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lisfaclory to the ('ommittee, the administra
I ion and the mining industry, bUI we have been 
abl«' to resolve those difficulties and the result 
was L. fl. !l2fi, and in its npw draft, L. D. 171)9. 

This hill moVl's till' dille 011 whil'h millPrllls 
will he('om«' «'x«'mpl frolll proJll'rl Y I IIXIII ion to 
March I, IIIH4, and J"('lJllin's thul prior to I hI' 
I'xelllpi ion hl'('oming I'ffl·('tivp, I Ill' amt'nd
llH'nl s hav(' 10 hI' approvl'd by tilt' vott'rs. 

In addition 10 moving the exemption date, a 
n'(jllin'ment that the owners of the minerals 
rl'imhurse the statt' for any property tax ex
emption rpimbursement claims is also in
dudl'd and it is additional protection for the 
slall'. 

With I hl'se interim protections for the state 
in /llacp, thp constitutional amendments con
lainpd in L. D. 652 should be spnt to the voters 
for t Ilt'ir approval. These amendment will 
allow but not require reimbursement for min
I'rals and also clarify the authority of the legis
lalun' to reimburse municipalities for more 
I han tilt' 50 pt'rcent of the property tax re
Vl'nue losses rt'sulting from the exemptions if 
the state wishes to do so. 

Th(' aml'ndments will also remove minerals 
from the tree growth tax penalty, a change 
which is needed to assure that the state's tax 
laws do not entirely foreclose a possibility of 
dl'H'loping a minerals industry by subjecting 
th(' minerals to potentially large penalties. 

Tht' amendments will allow for the full im
plt'ml'ntation of the mining excise tax. As 
many of you will recall, that tax places a prop
prt\" tax on minerals and mines with a far more 
efffcieni and fair form of taxation based on the 
\'alue of the minerals when they are actually 
sold. TIl(' mining excise tax provides both a fair 
rt'l urn to t he state wht'n its non-renewable 
minl'ral resources are mined and provides pos
it i\'(' inct'ntivt's towards a full development of 
Ihe state's mineral potential. 

Mining eompanit's have not come to the 
statl' to ask for statt' aid or guarantees; they 
ha\"l' only requested that a fair and rational 
form of taxation be established, and this is 
what we have done. 

Ijoin with the rest of the 11 Oth Legislature's 
Taxation Committee in supporting the mining 
«'xcisl' I ax and I want to urge you to join me 
loday in supporting the amendments eon
tainl'd in L. D. 652 and this bill to complete 
what I think will prove to be an important part 
of Maine's tax polieies and a major boost to the 
('{'onomie development of the State of Maine. 

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on 
passage to be enacted. This being an emer
gt'Il{'Y ml'asure, it requires a two-thirds vote of 
all I ht' membl'rs eleeted to the House. All those 
in favor will vote yes; tbose opposed will vote 
no. 

A \'ote of the House was taken. 
106 voted in favor of same and none against, 

and accordingly the bill was passed to be 
enacted, signed by the Speakt'r and sent to the 
Sl'nale. 

Emergency Measure 
An Act to Conform the Meaning of Approved 

Training in thl' Employment Security Law to 
Fedl'ral Definitions (H. P. 1331) (L. D. 1771) 

Was reported by thl' Committee on En
grossed Bills as truly and strictly engrossed. 

Thl' SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 
g{'ntll'man from Belfast, Mr. Drinkwater. 

Mr. DRINKWATER: Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to pose a question through the Chair. I would 
Iikp to ask somebody in the House that might 
haVl' thl' information just what this bill does. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Belfast, 
Mr. Drinkwater, has posed a question through 
t he Chair to anyone who may care to answer. 

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

Mrs. BEAULIEU: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and 
Gentlemen of the House: In our state we have a 
program where individuals who are collecting 
unemployment compensation can participate 

in approved training programs and still re
ceive the unemployment compensation. We 
have a set of rules that the state and the offi
cials in the Emploympnt Security Commission 
haw· t.o follow in OJ"(jPr to allow that to 
hllppl·n. BN'atis!' of II ('hangl' in the ll. S, Publi(, 
Law 97 -:l00, it has hl'l'lI deemed that our MainI' 
employment sl'eurity law does not eonform 
with the United Statl's Public Law, and the re
sult is that we eould wind up with a loss of un
employment benefits and putting people out of 
these training programs. 

What this legislation is doing, it is putting us 
in compliance with the federal law so that 
people can still participate and there won't be 
any loss offederal revenue for the program. 

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on 
passage to be enacted. This being an emer
gency measure, it requires a two-thirds vote of 
all the members elected to the House. All those 
in favor will vote yes; those opposed will vote 
no. 

A vote of the House was taken. 
102 voted in favor of same and none against, 

and accordingly the Bill was passed to be 
enacted, signed by the Speaker and sent to the 
Senate. 

Passed to Be Enacted 
An Act Affecting the Organization of the De

partment of Business Regulation (S. P. 541) (L. 
D. 1580) (C. "A" S-197) 

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

An Act to Revise the General Assistance 
Laws (S. P. 626) (L. D. 1764) (S. "A" S-212) 

An Act to License Home Health Care Servi
ces (S. P. 527) (L. D. 1550) (H. "An H-403; S. "A" 
S-202; C. "A" S-180) 

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

By unanimous consent, all matters acted 
upon requiring Senate concurrence were or
dered sent forthwith. 

Orders of the Day 
The Chair laid before the House the first item 

of Unfinished Business: 
RESOLUTION, Proposing Amendments to 

the Constitution of Maine to Change the Mu
nicipal Property Tax Loss Reimbursement 
Formula, to Change the Penalty for the Change 
of Use of Land Subject to Current Use Valua
tion and to Require a Two-thirds Vote for the 
Expenditure of Funds from the Mining Excise 
Tax Trust Fund (Constitutional Amendment) 
(H. P. 5(2)(L. D. 652)(H. "A" H-331 to C. "A" H-
317) 

Tabled - June 15, 1983 (Till Later Today) by 
Representative Higgins of Portland_ 

Pending - Final Passage. 
The SPEAKER: The pending question is on 

final passage. This being a Constitutional 
Amendment, it requires a two-thirds vote of all 
the members present and voting. All those in 
favor will vote yes; those opposed will vote no. 

A vote of the House was taken_ 
113 voted in favor of same and 2 against, and 

accordingly the Resolution was finally passed, 
signed by the Speaker and sent to the Senate. 

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

Bill "An Act Creating a Maine Milk Pool" (H. 
P. 1323) (L. D. 1754) 

- In House, Bill and Accompanying Papers 
Indefinitely Postponed on June 14, 1983. 

- In Senate, Passed to be Engrossed as 
amended by Senate Amendment "A" (S-210) in 
non-concurrence. 

Tabled - June 16, 1983 (Till Later Today) by 
Representative Mitchell of Vassalboro_ 

Pending - Further Consideration. 
On motion of Mr. Michael of AubUrn, tabled 

pending further consideration and later today 

assigned. 

The following item appearing on Supple
ment No.1 was taken up out of order by un
animous consl'nt: 

Divided Report 
Majorit.y Report of thl' Committee on Taxa

tion reporting "Ought to Pass" as amended by 
Committee Amendment "A" (H-408) on Bill 
"An Act Providing for Administrative Changes 
in Maine Tax Laws" (H. P. 1054) (L. D. 1398) 

Report was signed by the following mem
bers: 

Senators: 
WOOD of York 
1WITCHELL of Oxford 
TEAGUE of Somerset 

- of the Senate. 
Representatives: 

HIGGINS of Portland 
ANDREWS of Portland 
CASHMAN of Old Town 
KANE of South Portland 
KILCOYNE of Gardiner 
McCOLLISTER of Canton 

- of the House. 
Minority Report of the same Committee re

porting "Ought to Pass" as amended by Com
mittee Amendment "B" (H-409) on same Bill. 

Report was signed by the following mem
bers: 

Representatives: 
BROWN of Bethel 
DAY of Westbrook 
INGRAHAM of Houlton 
MASTERMAN of Milo 

- of the House. 
Reports were read. 
The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 

gentleman from Portland, Mr. Higgins. 
Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women 

of the House: I move acceptance of the Major
ity "Ought to Pass" Report. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Por
tland, Mr. Higgins, moves that the House ac
cept the majority ·Ought to Pass" Report. The 
gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women 
of the House: In the two reports before us there 
is only one difference. The bipartisan majority 
"Ought to Pass" Report seeks to clarify the au
thority ofthe Bureau of Taxation to continue a 
current and past practice involving a method 
of collecting the fair revenues owed the state 
through the corporate income tax_ 

Legislation banning apportionment in de
termining the tax liability of multi-national 
corporations doing business in Maine is no
thing more than a massive tax. Subsidy for 
m ulti-national corporations. It will increase 
the tax burden on small businesses and indi
viduals and will contribute to the state's fiscal 
nisis by denying Maine tax dollars to which it 
is rightfully entitled. This corporate giveaway, 
like the other corporate subsidies, could not 
come at a worse time. Not only is the state al
ready spending millions of dollars as a result of 
its conformity to faster business depreciation, 
but Reagan Administration cuts in federal aid 
have fallen disproportionately on Maine and 
other northern ind ustrial states_ Every tax dol
lar not paid by a multi-national corporation 
because it is able to hide its Maine profits is a 
dollar paid for by either reduced state services 
or higher taxes on domestic businesses, wage 
earners and consumers. 

The state already faces hard choices be
tween tax increases and reduced public servi
ces. A ban on unitary apportionment will add 
to Maine's fiscal dilemma by crippling the 
state's ability to fairly and accurately tax some 
ofthe largest corporate taxpayers in the state. 

Nowhere is the need for effective tax en
forcement more evident than in the taxation 
of multi~state arid multi~natlona1 corporations. 
Unlike the federal government, which can tax 
all the income ofU. S. corporations, a state can 
constitutionally tax only the income originat-
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Ilig ill th{' statp or attributable to activities 
wit hill this statl"s boundaries. Thus, Maine 
illllst pmploy a{'('ounting tl'chniques designed 
to dptprmin{' what portion of a eorporation's 
ill('onll' n'pn'sents its trul' in-statp profits. 

This pro{'{'ss of apportioning ineome, de
Il'rmining how much of the corporatp pie the 
sl at I' may slice for tax purposes, is critical to 
this st atp's ahility to maintain a corporatp tax 
I hat bot h gl'nprates an appropriate level of re
\{'lllU' and spreads the tax hurden equally 
among corporations doing husiness in the 
statl'. 

Alt hough nitical to the integrity and S(lVer
I'ignty ofth{' taxing states, state taxation ofin
{'{ 'mp of multi-state and multi-national corpora
t ions often rpsemhles a shell and pea game. 
Corporations op{'rating across the state and 
int {'f'nat ional houndarips have every incentivp 
10 shift incomp hptwel'n jurisdictions to ex
ploit the disparatp corporate tax rates. Purely 
ill-statp corporations cannot play this gamp. 
()nly multi-jurisdictional corporations control
ling a chain of unitary subsidaries have both 
t h{' incentivp to shift profits and the rpquisite 
opportunity to do so. 

There are six princlpal questions that I 
would like to address this afternoon. 

First, what is the unitary method? 
Thl' unitary method focuses upon activities 

ratlwr than geographic location or organiza
t ional structure. Thus, a single corporation 
may bp pngagpd in sewral unitary businesses 
or a single unitary business may he conducted 
through s('wral corporate entitips. 

The unitary method ascertains the nature of 
an enterprisl' hyconsidpring all of its activities 
rather than looking at each part separately. 
Pi(·tun', for example, a corporation with ma
Ilufal'luring plants in California and several 
sail'S officps in other states. If sales and manu
facturing wprp trpated separately, the manu
facturing oppration would show a loss while 
I h{' sales offices would show profits; yet, it is 
obvious that two opprations are inseparable 
parts of a single business. 

Why is the unitary method necessary? 
llnlike the Federal Government, which can 

t a x all t h(' ineome of a U. S. Corporation, the 
slate can only tax the income which it origi
lIatl'S or attrihutps to activities within its 
houndaries. Hpeause of this limitation, the 
sl ates have hepn particularly concerned with 
t h{' prohl('m of how to tax corporations with 
lIlulti-state or multi-national business aetivi
t iI'S. The unitary method is the solution many 
statl'S have adoptpd. 

This solution has spveral virtues. It is simple 
III comparison with the untangling a host of in
I racorporatl' t.ransactions and comparing 
I IH'Ill against an arm's-length transaction. that 
is one made in good faith. Tax scholars con
sid{'r this to be a theoretically superior in
st rllment or tax policy. Thirdly, it's an efficient 
Illl'ans to dl't{'rmine income subject to tax. The 
aitprnative approach, separatp aecounting, 
fails to providp the statps with a workable me
t hod for determining corporate income 
I'arnl'd within their jurisdictions. 

What arp tlIP tests of unity? 
('ourt dpeisions havp set up two basic tests 

10 determine unity. Onp decision established a 
t hr('l'- part test: unity of ownership - that is, 
IIH' parent eompanil's own over 50 percent of 
I II<' suhsidiary; unity of oppration - this is, 
n'llt ralized stafffunetions such as purchasing, 
atlwrtising and accounting and ptc.; unity of 
IIS{' - the centralizpd executive force and cen
t raliZl'd system of oppration. 

Anot hpr eourt decision established a test for 
contrihution or dependency as factors for de
t('rmining unity. Thus, a business oppratpd 
anoss stat<' boundaries and or through separ
al {' pnt it ies is unit ary if the parts contribute to 
or arp dependent upon one another. Once 
IInily is pSlahlislwd. the income of a unitary 
hllsinpss is apportion('d hyeach state by a ma
I hamal ieal formula. 

What is that apportionment formula? 
Apportionment of income is accomplished 

through a formula which is haspd on three 
primarycontrihutions to income-that is, pay
roll, property and sales. The formula works as 
follows: 

The payroll in Maine is divided by the total 
payroll of the corporation, and you come up 
with the first factor, the percentage of payroll 
in Maine. 

The second part is the property in Maine is 
divided by the total property of the corpora
tion, and you come up with the percentage of 
property in Maine. 

And thirdly, the sales in Maine are divided by 
the total sales to come up with the percentage 
of sales in MainI'. 

These three percentages, payroll, property, 
and sales, is divided by three, and this is the 
percentage of income attributable to Maine 
and the percentage of income that would be 
subject to the unitary tax. 

What is a combined report'? 
A combined report is an extension of the 

apportionment formula to a single business 
involving several entities. It consolidates the 
results of all of the elements of a single busi
ness in a single statement to determine the 
total income of the business. 

Lastly, are all multi-state and multi-national 
businesses operating in Maine considered to be 
unitary? 

No, that is not the case at all. A business is 
unitary when the commonly owned enter
prises operate as a single economic unit. For 
example, a corporation operating a fast food 
chain in one state and a taxi company in 
another would normally not be considered 
unitary; however, an integrated international 
petroleum company would be considered uni
tary. 

One last question. What effect will this uni
tary method haw on thp business climate of 
Maine? 

Recent studies show that state tax structure 
plays a very small role in corporate location 
decisions. The Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, which is made up of 
representatives of local, state and federal go
vernment entities, has studied this question 
and in thpir 1981 report entitled "Regional 
Growth," the ACIR noted that for most manu
facturers labor costs can be many times larger 
than the state and local tax payments. Small 
wage differentials, therefore, are much more 
important than even a much greater tax dif
ferential in making corporate location deci
sions. The ACIR study concluded, "Regional 
differences in construction, energy and lahor 
costs are generally too large to he outweighed 
by any differences in state or local taxes or fis
cal incentives." 

In closing, I would like to make three points: 
Twenty· three states have adopted the unitary 
method on a domestic basis. One state has 
been using it for over 40 years now, hardly a 
radical idea. Clearly, this is an accepted stand
ard for the collection of fair share of taxes. 

Secondly, the state of Maine has used the 
unitary method in thp past and this legislation 
is simply to clarify the authority of the state. 
The department estimates that this method 
will not require any additional staff or furthpr 
appropriation to implement. 

Lastly, the unitary method truly measures 
the economic activity in the state rather than 
any artificially created accounting measures. 
This method will not collect revenues that arp 
not legitimately due the state. In some instan
ces, it may mean refunds from the state - but 
that is what tax equity is all about and that is 
what this hill is all ahout. 

I hope you accept the Majority "Ought to 
Pass" Report. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS: Mr. Speaker, Men and 
Women of the House: I think the chairman of 

our Taxation Committee has stated the case 
quite well and I think he has explained quite 
accurately the basic concept behind this uni
tary method of taxation. 

I would just like to review some of the basic 
points that he made and add a few of my own. 
Basically, ladies and gentlemen, this method of 
taxation recognizes the reality that big busi
ness today often means having branches and 
subsidiaries in other states_ It recognizes 
furthpr that these companies could playa shell 
game between the states to avoid taxes. 

The unitary method has been developed to 
determine a corporation's fair share of a state's 
corporate income tax. The unitary method, 
again, is a formula to compare the business ac
tivity of the corporation as a unit. In other 
words, the idea is to look beyond the corporate 
structure to economic reality. 

One ofthe ways that I understood and came 
to understand the unitary tax method was to 
look at the history of the development of this 
method in this country, and basically, it 
stemmed from the railroads. Of course, the 
railroads traveled through several states dur
ing the development ofthis country, and states 
decided at that time to tax railroads not on the 
value of the ties, track and spikes that hap
pened to be in their state, but on the basis of 
the relationship between this property and the 
entire rail system so as to adequately reflect 
the value of that railroad system in the state_ 

Now, the courts agreed at that time and the 
states won the right to tax railroads on the 
hasis of the proportion of track within their 
borders compared to the total value of the rail
road. 

Ijust found it absolutely extraordinary, and 
I think I should point this out, that in our dis
cussions of this issue in our committee, upon 
our original discussion of this bill we had a un
animous vote that we should pass this bill in
cluding the unitary tax. Then something 
absolutely extraordinary happened_ The busi
ness lobbyists who frequent our committee vo
iced a concern that Maine, in fact, if we 
adopted this method, could lose money from 
big business. I had to think twice about this 
and make sure that I actually heard what I 
heard, and it was hard for me and it is hard for 
me, ladies and gentlemen, to imagine big busi
ness of this state paying expensive lawyers to 
make sure that their businesses are paying 
enough taxes. 

There is something going on here, and I think 
in this case I can put my finger on it. I've a 
strong suspicion that if this fair, common 
sense approach to taxation is applied to some 
of Maine's big multi-state corporations, we 
may discover that they are not paying their fair 
share and will no longer be able to hide their 
taxable income, perhaps, behind an out-of
state subsidiary. 

However, it is true that adopting the unitary 
tax method may, indeed, decrease corporate 
tax revenues to the state of Maine. But those 
who signed the ought to pass report firmly be
lieve that if our tax system on multi-state cor
porations is unfair, and corporations are now 
paying more than their fair share, then we 
shouldn't be collecting that extra revenue and 
we are willing to take the loss. 

The converse is also true, and the point is 
that our corporate tax system should be fair to 
all, and that is exactly what the unitary me
thod does. It makes corporate tax collections 
fair by basing taxes on real business activity 
within the state of Maine regardless of how 
many out-of-state subsidiaries a corporation 
happens to have. 

I believe it is critical to point out in this de
bate that the unitary tax method is not uni
formly opposed by the business community. 
The lion's share of opposition to this method of 
taxation comes from big business, make no 
mistake about it. Small business, those who 
don't have subsidiaries in other states, those 
businesses that employ the majority of Maine 
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working pl'''l'lI .. can't shift thpir incomp from 
slall' 10 slall'. TllI'Y must pay thpir fail' share 
hasl'd 011 I hl'ir l'('ollomi<' activity right wlll'rp 
IIII''' an'. 

1;111' Nal ional F,'dNat ion of Indl'peIHi<'nl 
lIusilH'sS has gOIH' on n'cord h('fon' the Colo
rado Il'gislalun' as ht'ing firmly in support of 
till' unitary mpthod of taxation. Thpytestifipd 
Ihal without til{' unitary method, big multi
sl atl' hUsinpssps enjoy an unfair advantagp 
oVl'r small husinpsses. I quote their testimony; 
"Through (,["pative accounting, a good corpo
rat,· ac('ountant could reduce a multi-state's 
iIU'OIlU' tax liability to zero."That is unfair, it is 
unfair to small husint'ss, it is unfair to t'vpry 
work!'r in Ihp state. 

Til{' National Farmer's Union has testifit'd 
h"l(m' tht' House Ways and Mpans Committee 
in thl' United Statl's Congress opposing any 
fl'(iPral restriction on the state's use of a uni
tary tax mNhod. Independent studies have 
concluded, as my chairman has pointed out, 
t hal I he good old argument that this method 
of I ax at ion will discourage economic devel
opllH'nt is simply unfounded. 

Ladies and gentlemen ofthe House, as you've 
h!'ard. 23 states have adopted the unitary ap
portionment method of taxation. This truly is 
an id('a whosp time has come. I ask that you 
join til(' majority of the Taxation Committet' in 
taking a stand for a proven method of taxa
tion, that we think of tht' thousands of small 
hllsinpsst's that can't afford to send their lob
hyists to the halls ofthp state house, and that 
WI' approvp a method of taxation that assures 
fairrH'ss for all, big business and small. 

Thank you. 
Th,' SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 

gl'ntll'woman from Houlton, Mrs. Ingraham. 
Mrs. INGRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and 

Gpntlemen of the House: I would just like to 
point out to you a very real uncertainty. There 
is no fiscal note on this bill because nobody 
knows if it is going to raise dollars for the state 
of Maine or cost the state of Maine money. 
T1wre are no administrative costs listed be
l'allsl' WE' don't know how much it will cost to 
administer. I don't know if this is the time for 
I his hill until we have more facts. 

Th(' SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 
g('ntieman from Westbrook, Mr. Day. 

Mr. DAY: Mr. Speaker and Ladies and Gen
tiP men of the House: We've heard quite a good 
d .. al ahout this prohlem of unitary taxation 
wit h buzzwords like "functional integration 
and unitary of ownt'rship" and so forth and so 
on. and it is something, as RepresE'ntative An
dr .. ws said, that maybe its time has come and 
mayl)!' it has not comt'. The federal govern
nH'nt is concerned because states are having 
in-fighting with pach other trying to dE'termine 
if t hey can whipsaw businesses to get more of 
till' so-called ('arnings in their state or not. 
Congr('ss is very reluctant to outlaw unitary 
laxation methods hecause it infringes, of 
("Ollrs .. , on th(' states' rights to s('t their own 
taxation. 

If Ihe argumpnt got's on much longer, it 
prohahly will come to the point when Congress 
will haw to stop the in-fighting hetween Geor
gia and California and MainE' and so forth. One 
.. IT.·(·t of thl' unitary taxation in California is 
Ihat thl' .Iapanese companies have already 
nol ifil'CJ California that thpy will put no more 
plant s in California hecause of California's uni
tary taxation methods. 

()I hl'r things that w('ren't hrought out are, 
for instance, I he chairman of taxation menti-
0111'(\ multi-national corporations and that is 
in I hI' hill. We are going to have to develop our 
own pxpl'rts in foreign exchange rates be
Iw('pn companies that have plants herp and in 
ot Iwr countries. In terms of the railroad situa
I ion in our own country, that was easy hecause 
it was till' same dollar. hut if we get into com
pani('s, for instlllH·(,. looking at Coca-Cola in 
South Portland and having to determine what 
t Iwir t axes an' in ~'l'n or lira or kudos or a few 

other of those t.hings, I'm afraid that we are 
going to have a numhl'r of people who are 
going to have to be employed by the Bureau of 
Taxat.ion, and as till' Bureau of Taxation has 
said itself, we do not know whether it is a plus 
or a minus for Maine. 

I think we arl' gptting into something that is 
not needed. We do some of it now, but to get 
into the multi-national thing just does not 
strike me and many of our people as thp 
proper thing to do in Maine because of the po
tential of discouraging people from coming 
into our state a~ opposed to the other states 
that may not have it. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Old Town, Mr. Cashman. 

Mr. CASHMAN: Mr. Speaker, Men and 
Women of the House: Just by way of response 
to several of t.he arguments presented by the 
previous two speakl'rs. There is no fiscal note 
on this bill because, as the chairman of taxa
tion pointed out, WP are not certain whether 
this will mean an increase in revenue to the 
state of Maine or a decrl'asp, but that is not the 
point of the argument herl'. 

The argument is whether or not, as we ad
dress multi-state corporations presently, the 
system is fair. It is the determination ofthe ma
jority of the people on the Taxation Committee 
that it is not fair, and that this unitary method 
of reporting is necessary to make it fair. As Mr. 
Andrews pointed out, currpntlyonlythe larger 
corporations in this state can use this shell 
game and shift their profits around from state 
to state to avoid taxation. The smaller corpo
rations in this state are paying their fair share. 
This system of reporting is meant to ensure 
that the larger corporations do the same, so 
whether it makes money or loses money for the 
state of Maine makes no difference to me, the 
question is fairness, and this is a fair bill. 

The other argument made is that there is no 
administrative cost attached to this bill. Again, 
it should be pointed out that the state has al
ready undertaken audits by use of unitary re
porting in cases where the taxpayer has 
agreed to allow the state to do that. This isn't 
something that is completely foreign to us and 
completely unique nationwide. I don't believe 
that there is any need to attach an administra
tive cost on this because it's something that 
has already been done. 

I think the central question of this whole 
issue, without losing sight of it, is fairness in 
reporting. That is all that this bill is meant to 
address. 

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

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women 
of the House: To clarify a point that has been 
made, this bill is to clarify the authority ofthe 
Bureau of Taxation to continue a current 
practice, that is the unitary method of collec
tion. In only applying to domestic U.S. corpora
tions and only the United States operations, it 
is my understanding that an amendment will 
be offered at the second reading so that there 
is no ambiguity as to whether this would apply 
on a world-wide basis or not. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Old Town, Mr. Cashman . 

Mr. CASHMAN: I request a roll call? 
The SPEAKER: A roll call has been re

quested. For the Chair to order a roll call, it 
must have the expressed desire of one fifth of 
the members present and voting. All those in 
favor of a roll call 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 Scarborough, Mr. Higgins. 

Mr. HIGGINS: Mr. Speaker. Ladies and Gen
tlemen ofthe House: I think to say that this bill 
is complex, complicated, and not too very ex
citing would be an understatement, but it in-

trigul's me as to why the House would want to 
take action on a pil'ce of legislation that we 
don't know what the answer is. I mean, you can 
talk ahout fairness all you want, but in my 
opinion, ifit's not broken, why attempt to fix it? 
Ifwe don't know if it's goingto raise revenue or 
if it's going to lose revenue to the state or break 
even, and we don't know whether we're going 
to have to hire anymore personnel or not, why 
do we want to get involved with it? 

If fairness is the question, then I would ask 
the question to the House, what if it is fair to 
the tune of costing the state of Maine $5 million 
in revenue? Are those same peopll' who are 
now talking about this being fair going to stand 
up and say, "I think we ought to be fair and we 
ought to give $5 million to the business 
community out there who were taking advan
tage of us, being totally unfair." It seems to me 
that they must have some inside information 
that they think this is going to raise money. Ifit 
is, we ought to hear it. If it is not going to raise 
money, then I don't think those same people 
are going to be espousing the same philosophy 
that we ought to be fair to everybody. 

The SPEAKER: The pending question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Portland, 
Mr. Higgins, to accept the Majority "Ought to 
Pass" Report. Those in favor of the Majority 
"Ought to Pass" Report will vote yes; those 
opposed will vote no. 

ROLLCALL 
YEA-Ainsworth, Allen, Andrews, Baker, 

Beaulieu, Benoit, Bost, Brannigan, Brodeur, 
Brown, A.K.; Carrier, Carroll, D.P.: Carroll, G.A; 
Carter, Cashman, Chonko, Clark, Connolly, 
Cooper, Cote, Cox, Crouse, Crowley, Daggett, 
Diamond, Erwin, Gauvreau, Gwadosky, Hall, 
Handy, Hayden, Hickey, Higgins, H.C.; Hobbins, 
Jacques, Jalbert, Joseph, Joyce, Kane, Kelle
her, Kelly, Ketover, Kilcoyne, LaPlante, Lehoux, 
Lisnik, Locke, MacEachern Macomber, Man
ning, Martin, AC.; Martin, H.C.; Matthews, Z.E.; 
Mayo, McCollister, McGowan, McHenry,MC'&'weeney, 
Melendy, Michael, Michaud, Mitchell, KH.; Mit
chell, J.; Nadeau, Norton, Paradis, P.E.; Perry, 
Pouliot, Racine, Reeves, P_; Ridley, Roberts, 
Rolde, Rotondi, Smith, C.B.; Soucy, Soule, Stev
ens, Tammaro, Theriault, Thompson, Tuttle, 
Vose, The Speaker. 

NAY-Anderson, Armstrong, Bell, Bonney, 
Bott, Brown, K.L.; Cahill, Callahan, Conary, 
Conners, Davis, Day, Dexter, Dillenback, 
Drinkwater, Dudley, Foster, Greenlaw, Higgins, 
L.M.; Holloway, Ingraham, Kiesman, Lebowitz, 
Lewis, Livesay, MacBride, Masterman, Master
ton, Matthews, K.L.; Maybury, McPherson, 
Moholland, Murphy, KM_; Murphy, T.W.; Nel
son, Paradis, E.J.; Parent, Perkins, Pines, 
Reeves. J.W.; Roderick, Salsbury, Scarpino, 
Sherburne, Small, Smith, C.W.; Sproul. Steven
son, Stover, Strout. Swazey, Telow, Walker, 
Webster, Wentworth, Weymouth, Willey, Zirnkil
ton. 

ABSENT-Brown, D.N.; Curtis, Jackson, 
Mahany, Murray, Paul, Randall, Richard, 
Seavey. 

Yes, 84; No, 58; Absent, 9. 
The SPEAKER: Eighty-four having voted in 

the affirmative and fIfty-eight in the negative, 
with nine being absent, the motion does pre
vail. 

Thereupon, the Bill was read once. Commit
tee Amendment "An (H-408) was read by the 
Clerk and adopted and the Bill assigned for 
Second reading later in the day. 

The Chair laid before the House the follow
ing matter: 

Bill "An Act Creating a Maine Milk Pool" (H. P. 
1323) (L. D. 1754) - In House, Indefinitely 
postponed; in Senate, passed to be engrossed 
as amended by Senate Amendment "A" (S-21O) 
in non-concurrence. - which was tabled and 
later today assigned pending further considera
tion. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Eastport, Mr. Vose. 




