appeal to the commission-
er if their educational system was not satisfac-
tory.

I think we have all the safeguards that we
need to continue equalized funding in this state.
There are inequities. The committee admits it,
and the legislatures, since 1973-1974, have been
constantly trying to refine this thing. I think we
have one of the best funding mechanisms in the
United States. Many people say that it is com-
plicated, they don’t understand it, but if they
look at some of the other funding mechanisms
in the states, they would want an accountant
and a lawyer to tell them what is in it.

One other remark I would like to make, I
don’t think that the people in the State of Maine
recognize that some of the laws passed in the
legislature in effect mandating certain things
have helped to keep Maine’s school units out of
the courts. I do not think that the people in the
State of Maine recognize what the federal gov-
ernment has mandated and what the courts
have interpreted. In many school units across
the nation, they have found themselves in diffi-
culty. So far, we have been able to avoid that.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from South Berwick, Mr. Goodwin.

Mr. GOODWIN: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I have the same concern
as Representative Greenlaw does. I do not
think that his questions were really answered. I
think what it boils down to is that some of the
community school districts and the SAD’s that
were formed before the 1994 were set up on a
basis that their local amounts were based on a
thing like a per pupil and a valuation mixture.
As I understand it, some of the districts are
going to have a real problem if we don’t ad-
dress this question in this legislature, because
you are going to have, in some instances, if we
just tell the towns that your 50 percent or so is
going to be 10 mills or however this works,
some towns are going to end up raising more
within their school district than the other
towns. It is not going to be equalized among the
districts. I, for one, who represents a district
that is in this situation, am not going to vote for
this bill until that question is answered, and I
think I would like to see the Education Com-
mittee try to answer it. They evidently did not
on this amendment and I would like to know
why.

I have heard this Attorney General’s opinion
floating around but that is only an opinion and
it is going to force towns to go to the courts if
they have to. I think we have to address this
rather than just throwing it on the courts or the
commissioner as to how we want to do this. I
am not an expert in education funding and I
have not tried to throw in any bills or amend-
ments to do this but I was hoping that some of
the people that work on this everyday on the
Education Committee or the department could
have done this. I will tell you one thing, I am
not going to vote for this bill until that issue is
solved.

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

Mr. CARROLL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Being from a school
district that was formed on 50 percent valua-
tion — 50 percent enrollment, Ropes and Gray,
a bonding house that handles the bonds for this
district, ruled at the time we sold our bonds
that until the bonds were paid off, we should
still stay on a 50 percent enrollment, 50 percent
valuation formula. So, I proceeded to ask the
Department of Education what happens now
when we repeal 1994 and they told us if we re-
verted back to our original agreement, that the
bonds were sold under, that this law is still
ingood standing, that we revert to 50 percent
enrollment, 50 percent valuation in our school
districts.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Livermore Falls. Mr. Lynch.

Mr. LYNCH: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: In answer to the question by Rep-
resentative Goodwin, a school district is given
the same taxing powers as a municipality and
if you are going to impose a tax on one munici-
pality in the school district, you impose it on all
the school districts, all the municipalities in
the school district uniformly, no exceptions. If
you try to alter that, you are getting into diffi-
culty constitutionally.

These agreements were voluntarily entered
into. They can be changed voluntarily if you
can get the communities to do it, but you have
to keep in mind if you have debt outstanding,
you are going to have to satisfy the bond hold-
ers.

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

Mr. GREENLAW: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I was not attempting
to debate L. D. 2139, which Representative
Wood has introduced. Let me see if I can refine
my question a little bit further. Let me see if I
can give a specific example that perhaps I can
get a specific example to.

A CSD was formed in two communities I rep-
resent, Stonington and Deer Isle. It was formed
in October of 1973, before L. D. 1994 went into
effect. That agreement that resulted in the for-
mation of the community school district was
such that the two communities shared costs on
the basis of the number of pupils in each com-
munity. It had nothing to do with state valua-
tion. My question is now, and I raise it
particularly after the previous comments of
the gentleman from Livemore Falls, Mr.
Lynch, do I understand now that that commu-
nity can revert to that type of cost sharing
agreement rather than having to go the route of
raising the subsidy index?

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Vassalboro, Mrs. Mitchell.

Mrs. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House: Although Representative
Goodwin has indicated that this is only an At-
torney General’s opinion and is worth just that,
I would like to share it with you because I think
it specifically answers Representative Green-
law’s question. It is dated February 2 and it did
relate to Representative Wood’s bill, but in an-
swering the question, he also gave additional
information. ‘‘The result of the December 5
referendum vote was to repeal the assessment
of a statewide uniform property tax. The re-
sults of the referendum do not affect any cost-
sharing formula within an SAD.”

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from East Millinocket. Mr. Birt.

Mr. BIRT: Mr. Speaker. Ladies and Gen-
tlemen of the House: First off. I would like to
ask for a roll call on passage to be engrossed.

I thought I might save some of these remarks
for a little later and I may use them again. or
part of them, but I did happen to be the only
member of the Education Committee who
voted to repeal the uniform property tax. and I
think I thoroughly understood what I was
doing. I think I knew what was the intent of that
particular piece of legislation, or the proposal
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but to the people. I think it was exactly as Mrs.
Mitchell, the Representative from Vassalboro,
has just pointed out, that this was to repeal the
uniform property tax and how it applied
statewide, and I don't think in any way that is
was intended to deal with the individual issues
that are problems in the individual towns.

Going back some years ago, we did pass leg-
islation to allow a district to be formed partly
on pupil ratio and partly on valuation ratio.
Later on, there was a law passed to modify that
whereby the districts that were already formed
could reconstitute themselves. But I don’t
think that the legislature at this time wants to
address that, and I don’t think that probably
they equitably can address it and come out with
a solution that will satisfy everybody.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Wells, Mr. Mackel.

Mr. MACKEL: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I would just like to
add a comment or two. Mr. Lynch did refer to
the equal provision of taxation, and I think
there is a problem there because we do not
have equal taxation, and the case cited by Mr.
Goodwin is a case in point, that is SAD 60
where you will have one community, that is
Berwick, raising 13 mills and the other two
communities, Lebanon and North Berwick,
raising'8 mills under the provision of their for-
mula. I think also that in the opinion that Mrs.
Mitchell referred to, there was a question
raised in that opinion as to the constitutionality
of these formulas.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Stow, Mr. Wilfong.

Mr. WILFONG: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: In response to Mr. Mackel rais-
ing that constitutionality question of the so-
called methods A and B funding, I have an opin-
ion into the Attorney General’s Office to find
out if that is constitutional. I have had it in for
two or three weeks now and I will try to hurry
them up and see what I can find out.

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

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

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Owls Head, Mrs. Post.

Mrs. POST: The Speaker, I think the ques-
tion that Representative Greenlaw raised was
and important one and we have gotten two dif-
ferent answers from members of the Educa-
tion Committee. I would pose that question
again. Is it the intent of this legislation that
school districts would go back to the original
cost-sharing agreement and in some of those
instances the district does not levy taxes with
the same mill rate on all the property within
the district? Is the intent of this legislation that
we go back to the original cost-sharing
agreement, or is it the intent of the legislation
that the subsidy index of 10 mills be raised on
each community within a school district, irre-
gardless of the contracts that they had when
they went into their SAD?

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Winthrop, Mr. Bagley.

Mr. BAGLEY: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: I was in on this original Sinclair
Law longer ago than some of you people re-
member. The intent at that time was that areas
should combine to furnish better school oppor-
tunities with part of the object that the wealthy
towns and poorer towns could combine their re-
sources so that all the children in the vicinity
would benefit. That has been changed two or
three times so that there are different methods
of funding. We have either straight valuation or
we have a combination of valuation and per
pupil. Now, this law says nothing about that be-

cause it is already covered. The old
agreements are still in effect, the old
agreements may be modified by the group in
any one SAD or community school district if
they wish to get together. That is the only way
that it can be done practically, by agreement.

Originally, way back when we startod, towns
were raising higher valuation than others. As
that was modified to be based on the number of
pupils and the valuation by any percentage
from, I believe, 15 percent to 85 percent either
way, that further compounded this difference
so that there was a difference of valuation, and
that was questioned. It may be questioned now.
If it is, there will be court cases about it, but as
far as this bill is concerned and as far as the
Education Committee is concerned, we are as-
suming that the old school districts operate ex-
actly the way they did before the change in the
school funding method.

The SPEAKER: A roll call has been ordered.
The pending question is on passage to be en-
grossed as amended by Committee Amend-
ment “A’’. All those in favor will vote yes;
those opposed will vote no.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Ault, Austin, Bagley, Beaulieu,
Bennett, Benoit, Birt, Boudreau, A.; Brener-
man, Brown, K. L.; Brown, K. C.; Burns,
Bustin, Carey, Carrier, Carroll, Carter, D.;
Chonko, Clark, Connolly, Cote, Cox, Curran,
Dexter, Diamond, Dow, Drinkwater, Dutrem-
ble, Elias, Fenlason, Flanagan, Fowlie,
Garsoe, Gill, Gillis, Goodwin, K.; Gould,
Green, Greenlaw, Hall, Henderson, Hickey,
Hobbins, Howe, Huber, Hughes, Hunter, Im-
monen, Jackson, Jalbert, Joyce, Kany, Kerry,
Kilcoyne, Laffin, Lewis, Littlefield, Lizotte,
Locke, Lougee, Lunt, Lynch, MacEachern,
Mahany, Marshall, Masterton, McBreairty,
McHenry, Mitchell, Morton, Nadeau, Nelson,
M.; Nelson, N.; Palmer, Paul, Pearson, Pelt-
jer, Peterson, Plourde, Prescott, Quinn, Ride-
out, Rollins, Shute, Smith, Spencer, Sprowl,
Stover, Strout, Stubbs, Talbot, Tarr, Teague,
Theriault, Tierney, Torrey, Tozier, Trafton,
Truman, Twitchell, Violette, Wyman, The
Speaker

NAY — Aloupis, Bachrach, Berry, Berube,
Biron, Blodgett, Bunker, Carter, F.; Conners,
Cunningham, Davies, Devoe, Durgin, Goodwin,
H.; Gray, Higgins, Hutchings, Jacques,
Jensen, Kane, Mackel, Martin, A.; Master-
man, McMahon, McPherson, Najarian, Norris,
Perkins, Post, Raymond, Sewall, Silsby, Tar-
bell, Valentine, Wilfong, Wood

ABSENT — Boudreau, P.; Churchill,
Dudley, Kelleher, LaPlante, Maxwell,
McKean, Mills, Moody, Peakes, Tyndale, Whit-
temore

Yes, 103; No, 36; Absent, 11.

The SPEAKER: One hundred three having
voted in the affirmative and thirty-six in the
negative, with eleven being absent, the Bill is
passed to be engrossed as amended by Commit-
tee Amendment “‘A".

By unanimous consent, ordered sent forth-
with to the Senate.

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

RESOLVE, Authorizing Certain Employees
of the State of Maine to Request an Extension
of Employment After Their Mandatory Retire-
ment Age, Years of Service Requirement or
Age and Years of Service Requirement (Emer-
gency) (H. P. 2101) (L. D. 2140)

Tabled — February 23, 1978 by Mr. Norton of
Farmington.

Pending — Adoption of House Amendment
“B” (H-1067).

Mr. Davies of Orono offered House Amend-
ment “A” to House Amendment “B” and
moved its adoption.

House Amendment “A” to House Amend-
ment ‘“‘B” (H-1077) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Cumberland, Mr. Garsoe.

309

Mr. GARSOE: Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House: I would like to thank the gentleman
from Orono, Mr. Davies, for this revised
amendment. It erases the problem that I had
brought to your attention yesterday.

Thereupon, House Amendment **A™" to House
Amendment ‘B’ was adopted.

The Bill was passed to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment “B™ as
amended by House Amendment ““A™ thereto
and sent up for concurrence.

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

Bill, “An Act to Prohibit Child Pornography"
(H. P. 2106) (L. D. 2141) (H. “D"" H-1064)

Tabled — February 22, 1978 by Mr. Tierney of
Lisbon Falls.

Pending — Passage to be Engrossed.

Mrs. Trafton of Auburn offered House
Amendment “E”’ and moved its adoption.

House Amendment “E’" (H-1076) was read
by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from Auburn, Mrs. Trafton.

Mrs. TRAFTON: Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House: Just briefly to explain this
amendment. This is an amendment to An Act
to Prohibit Child Pornography, and what it
does is outline or provide guidance, if you will,
as to the release of the names of minors under
this bill. It is the intent of the cosponsors that
they should be given some protection from any
additional harassment than they have alreadyv
suffered as the victims of child abuse.

Thereupon, House Amendment “"E°
adopted.

The bill was passed to be engrossed as
amended by House Amendment “D and
House Amendment ‘‘E’’ and sent up for concur-
rence.

was

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

House Report — ‘“‘Ought to Pass’ as
Amended by Committee Amendment ~A™ (H-
1048) — Committee on Judiciary on Bill. *An
Act to Make Trafficking in Five Pounds or
More of Marijuana a Class C Crime Under the
Maine Criminal Code”” (H. P. 1999) (L. D. 2080,

Tabled — February 22, 1978 by Mr. Tierney of
Lisbon Falls.

Pending — Acceptance of the Committee
Report.

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Lisbon Falls, Mr. Tierney.

Mr. TIERNEY: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I understand an amend-
ment is about to be offered to this bill and there
is a working session scheduled for the Judici-
ary Committee this afternoon which hopefully
will resolve the problem. Therefore. I would
request that someone table this bill for one leg-
islative day.

Thereupon, on motion of Mr. Connolly of
Portland, tabled pending acceptance of the
Committee Report and tomorrow assigned.

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

“An Act to Amend the Maine Potato Brand-
ing Law” (H. P. 1896) (L. D. 1953) (C. A" H-
998)

Tabled — Feburary 22, 1978 by Mr. Mahany
of Easton.

Pending — Reconsideration (returned by the
Governor without his approval)

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Easton, Mr. Mahany.

Mr. MAHANY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I move to sustain the
Governor’s veto and I would speak briefly to
my motion.

I want to state my reasons why I would sus-
tain the veto. First, I have contacted members
of the Potato Tax Commission as to the effect
of the efforts of the Governor as he helps to
promote the potato sales and advertising this





