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out so I would urge you to indefinitely postpone this
item and perhaps revisit it in another legislative

session.
Subsequently, on the motion of Representative
Clark of Brunswick, the Joint Resolution was

indefinitely postponed in non-concurrence and sent up
for concurrence.

(At Ease to Gong)

The House was called to order by the Speaker.

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

Bill "An Act to Make Supplemental Appropriations
and Allocations for the Expenditures of State
Government for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1991
and to Change Certain Provisions of the Law"
(EMERGENCY) (H.P. 192) (L.D. 274)

In House, passed to be engrossed as amended by
House Amendments "A" (H-11), "B" (H-12), "C" (H-13),
"p" (H-14) and "F" (H-16) on February 7, 1991.

In Senate, passed to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment "I" (S-21) in non-concurrence.
TABLED February 25, 1991 (Till Later Today)
Representative GWADOSKY of Fairfield.

PENDING - Further consideration.

by

Representative Chonko of Topsham moved that the
House recede and concur.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Howland, Representative Hichborn.

Representative HICHBORN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Some two weeks ago, we had a
long, detailed, sometimes tedious, often repetitious
and frequently acrimonious  discussions about
proposals for correcting the problems that result
from a shortfall of $160 or $170 million in receipts
for the period ending June of 1991.

For 26 days I was privileged to participate in
one of the most unique experiences of my 12 years in
the House of Representatives. I had a ringside seat,
watching an wunparalleled, political drama unfold
before my eyes — to ask questions, to make comments,
with no responsibility of voting until today. It was
a most rewarding and educational experience that
reaffirmed my faith in democracy and the democratic
process, all cumbersome though that process may
sometimes be.

Today ladies and gentlemen, I don't want to talk
about L.D. 274. There are others who can do it more
eloquently and more authoritatively than I and can
answer questions of those who have questions about
special interests, such as education, agriculture,
fish and game or other special interests or concerns
that you may have.

During that time, I observed the diversity of
personalities, the variety of individual style, and
the play of countless emotions that sometimes carried
committee members to great heights and then other
times down to the depths of despair and up and down
they went for days and days as the search for answers
went on. There were gains and there were losses,
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there were changes, there were eliminations, there
were additions and compromises as the search went
on. The search went on from department to
department, bureau to bureau, division to division,
section by section, dollar by dollar, line by line —
every segment of state government was thoroughly
explored and examined. I think we should note that
in a document of 276 pages encompassing the great
variety of topics that had to be studied and
discussed, that it was an almost impossible dream
that we could ever come up with a bill that would be
100 percent acceptable to all.

Committee leadership offered too, somewhat
diverse, somewhat contrasting, but equally important
facets and one of those was the sincere desire to
soften and assuage the fears of everybody and the
other was the burning intensity of desire to present
to this body and to the other body a truly, fair, and
bipartisan report for your consideration.

Day after day, night after night,
eight, nine or ten o'clock at night, program after
program was dissected for all to see. Commissioners,
department heads, their deputies, their assistants
and their specialists came, workers came, the general
public came to answer questions and to provide
information. Some came well prepared and spoke in a
believable manner and others were disappointing in
that they didn't have some of the answers and had to
go back again and again to get answers. Once in
awhile, there would be a little mistake — one was a
$16 million dollar error and you can well imagine the
problem that the committee has had in trying to sort
one item from another, the truth from fiction, and to
find out what the true recommendations should be.

Some sessions were encouraging and others were
discouraging but I was convinced that for 25 days
every single member of that committee was dedicated
to the idea of coming up with a truly bipartisan
report and, at long last after 25 days, at eleven
o'clock at night on a Wednesday night, it was finally
decided that after agreement on each section from
time to time had been made, an agreement that
sometimes was not pleasing to everybody in all
respects, but a decision with which everyone seemed
to feel that he or she could live with — it seemed
that, after 25 days, that a bipartisan arrangement
could be reached. It was decided that the two or
three remaining items would be finished in a couple
of hours and so at eleven o'clock at night it was
decided that the staff should be called in the next
day at twelve o'clock to start the printing. The
committee would come in at ten o'clock the next
morning for the purpose of completing the preliminary
work that had been going on for so many days. How
happy most people seemed to feel and we adjourned at
eleven o'clock at night and came back at ten o'clock
the next morning. At ten o'clock the next morning,
the chairs were advised by the minority members of
this committee that they needed a little more time
and so the hour was changed to eleven o'clock and
later to twelve. To make a sad story short, we met
at eight o'clock that evening. When the chairman
said, well we have two or three items to take care
of, we found that nobody wanted to do any more work,
the discussions were at an end. “Ought to Pass" and
"Ought Not to Pass" jackets were passed out, the
Majority signed, the others didn't want to sign
either one, and the meeting was adjourned. Within
two hours, the Minority Party provided for the staff
a 206 paged bill of their own, which was their

sometimes to
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perfect right to do, but all this time we had been
debating the issues, listening and searching for
answers, had been in vain. Jt was very obvious to
me, a new member on this committee, that such a bill
(206 pages) couldn't possibly have been written in
two hours, it wasn't written in one day, it probably
took two weeks and my faith in democracy was
shattered just a little bit.

We now have before us, what for 25 days appeared
to be, a bipartisan agreement on the great majority
of contents of 274. Now remember that 274 contains
matter relative to every single department in state
government, it is not one issue or two issues, but
hundreds of decisions had to be made.

I would like to tell you a little bit about the
caucus process. The new members may not know but
every time the parties have a disagreement or have a
desire to formulate a position, one group will meet
privately and the other group meets privately and it
is common misconception sometimes that there is where
you do your dirty work, where you plan your scheming
and conniving to trick the other fellow but I learned
something. I have been to a lot of caucuses in both
parties over the years and I was very pleasantly
surprised to find that during those caucuses,
sometimes three or four a day, that the primary
interest seemed to be the desire to reach a
bipartisan agreement. The question was, what
concessions must we make, what compromises can we do,
what can we give and it was an honest and sincere
desire on the part of the Majority Party to try to
reach a truly bipartisan agreement. It didn't
succeed.

Those of you who know me and understand me as
being probably one of the most stubborn, independent,
contrary-minded old buzzards in this room, that if I
had really felt that the Minority Report was better,
I would have stood up and said so and I would have
voted for it but I truly didn't believe that. I can
understand the frustration of the good gentleman from
01d Town the other day when he got up and said that
neither of these reports were perfect and a pox on
them both. I agree with somebody who also said to
me, if the good Lord himself were to come down here
today with a pen in hand, he probably couldn't craft
a bill that would satisfy each and every one of us.
Of course, there are errors and of course there may
be mistakes in judgment, but don't forget that the
good gentleman from Eagle Lake said the other day
that much of the work we are going to be doing here

this winter will be a correction or a change in
legislation that has been passed by previous
legislatures. If there are errors in this bill, we

are going to be here tomorrow, we are going to be
here next week, we are going to be here next month,
and if we are not careful, we are going to be here in
Special Session next Christmas and that is something
we certainly don't want to do.

The point I am trying to make is that if there
are changes that are needed and are necessary and
desired that we can do them now, we can do them
tomorrow, we can do them between now and next June.

Of course there are gimmicks in this bill but I
will tell you one thing, ladies and gentlemen, I
don't think there is a gimmick in there any worse
than was submitted by the Administration which was to
take from the Teachers' Retirement Pension Fund, an
idea that was sweetened up a little bit by the idea
of taking a little from the State Employees' Pension
Fund — that was the worst gimmick that I have heard
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in the last 12 years.

I am honestly convinced that 274 may not be
perfect, I don't expect it is perfect, I can find
things in there that I don't like and so can you, but

I think it is the most fair, -the most reasonable
alternative that has been considered by this
committee. This is a short-term budget problem, one

that needs to be solved now in order that we can get
at the major problem, which is the biennial budget by
the shortfall that is expected to be in excess of
$900 million. I shudder and the people shudder to
think what is going to happen if we can't take care
of a $160 million shortfall and if we can't stand up
here and vote and be counted and vote for what the
people want and what the people need, what are we
going to do for the $900 million shortfall?

The people back home in my district are extremely
disappointed in the lack of action. They are sick
and tired of our petty bickering and they are
clamoring for action. With a near two-thirds
majority in each of the bodies of this legislature,
the constituencies back home are angry with us at
being held hostage by a minority in this and the
other body. If we truly want to downsize state

government, if we really mean to reorganize state
government in the interest of efficiency and
timeliness in economy, if we really do care about
eliminating waste and avoiding duplication and

restricting mandates and improving service, we should
stop wasting time and stop wasting the taxpayers
dollars and get off dead center and move in real
earnest.

While we sit here and fiddle and faddle, we, you
and I, must assume responsibility for the confusion
that exists in the minds of the general public and
for the hardships being imposed on those who need our
help and for the worry and distress that we are
causing the elderly, the sick, and the needy.
Superintendents and teachers will understand when we
say we are not worried about them because they know

that we are interested and truly and sincerely
worried about the welfare of 210,000 children
enrolled in the public schools of Maine. We are

worried about the state employees who don't know
whether they have a job tomorrow or not. They know
that we are worried about the business community and
by our actions, the actions of a few, we are holding
hostage a million and a quarter of Maine people while
we dilly and dally. This is politics, we must admit
it is politics, but there is nothing wrong with
politics unless we want it to be so. Politics can be
good and politics can be bad, but politics will be
whalf; we want it to be and it will be what we make it
to be.

I understand traditional loyalty to party and I
recognize the importance of team play. We know that
we should recognize and listen to the guidance and
the recommendations of our chosen leaders and I know
that we understand the Jeffersonian art of compromise
but here today, there is something more important
than any of these and that is the responsibility that
we have to the people, the elderly, the sick and the
poor, the taxpayers and workers, the people in
business and the children — all of the people of the
State of Maine. Orders from the second floor or the
third floor should take second place to the orders
that are coming to us from our own communities, from
the homes and the barbershops, the restaurants, the
businesses, the hospitals, the schools and the hearts
of worried citizens who have been looking in vain for
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answers that, up to this point, you and I have not
provided for them. The people of Maine are watching
us today and let us hope that our vote today to get
off dead center and to move by accepting L.D. 274
will reassure the people that, for once, we have
arisen above pure politics, that we have replaced
both bad politics with good politics. Today our
constituencies view us, unfortunately, as impotent,
indecisive, lacking in will, courage, and confidence,
vacillating, lacking 1in leadership, failing in
statesmanship, forgetful of our commitment to our
people it seems today that we should replace
absent leadership with action. The gauntlet has been
thrown down and we have been told that it is our
responsibility and we should stand up and accept the
responsibility and act with responsibility and we
should correct that mistake by passing a decisive
vote for the people. We should forget petty
jealousies and leave childish behavior behind and we

should walk out of darkness and despair into the
Tight.
This ladies and gentlemen, so far as the

legislature is concerned, can be our finest hour. I
hope that we will let our vote today truly reflect
the wishes of the people, not your voice and mine.
Let it be an answer to their needs and a fulfillment
of their hopes and their expectations — that ladies
and gentlemen, I think, is the responsibility, our
primary responsibility, here today. I hope that we
can live up to it and meet it.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
Representative from Waldo, Representative Whitcomb.

Representative WHITCOMB: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I request the yeas and nays. I
only wish to respond to some of the comments that
have just been made by the good Representative from
Howland.

It seems to me that we have had a theme develop
which he articulates as a betrayal, if I follow his
words correctly, of unfaithful bargaining by shifting
the blame which, in my mind, camouflages some
fundamental differences that 1lie between the
philosophies of the amendment that is before us for
legislative action and other ideas that have been
discussed.

I wish to lay to rest the concept that there has
been unfaithful bargaining. We feel the commitment
of our people has been sincere. We acknowledge that
there are differences but our people have continued
to work inside and outside committee rooms until the
last few hours. The document that we are voting upon
now does not reflect the most recent discussions.
There has been a fair amount of activity in the halls
that has in the comments which were reflected by the
good Representative from Howland who said that now
this bitter element of politics has ended our
discussion of the Supplemental Budget. It seems to
me we are always betrayed, if we do not follow in
lockstep, as being political. VYes, politics is part
of the process but fundamental differences are as
well.

We differ with the amendment before us, first and
foremost, on the funding source. Beyond that,
discussing the amendment before us, there are any
other number of differences that do not reflect the
unanimous opinion of either those in small
discussions or the entire Appropriations Committee.
Each person in this body has the duty and in fact the
right to acknowledge difference sources  of
information, to listen to their different

the
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constituencies. We truly believe that in our
discussions that our opinion, collectively developed,
reflects an opinion outside of this body and the
entire State of Maine, an opinion of the average
Maine taxpayer that talks about downsizing state
government, that talks about making fundamental cuts
as they have in their own lives. Each party, as it
has fallen down, now offers their own version but it
has been done in good faith.

This process is a process that is before this
body now. We can attempt to spread blame, to share
biame, to say others are at fault but it is now our
decision and we will continue to be here....perhaps.
I am willing to acknowledge a portion of the blame,
if that is the way people intend it. Some have
suggested that there are individuals in this body
that should shoulder most of the blame — I suggest
to each one of us that we have an obligation to
present our viewpoints and present those without

being accused of being any less than a fair
representation of what they perceive to be the
constituency that they were elected to be in this

body to represent.

I ask rejection of this amendment based on
fundamental differences. I respect those who have
differing opinions and believe we will continue to
work until a final document.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
Representative from Yarmouth, Representative Foss.

Representative F0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: It is clear that despite
weeks of negotiations we do not have a unanimous
budget. I would like to outline for you where the
three major areas of disagreement with the wmotion
before you rests from our perspective.

First, we believe that we need some spending cuts
in this fiscal year '91 budget that are more than
one-time, short-term proposals. We believe that we
must begin to prepare for the biennial budget with
cuts that will impact our long-term financial picture
and that we cannot push those decisions off.

The second area I think of major philosophical
disagreement is the funding source which we continue
to find acceptable. This motion would put the bill
in a posture of continuing to raise the June's
General Purpose Aid payment, which we perceive as an
accounting gimmick that only postpones the need to
cut and makes our biennial problem even larger. I
don't think we can get away from the fact that fiscal
year '91 will always show 11 actual payments to our
school districts.

The third area of disagreement, which I think
needs some discussion, is the Maine Health Care
Program, which has received considerable attention.
As you know, it just started in October and it has
already outstripped its original $2.9 million
appropriation by over $7 million if it were to
continue with the enrollees who are on the program as
of February 1st. At this point, I should remind you
that it is 1impossible to even accurately define
exactly what the total cost will be for this fiscal
year. Despite rumors that Republicans do not support
any funding for the Maine Health Care Program, I want
you to know that in the spirit of compromise, we have
proposed funding the program in the amount of $6
million, which would cover all adult enrollees as of
January 1st and continue the children. We see that
as an enormous compromise, coming from zero in the
Minority Report to $6 million. We do believe,
however, that setting parameters like that is the

the
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only way to control the cost of that program which is
spinning out of control. Cost projections for the

Maine Health Care Program were severely
underestimated. I don't think any of us are in
disagreement on that. For example, it had been

projected that by the end of June, four and a half
months from now, about 9,500 people would have
enrolled. The reality is that, as of last Friday,
over 11,000 people were already on the program, we
are still short four months in that same time
period. It also had been projected that 55 percent
of the enrollees would be adults and 45 percent would
be children. The actual data shows that adults whose
care is more expensive represent over 70 percent of
the enrollees. Original projections also included a
cost of $1,190 per adult and $590 per child based on
an average Medicaid cost. In fact, actual costs to
date are more than double those numbers, $2,500 per
adult and $1,200 per child. Why is that enormous
difference in cost? While virtually every program in
state government is facing some cut or scrutiny this
budget cycle, this program needs more than three
times its original appropriation and probably more.
The reality is that we cannot continue programs at
that level without tight controls.

About 30 states are facing the same difficult

decisions we do. Governors and legislatures,
especially in the Northeast, are laying off state
employees, imposing furlough days and yes, even

deferring payments to the Teacher Retirement Plans.
Some are even considering making cuts in state aid to

education and in state payments to local revenue
sharing.
I would 1like to read to you a portion of

statement from another northeastern Governor, which
clearly describes measures considered in some of our
neighboring states. This is a speech to the
legislature: "In balancing the 1990-91 budget, we
must meet these two difficult tests. First we must
produce savings of a billion dollars without new
taxes and without deficit notes. New taxes would
damage our competitive position in a weakening
economy. Deficit notes would simply add to next
year's substantial budget problems.

Second, we must take steps now that will help
close the structural gaps facing us in '91-92. The
plan I propose, not surprisingly, deals . most

substantially with the largest parts of our budget.
Over 60 percent is Tlocal aid, including aid for
education and social services. Nearly 30 percent of
my proposed spending reductions are in state agency
costs, including personnel and fringe benefits. This
plan also presents my judgments about the most humane
way to achieve those savings. In dealing with the
work force, for example, I propose five mandated days
for furloughs between now and the end of the fiscal
year as well as a new voluntary retirement program.
These actions will reduce the need for immediate
layoffs to about 2,000 by allowing attrition to
achieve a greater part of the savings required in
this fiscal year and the next. Even with this
measure, additional layoffs will be unavoidable in
the next year's budget. In school aid, for example,
I am recommending cuts averaging 2.2 percent.
Revenue sharing, which constitutes a smaller
proportion of the revenue strain of local governments
is reduced by approximately 10 percent. To help
offset these 1local assistance reductions, we are
proposing a detailed and ambitious program of cost
containment and mandate relief." That is from a
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speech by Governor Mario Cuomo of New York in
November of 1990 to the New York Legislature.

We in Maine have avoided drastic cuts in aid to
education and revenue sharing but we as a state are
not alone in making other tough politically_unpopular
decisions. It is our feeling that if we don't begin
to make some of those tough cuts now, we will never
be able to craft a biennial budget.

I urge you to vote against the pending motion on

L.D. 274. I think we can and must do better.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Fairfield, Representative
Gwadosky.

Representative GWADOSKY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: We continue tonight another
saga of the never-ending story of the attempt of the
administration of the Maine Legislature to reconcile
a supplemental budget and it is a process that I
think Representative Hichborn and others have
indicated, certainly members of our caucus and I am
sure members of the Minority caucus, were described
as frustrating over a period of time. The budget
debate, though frustrating, I would suggest is also
an important part of our democratic process. A
political document is the only way that I can think
to describe the budget. The budget is a purely
political document and through its budget and
expenditures of state revenues, I think each society
can most accurately reflect their values, certainly
the values of any particular party. I would also
suggest that our approach in dealing with a budget
reflects the values of our party.

I have 1listened with interest to a former
Representative talk about the problems of other
states and I think it is fascinating to hear but I
think it is also important to place into context
that, to a great extent, we are much farther off than
states like New York. In fact, if you look at our
comparison with other states across the country right
now as to what we projected for available revenues
two years ago and what we have now, we are about the
6 worst in the country and that is not an accident.
Many of us have been following its track for some
time.

Fiscal year 1991, we knew going into this fiscal
year that we were going to need a $190 million more
in actual dollars than the previous fiscal year, $190
million more this fiscal year than last year. After
three months of this fiscal year, July, August and
September, we had only taken in $9.6 million towards
that $190 million goal. It was painfully obvious
back in September and October that we weren't
reaching our goals, that we had a serious problem.
It was more obvious to some than to others. The fact
is, and it is not to lay blame, but the fact is that
it wasn't until after the election that we were first
approached with the scenario that, in fact, we did
have a problem, a $110 million problem and perhaps
$40 million worth of new supplemental spending which
is going to be needed to solve our deficit. We had
potentially a $150 million problem we learned
approximately eleven days after the election.

Since then, there have been a battle of words,
there has been a lot of rhetoric exchanged from both
sides. Both political parties have had their say.
We have attempted not to replay the gubernatorial
campaign, no one is better served by that scenario
but, at the same time, I think we all recognize that
there was an element of crisis and confidence in the
information and availability of information that was

-
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being provided to us as a legislature — certainly to
the extent that we don't feel we are getting good
information and it is very difficult to make clean,
intelligent, thoughtful, and deliberate decisions.

Once the political rhetoric died down a little
bit and the metaphors were exchanged and put aside —
since then, that is when the problems began. How do
we create a state government that Maine people can
afford and how do we create an effective downsizing
of state government? There has been a lot of talk
about spending the last couple of days. The Governor
today said that the Democrats still don't have the
stomach necessary to make necessary cuts. I think
most members of this body realize that that is not
the case at all. 1In fact, spending cut proposals, as
of last night, would indicate that both are very,
very close. I would suspect the Democrats may have
cut even a little bit wmore than the Republican
proposal but both are very, very close. I say that
only to reference the fact that, let's not pretend
that we are really downsizing state government this
session.

This is a supplemental budget and realistically,
while we may be making $30 million worth of cuts, we
are using transfers from here to there. We are
trying to get us through this fiscal year so we can
deal with a larger problem, the $931 million dollar
problem. The $931 million problem which was
originally a $400 million dollar problem because of
what we did in the previous budget, the transfers of
monies, the wuse of one-time wmonies, wuse of
surpluses. We are not sin free to the extent that we
have a $931 million dollar budget. We have been
saying that for some period of time but we have also
been trying to work on that for some period of time.
The Administration had their shot at this. In
December, they put together a sketch of what their
proposal would be. Any sense that that proposal
represented the downsizing of state government or
reduction was quickly dispelled because, in fact,
they were calling for approximately $40 million worth
of cuts but also about $40 million dollars worth of
brand new emergency spending. Now that original
proposal was highlighted by a major (some would call
it) raid, a major borrowing on the retirement fund,
both sponsored by Representative Foss. That proposal
was rejected by an overwhelming margin in the House,
140 to 3 and unanimously in the other body, out of
. hand essentially because, as the Governor defined the
problem at that time, we had a $110 million
shortfall. He was recommending that we needed about
$40 million dollars worth of new emergency spending.
Their solution included borrowing and refinancing of
about $96 million, budget cuts of around $40 million
at that time and some miscellaneous money of $2.8 to
reach their $150 million dollar problem. It was
rejected out of hand and I think appropriately so
because it didn't really solve the problem, it just
put it off for three years. It would have had us
repaying it at twice the cost, probably in three to
four years. It made a disproportionate amount of
cuts in our opinion, both Democrats and Republicans,
on state employees, retirees, on the elderly — some
55 percent of the solution of that original proposal

was to be had by the State Retirement Funds, then
cuts to the elderly and 1low income represented
another 25 percent, so that was rejected and fairly
quickly.

Now the Administration's second proposal, and
this was provided to us with all the information and
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resources available to state government, was not a
great deal of improvement. The second proposal was
L.D. 108. L.D. 108 was given to us sometime, as I
remember it, in January. You might remember that the
Governor indicated on the day he was sworn in that he
was going to provide us with a budget. He explained
it to us the day of his inauguration and that he
wanted action on Friday. The night during his
inaugural address he said that he hoped for
cooperation from the legislature. Then on Friday, he
signed an Executive Order mandating cuts anyway. We
didn't get the bill until approximately Saturday or
Sunday, as I remember, and the Appropriations began a
long series of hearings that Representative Hichborn
has been telling you about. It was a very, very
exhaustive set of hearings.

I think it was clear from their hearings that
L.D. 108 was flawed for a variety of reasons. First
of all, there was little planning or consistency in
the cuts and where they were attempting to make those
cuts. Some of the cuts would have contradicted, some
of them would have reversed and some of them would
have undermined some of existing policies of state
government. Others would have traded for a loss of
federal funds. So eventually, when it became clear
that the parties were going to split and put out two
reports, L.D. 108 was killed unanimously in committee
and went on its way.

Since then, there hasn't
Administration a realistic proposal set forth to
attempt to deal with the crisis. We haven't seen
anything since that time. The Administration's first
and second effort was completed with the eventual
unanimous killing of L.D. 108. That left the problem
with the 1legislature in an attempt to solve the
issues that were before us. The legislature, without
all  the information and resources of state
government, and to some extent some would argue about
the cooperation of maybe some commissioners or
agencies, was attempting to resolve the budget on its
own. It made it a very difficult task, particularly
when you have to do it in such a short period of
time. Normally, a plan is essential to adopting and
dealing with such a difficult thing in such a short
period of time but the fact was, there wasn't much
time and so the Appropriations Committee went to work
and tried to determine the impact to the Governor's
initial proposal. They tried to develop alternatives
and, obviously, scrutinized state programs and
services for cost savings. We looked at areas that
had never been looked at before. Without question,
they went into areas and I think both aisles would
agree that they found areas for discussion that
needed to be brought to the Table for years and I
think that was an important process. It was a
complicated process and it was made difficult by the
fact that we had some brand new members on the
Appropriations Committee. It was made difficult by
the fact that our senior member, Don Carter, died
during the course of negotiations and it was made
difficult by the fact that Peter McKernan died also
towards the middle and end of the negotiations.

The legislature and the Appropriations Committee
would come to our caucus and say, it is one thing to
cut but you ought to understand where those are going
to come from. If you look at the budget for the
fiscal year, you will find out that there is very
limited room to where you can make cuts. Forty-two
percent of our spending for this fiscal year goes
towards education, K-12. Eleven percent of our

been from that
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spending goes to higher education, the University of
Maine, Maine Maritime and the Technical Colleges.
Eighteen percent goes to Human Services, Medicaid
payments, SSI, AFDC; another eight percent to mental
health; three and a half to corrections; 3 percent to
debt services and suddenly you are up to 85 percent
of your budget for the fiscal year and where do you
make cuts given that scenario?

I think the approach that the Appropriations
Committee took and I think the approach that
Democrats were concerned about, those on the
Majority, was that we ought to make a determination
of what we need to preserve rather than establishing
an arbitrary figure of cuts that we are going to make
and an arbitrary figure of savings that we are going
to make — what do we need to preserve for state
government? How can we make cuts that are consistent
with the 1992-1993 budget? The Administration has
told us that they would object to doing any type of
restructuring because they wanted to be involved in
that. They've got a special commission that they
would like to advance forward and I understand where
they are coming from. Obviously, it 1is the
prerogative of the Executive to advance those types
of considerations and they wanted to be able to do
that. Obviously, the legislature is an equal branch
of government and we want to be involved in that.

We saw some opportunities for making some cost
savings and doing some restructuring now. We tried
to advance that and, of course, the Governor
indicated if we are going to negotiate during this
process, you should know that restructuring has to be
taken off the Table. That was fairly clear from day
one. The same logic that the Governor was using that
you can't talk about restructuring was the logic that
we were using when we determined what we wanted to
cut and what we didn't want to cut. There were a
couple of areas that we knew we were going to have to
cut in the 1992-93 budget. Maybe it is Community
Mental Health, maybe it is Corrections, maybe it is a
Health Care Plan the fact is, this is a
Supplemental Budget. We wanted to keep our options
open as long as we could because the choices are
going to be that much more difficult in the 1992-93
year. So using the same rationale that the
Administration used to oppose restructuring, we used
that rationale to make our determination as to what
cuts we wanted to make. The bottom line is that, in
the final analysis, we were prepared to make as many
cuts as the Minority Party. We have a funding
mechanism that is somewhat different. We tend to
think it is better.

There is a real difference of opinion as to
whether it is better but, given that the dollar
amounts are so close, look what you get with the
Majority Report. We are able to restore vital
programs to citizens and programs that we think are
important to the economic health of the State of
Maine, whether it is the Maine Health Care Program,
emergency shelters, elderly and adult services, DHS,
Medicaid programs, probation officers that might have
been restored, the Maine Youth Center, Community
Mental Health, Corrections, regional offices for DHS
and I could go on and on and on. Those things are
reflected in the Majority Report.

When we talk about adjustments in the Health Care
Plan, I hope that we would realize that the only bill
before us now is the Majority Bill. Our failure to
adopt the Majority Bill is going to mean some
dramatic losses TO hospitals. What we are going to
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talk about is a cost shift. We have heard a lot
about making cuts here and it is important to make
cuts but our failure to adopt the Majority Report
today is going to mean that hospitals -across the
state are going to lose dramatically over the next
twelve months in Medicaid assistance, in
Uncompensated Care Fund, the Medical Needy Program —
you have probably seen this list, it wasn't provided
by us, it was given to us by the Round Table, you can
go on and on and on. The Aroostook Medical Center is
going to lose $1.3 million in the next twelve
months. Bath Memorial Hospital will lose $45,000;
Blue Hill Memorial Hospital, $236,000; Calais
Memorial Hospital, $700,000; Central Maine Medical
Center in Lewiston, $390,000; Down East Hospital in
Machias, $500,000; Franklin Memorial Hospital in
Farmington, $115,000; Jackson-Brook Institute in
South Portland, $1.4 million; Houlton Regional
Hospital, $316,000; Kennebec Valley Medical Center in

Augusta, $925,000; Maine Coast Memorial in Ellsworth,
$70,000; Maine Medical Center in Portland, $1.1
million; Mayo Hospital in Dover-Foxcroft, $60,000;

Mercy Hospital in Portland, $930,000 — I will spare
the House the opportunity to go down through this
entire list because it has three pages. The fact is
hospitals across this state, by our failure to act on
this bill, are going to lose a combined $25 to $30
million dollars in a cost shift over the next 12
months.

We could probably debate this for several days,
might change no votes, but I think there has been a
good faith effort to resolve our differences. Since
February 8th, this bill has been in the other body, I
can't mention the name of it, and we have essentially
gone under the same dialogue that, because the
Administration didn't feel comfortable with the
funding source currently envisioned in the Majority
Report, that we had to accept the other funding
source, the much more legitimate funding source, the
transfer of the telecommunications tax. There are
some who would argue that those are very similar in
nature, they probably are, and because of that, there
was a difference in the amount of money that we had
available to fund these two programs, to fund the
packages that we had before us. We have been told
since February 8th — well, if the Democrats would
come with about $8.5 million, the Republicans and the
Administration would provide $8.5 million dollars
worth of revenues and we'll have a deal. We have
been working towards that end...forever. The other
body has worked time and time again, attempting to
reach a compromise. Eventually, that broke down and
was sent to the House — you know what happened over
the last couple of days, the same dialogue. Every
time different negotiators were in place, the same
old sheets came forward and we would be looking at
the same number of cuts, the same number of things.
We continue to try to make cuts because this
Administration said, if you can come up with $8.5
million dollars worth of cuts, we will come up with
$8.5 miliion dollars worth of revenue and we'll have
a deal. We will work out the minor language
problems. We attempted to do that in good faith. We
worked and we worked and we worked. We sacrificed
programs that we didn't think should be sacrificed at
this time because we knew they couldn't stand the
cuts. We filled our end of the bargain. Late last
night, we said to the Administration, we are very
close. The presiding officers and others were down
there, they were $6 or $7 million towards our goal
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and it was then that we learned for the first time
that the Administration's funding mechanism didn't
exist. It wasn't that they were holding it from us,
they thought that it was an available funding
mechanism but the fact was that it didn't exist. It
didn't reach the funding mechanism that they felt.
We left, went back to work, actually went to dinner,
spent an hour trying to find out the rest of the
cuts, developed another 1list of cuts to reach our
$8.5 million goal and contacted the Governor. At
that time, the Governor told us, "I realize that you
have met your goal but the new bottom line now for us
is, no more than $6 million in the Health Care
Plan." We said that that is a different parameter.
No one has talked about that since February 8th.
Where did that come from? That is where we are. Not
very far apart but miles apart. We could say that we
are very close in dollars and cents but what the
Majority Report accomplishes is tremendous. What you
get in the Majority Report, compared to the other
report that we were dealing with, is the difference
between night and day.

The Majority Report preserves vital services. It
does start us down the road towards restructuring,
downsizing, streamlining, it allows us for
significant more accountability and oversight in
regard to programs and, most importantly, I think it
funds a Supplemental Budget that we all want so badly
with the least impact upon Maine citizens and
absolutely the least impact upon Maine municipalities.

Ladies and gentlemen, I think the difference
between the two reports speak for themselves. I
can't urge you to endorse and support the Majority
Report enough. I think it is time we move on and
deal with the many issues that we are going to have
to deal with in the next four to five months.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
Representative from Thomaston, Representative Mayo.

Representative MAY0D: Mr. Speaker, Men and Women
of the House: I beg your indulgence, I am sure you
all are as tired as I am so I will be very brief.

First of all, I want to make it crystal clear
that Senate Amendment "I" does not contain any
funding package. Senate Amendment "I" does some very
specific things and I will run through them very
quickly for the Record.

Senate  Amendment  “I" restores the Maine
Commission for Women. It abolishes the Office of
Volunteerism Services and makes technical changes in
the law governing the Office of Community Services
which is transferred to the Department of Economic
and Community Development by the Majority Report. It
transfers housing programs outside the Maine State

the

Housing Authority including the weatherization
program to the Maine State Housing Authority. It
transfers the Driver Education Program to the

Division of Motor Vehicle. It deappropriates one
less position from the State Planning Office, which
is abolished in the Majority Report and its functions
transferred to the Department of Economic and
Community Development. It establishes a Commission
on Governmental Restructuring to consolidate programs
for children that are currently operated by the
Department of Human Services, Mental Health and
Mental Retardation and other states agencies. It
establishes a special task force to evaluate health

care options. It establishes an extended time
schedule for preliminary plans and engineers
estimates for salt and sand storage facilities

according to the priority of each project. It
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provides that local school boards may eliminate or
defer a state mandate enacted after January 1, 1984
until the state restores Aid to Education at the
Tevel on January 1, 1990. It requires the state
employees laid off after November 30, 1990 and before
June 30, 1991 be returned to their positions if these
positions have not been abolished and if they are
vacant. It provides that the Economic and Community
Development must work with and provide resources to
any group conducting a preliminary assessment to
determine through a comprehensive study the
feasibility of a company or a group purchase of a
manufacturing plant or company in danger of closing.

The Majority Report exempts from review by the
Appropriations Committee any wmoney borrowed to
purchase the Lewiston-Auburn College facility. It

restores a legal secretary position in the Workers'
Compensation Commission and establishes a $10 million
dollar Rainy Day Account. It provides for $3.8
million in deappropriations. $3.8 million in
additional cuts in what was previous authorized by
this legislature in state spending, including
$500,000 from the State Contingent Account; $500,000
from the Consumer Credit Protection Dedicated
Account; $1.3 million in miscellaneous cuts from the
Judicial Branch for debt service, from ASPIRE, from
Corrections, from the Maine Health Program, the
Office of Volunteerism and from the Legislature. It
retains the Office of Public Advocate within the
Executive Department, abolishes the Office of Alcohol
and Drug Abuse within DHS. It makes some changes in
the Harness Racing Commission.

There is no new funding mechanism in Senate
Amendment "I." A vote against Senate Amendment "I",
a vote against the motion to recede and concur, to
me, would be perceived as voting against what I just
stated.

I would like to talk a little bit about some of
the rhetoric that I have heard for a long time — a
government that Maine people can afford. Well ladies
and gentlemen of this House, the Majority Party in
this House has proposed or placed within the bill
before you approximately $38 million in
deappropriations. Again, either in this bill or have
been proposed and placed on the Table $38 million in
deappropriations. The amount of deappropriations in
the Minority Report is approximately $2 miilion less
for $36 million. Government Maine people can afford
— I guess we are not too different there.

Downsizing state government the Majority
Report proposes to do away with the Division of
Community Services because all of its functions are
replicated elsewhere in state government and it would
be more efficient to transfer those functions to
those other places where they can be carried out.
That's downsizing state government in the Majority
Report. It combines the Department of Economic and
Community Development with the State Planning Office
because many of their functions overlap and we can
reduce the bureaucracy and overhead by doing so.
Downsizing state government, the Majority Report.

I have heard a lot about how the Majority Report
does not make spending cuts. We need more cuts. I
pointed out the numbers to you but I only continue to
hear one program that is designed for the axe,
constantly hearing about that program. I haven't
heard a Tot about other programs or other proposals.
We have made a lot and they have been rejected. The
other party has made a lot and we rejected them so
let's get the rhetoric straight, let's say where we
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are here tonight, let's move on. It is time for this
legislature to move on, let's pass this budget and
move on to the great task ahead of us, which is the
biennial budget.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Presque Isle, Representative
MacBride.

Representative MACBRIDE: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I guess beauty really is in
the eye of the beholder and I think there are many
members of the Majority caucus who really look at
this Majority Report much differently from the way a
number of the rest of us do. From the very beginning
of this process in the Appropriations Committee, on
issue after issue, we had nine to four votes. A
number of those issues have stayed with us right
straight through until the present time.

A1l of you were right who mentioned that we
worked hard from December 26th on, we did, we worked
morning, noon, and night. We have been trying to
find a compromise for very different philosophies
that exist. I think a compromise means just that,
two sides working to meet each other in the middle.
That has not been happening. For example, in the
much discussed Maine Health Plan, we started at zero,
we moved to $5.5 million and, then in another spirit
of compromise, we moved to $6 million and the
Majority Party started at $7.1 wmillion and they
stayed at $7.1 miilion.

One night last week, we in the Republican caucus,
were really excited for the Majority Party brought us
a compromise of 3/10ths of one percent across the
board. At first, we didn't know if we were too happy
with it or not but we considered it, we considered it
was a compromise and we decided to accept it
excepting General Purpose Aid to Education and the
Teachers Retirement. The next day the Majority Party
withdrew the offer and said they were afraid they
couldn't sell it to their caucus.

Ladies and gentlemen, we have a biennial budget
to consider, to hold hearings on, and to pass. That
will be a huge problem in comparison to the one we
have today. If we cannot compromise on this one, how
are we going to consider a $3.2 billion budget that
may have up to a $1 million shortfall? What we do
with this budget has a very strong bearing on the
next budget. We must lay the ground work for that.
Furthermore, schools, organizations and towns, are
preparing their budgets for next year. Schools are
wondering whether they are going to lay off teachers,
eliminate programs, have flat funding, more than that
or less than that. They are wondering just what they
are going to do.

I think this legislature has to compromise on a
budget. There is never a perfect solution but it has
to be a fair budget and we have to begin to provide
for the future. The people of this state do not like
this partisan bickering that has been going on, on
both sides. Somehow we must put our differences
aside and get on with the business of the state. Let
us reject this partisan bill with its flawed funding
and try, again, to reach a compromise.

I urge you to vote against the Majority Report.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Brunswick, Representative Rydell.

Representative RYDELL: Mr. Speaker, I would like
to pose a question through the Chair to the
Representative from Yarmouth, Representative Foss —
you spoke about the need to make spending cuts that
would impact the long-term financial picture? I
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would like to ask the Representative to elaborate on
that statement, please.

The SPEAKER: The Representative from Brunswick,
Representative Rydell, has posed a question to the
Representative from Yarmouth, Representative Foss,
who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: As the good Representative
from Brunswick knows, we had several issues under
discussion in committee that would have had an impact
in the long run. MWe talked about the GAP in the
AFDC, we have agreed to language to look at that in
the next biennium although we have not agreed to make
any changes. We have agreed that we will look at the
Medicaid costs in the next biennium. We have agreed
to language on the Maine Health Care Program, to have
a task force to study that and to look at reducing
perhaps the benefit levels. We have not agreed to do
anything in that area.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Brunswick, Representative Rydell.

Representative RYDELL: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: The Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss, has mentioned a number
of things, all of which have been agreed to by both
sides and which may make an impact on the Tong-term
financial picture. We certainly hope they will and
we hope that we will be able, through task forces, to
reach agreement on how to restructure some of these
programs and how to reduce the amount of state
funding that must go into these programs. As yet,
there was no mention of actual spending cuts that
would affect that long-term picture. The reason for
that is that it is extremely difficult to do that, if
not impossible to do that, in a hurry, in a
Supplemental Budget, in the middle of the winter,
because the programs that cost the most are the
programs that impact our citizens in need, our Tow
income citizens who are dependent for their support
on AFDC, who are dependent for their medical care on
Medicaid or the Maine Health Program.

We need to, in a different atmosphere, in a
atmosphere where we look at data, where we can look
at what other states have done, where we can discuss
with the federal government and where we can try to
reach agreements on what is a sane and practical way
of making those changes, making them in a way that
will not harm our citizens in need. Maine is
different from any other state. We are known all
over the nation for our caring for citizens in need.
We have, over the years, been committed to sharing
whatever resources are available in our state with
our neighbors and our fellow citizens who are in
unfortunate circumstances, who are unable to pay for
their daily support or unable to pay for health
insurance. We have tried to keep hold of programs
even in the face of federal cuts. We recognize that
these are difficult economic times and that recent
economic events may force us to make some changes in
some of our programs. We need to do that with a
rational plan to avoid unnecessary pain to our
citizens.

If we were to do that now with some of those
changes, I think we would not avoid that pain. We
would inflict on many citizens the kind of pain that
would not easily be forgotten or easily changed. We
would destroy their chance for a successful future.

We enacted the Maine Health Program because we
recognized that many of our citizens, many of them
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working and working full-time, did not have access to
health care, that our children were not healthy as
they should be and that their parents were not as
healthy as they should be because they lack that
access. We enacted that program because we also
recognized that every citizen in our state was paying
more for his or her health care than was necessary.
They were paying for it, not for their own care, but
for the care of others. We needed to stop cost
shifting. We added additional revenues and those who
were here in the previous legislature all voted for
those additional revenues because they were for a
health care program. I don't need to go over all of
those revenues or to remind you of that, we have done
that in previous discussions.

I do think I need to remind you or perhaps tell
you for the first time the effects of not funding the
Maine Health Program, of not voting for the Majority
Report. Some providers have already been notified of
the lack of funds to pay claims. Hospitals have been
notified, perhaps today other providers have been
notified. Some providers have already started to
refuse Maine Health Program enrollees because they
know that outstanding liabilities will not be paid.
Hospitals will not refuse these enrollees, but other
providers who often can provide a service at less
expensive costs, can and will refuse to serve Maine
Health Program enrollees.

Enrollees have been or will soon be notified that
they will not be able to receive any services. That
includes enrollees who may be in the wmiddle of
receiving medical treatment. That can include anyone
from someone who was operated on yesterday, someone
who had an operation a couple of weeks ago and is
receiving radiation therapy, chemotherapy, a whole
host of necessary services. How will these people
feel when they read in the newspaper tonight or when
they receive a letter tomorrow or the next day that
says: "Dear Maine Health Program Applicants and
Enrollees: I must inform you that sometime in early
February, 1991 the appropriation for the Maine Health
Program ran out of money. The department cannot

legally obligate that account any  further.
Therefore, benefits provided to enrollees under the
Maine Health Program can no longer be paid. If more

money becomes available and/or other changes occur,
we will advise you if you are again covered under the

Maine Health Program. We apologize for any
inconvenience this may cause you. If you have any
questions about this or any other programs, please
contact your nearest DHS office. Rollin Ives,
Commissioner." It doesn't even say "sincerely." Are
they going to understand the legal obligations? Are

they going to understand that, if more money becomes
available? Will they be sicker? What will their
condition be by the time that money does become
available?

I already told you that the providers will not be
paid but there are several other effects. We are due
to receive federal funding starting, we hope, April
Ist. That federal funding is a demonstration grant.
It is premised on testing the cost effectiveness and
the results  of covering enrollees through
employer-based coverage. With the adverse public
relations resulting from a letter to employers, which
will have to go out because we have some of our
enrollees who are on employer sponsored plans now,
this may jeopardize the operation of the
demonstration. In turn, it will jeopardize our
federal funds. What employer is going to want to
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cooperate with the state, given the present
circumstances? Enrollees will not receive their
eligibility cards for the month of March. In fact,

enrollees who have been declared eligibie in the last
several days have not received their enrollment cards
for the rest of February so technically we have many
people who are eligible and are enrollees but they
don't have any way to collect their benefits. As of
Friday, there won't be anyone with a card in the
Maine Health Program. Enrollees for whom premiums
are being paid for an employer-sponsored coverage
plan will no longer be covered because the department
will not be paying the premium. If they cannot make
the premium payment themselves, they will 1lose
third-party coverage and we know they can't afford to
make the third-party premium payments themselves
because they hadn't been making it before the Maine
Health Program. Employers will be notified of the
state's inability to continue payment of those
premiums. As I said, employers will be reluctant to
participate in any program with the state.

What about the providers? Not only those who are
serving Maine Health Program enrollees but providers
who are serving Medicaid enrollees — we have had a
very difficult time having enough providers,
motivating providers across our state to participate
in the Medicaid Program. Will provider participation
in that program be jeopardized? I would tend to
think so. Hospitals can't refuse treatment but other
providers can. The loss of the Maine Health Program
and the correspondence that is going out around this
will force the current enrollees to take one of two
courses of action, not to seek medical care or only
to seek medical care in hospitals in emergency rooms.

Cost shifting — over 10,000 people actually have
valid cards right now and so they are covered by this
program but when they lose their cards and the people
who are enrolled but don't have cards, who will pay?
Will those with pre-cancerous conditions wait until
their condition is serious? What about the people
who currently have medication for chronic conditions,
such as asthma, diabetes or kidney disease? 1 have
received many phone calls from these people who don't
know what they are going to do when their medication
runs out, who are functioning now and functioning
well and were not functioning so well before the
Maine Health Program.

We have a little philosophical difference here

which I think perhaps ought to be discussed. Let's
talk a Tlittle bit about education versus health
care. In an earlier part of this debate, the

Representative from Yarmouth talked about education
and the decrease in education funding being proposed
by another state. Well, in our state, we are
continuing to buy all the books and supplies of all
Maine children regardless of the income of their
parents so long as they attend public schools. I am
not opposed to that. I think it is correct, I don't
think there should be any kind of a means test for
education. We have now made the decision, not
because we don't have the funds but because of some
philosophical difference, we have now made the
decision to stop paying for the health care of people
who are eligible for the Maine Health Program, for
adults whose incomes are below 95 percent of the
federal poverty level and for children whose incomes
are below 125 percent. While we continue today,
tomorrow and next week to pay for the public
education of even our most wealthy citizens, we are
stopping payment for the health care of our most low
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income citizens. To me, that doesn't make any sense
and I hope it doesn't make any sense to you.

I hope you will vote for the Majority Report so
we can get on with the business of the biennial
budget, so we can also continue our commitment to
citizens who are truly in need, so we can make those
cuts that make sense in February of 1991 and prepare
to make cuts that make sense for the next biennium.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Yarmouth, Representative Foss.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I want to remind you that
the original appropriation for this health insurance
part of the program was $2.9 million, the projected
cost now is over $10 million.

I would like to pose a question through the Chair
to the Representative from Brunswick, Representative
Rydell. Perhaps she could answer for us why the
program costs twice as much per person as Medicaid?

The SPEAKER: The Representative from Yarmouth,
Representative Foss, has posed a question through the
Chair to the Representative from Brunswick,
Representative Rydell, who may answer if she so
desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative RYDELL: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: First of all, I would like to
remind everyone that the original appropriation for
this program was $9,946,885. We recognized, at that
time, that the program would undoubtedly be
expensive. The program does cost at this time more
than Medicaid. We are prepared to cap this program.
It has been agreed that when the budget is passed
that we would do that, we are prepared to look at
what we are paying for. We have repeatedly asked for
a printout of what the Maine Health Program is paying
for, what kind of services are we paying for — are
we paying for services 1in a more expensive
environment, that we could change the scope of our
benefits, that we could change the place where

benefits are received? 72.2 percent of the
expenditures are going to hospitals, 56.4 percent to
in-patient care — are there other ways of delivering

some of that care? I would hope so. That is why we
proposed the task force, that is why we proposed
taking a look at this program, that is why we
proposed not expecting any new adult enrollees so we
will have an opportunity to examine the program. I
don't believe that the Representative from Yarmouth
can tell me either exactly why this program costs
more than Medicaid.

The  SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Waterville, Representative Joseph.

Representative JOSEPH: Mr. Speaker, I would like
to pose a question through the Chair.

A question to the Representative from Yarmouth,
Representative Foss — I am a novice as far as the
Maine Health Program is concerned but as one person
who voted for the taxes which were included in the
piece of legislation that created the Maine Health
Program, I am concerned about information that I have
been trying to gather. It is my understanding that
those taxes, that combination of taxes that we all
voted for, have raised revenues of $16.1 million
through June. It is also my understanding, through
my own private investigation, is that all spending
under this Public Law 588, has been $9 million to
date. My question would be, if we were to eliminate
the Maine Health Program, if this amendment does not
pass, would you support repealing these taxes on used

boats, lounge drinks and cigarettes?

The SPEAKER: The Representative from Waterville,
Representative Joseph, has posed a question through
the Chair to Representative Foss of Yarmouth who may
respond if she so desires. . .

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative F0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: This 1is a familiar
question. We have gone over this ground many times
in committee. As you all know, those taxes were not
dedicated to this, although we all knew when we voted
for them, some of them we all did not vote for, but
the understanding was that it would be used for this
program. It was projected that $20 million would be
raised over two years, it has, indeed, only raised
$16 million and this legislature last spring amended
the original appropriation, which a prior speaker
mentioned as almost $10 million, which was to cover
an entire year's cost. Now they have moved the
starting date back to October instead of July to Tive
within the lower appropriation. It has been my
position all along that if we do not spend it in the
next biennium on this program, that we should remove
those taxes and I have even proposed dedicating
them. I believe both parties recommend that they
live within the revenues of those taxes or repeal
them.

At this point, the Speaker appointed
Representative Gwadosky of Fairfield to act as
Speaker pro tem.

The House was called to order by the Speaker pro
tem.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from South Portland, Representative
Anthony.

Representative ANTHONY: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I think what I am hearing
tonight is a series of frustrations and frustrations
among the Appropriations Committee members,
frustrations among members of leadership about the
breakdown of negotiations. One thing that I am
hearing that fascinates me is continued references to
the Majority Report. As 1 see it, we have a bill
here or no bill, that is what we have to vote on.
Are we going to accept this bill or aren't we?
Unfortunately, negotiations have broken down and that
is a frustration for me too. I guess I wanted to
speak the frustration of a rank and file member of
this body. I am not one of the high Tlevel
negotiators in this or the like and I am just sitting
and waiting, hoping that this thing will be
negotiated out successfully and it hasn't.

At this point, my frustration also, as we
continue to go over all these words about what things
should have been different and so on, we have a
proposal before us and we have to choose whether to
support it or not. From my point of view, it is
pretty clear, that this bill is far better than no
bill and that is what we are being asked to vote on.
Do we support this bill?

The area that I know about the most is the area
of Corrections and clearly, under the current
situation, we have cut 42 positions in the Department
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of Corrections, those 42 positions include basically
eliminating the intensive supervision program, one of
the few decent intermediate sanctions that is
available in the Department of Corrections. It also
eliminates (totally) all community programs and the
vocational-educational programs at the Maine Youth
Center, one of the few programs that gives kids a
sense of self-esteem. If we pass this bill, all that
would be restored. I have to choose, I have to sit
here and choose — now, do I want to pass this bill
or don't I want to pass this bil1? I am not choosing
among various proposals that have been tried and
haven't succeeded, I am choosing whether to pass this
bi11 or not. It is pretty straightforward to me and,
for me, it is a very simple choice. This bill is far
better than no bill, so I am voting for it.

I also want to share a frustration of a
constituent. I got this letter last night when I got
home. It says: "Dear Representative: I have three

grown children living at home. I am a widow and all
four of us have jobs. Expenses were running high so
one of my sons suggested we have a six month
surcharge on their board. The three of them decided
that for six months each would pay $5.50 per week
extra for their board from November to May and assess
it at that time. The extra did cover the cost of the
0il increase, electric and water so far. Now one of
them got a letter saying they are forced to lose days
at work to save money for the state. This opened my
eyes — who thought this idea up? Why should state
workers be the only ones to lose a day's pay to save
money for the state? Are we all not Maine citizens?
State workers earn less than private businesses; yet
for the good of the "state", you target those who
work for less, the people who work for the state. If
the state is in trouble, wouldn't it be fairer if all
Maine citizens contributed to that need? I may not
be smart but I do pay my own way while paying my
taxes, my bills, my insurance and have managed to
keep our home since becoming a widow. Why do you
penalize state workers?" I would correct this writer
that it was not I that penalized state workers, it
was the Administration that has chosen to do certain
things in the face of not having a bill passed by
this legislature. "I know the ammunition is to take
days off or you lose your job altogether but it
sounds like a threat to me to keep scared people in
line. If you need money, let us all pay, why don‘t
you consider a six month tax surcharge from all Maine
taxpayers? I don't know how so many people from all
over the state can even gather in the same hall and
not one of you sees how unfair this is, how it is
always the poorest paying the price. What about the
doctors, lawyers, insurance, business, restaurant
owners, rich people living in grand houses? Why a
low-paid state worker? We struggling, good, happy,
honest people find a way to keep our little homes.
We all do it fair but you tell me, please, why just
because you work for the state and work hard you
should punish them? Well, no one listens to old
widows who keep paying and keep quiet. If you are a
decent man, all of the citizens of Maine should

lly pay the bill. Signed, A Family in your
District (fear of giving out our names in a sad
society)." That is the frustration of constituents
and I suspect we have all heard the frustrations of
constituents.

Ladies and gentlemen of this House, I suggest to
you all that it is time we passed a budget. That is
my frustration, I can't understand why we have to
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keep talking and talking about all of the various
proposals that have been tried and failed and I wish
they had succeeded but they haven't so why can't we
just pass this budget and get on with it and deal
with the frustrations of the people back home and get
them off our backs and deal with our own
frustrations? I would urge passage of this recede
and concur motion.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Lladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I had hoped to spare you
this evening but as information has continued to come
in the last two months that I have sat in the
Appropriations Committee, it became clear that I am
not sure that anyone is in charge. Mislead, I am not
sure; misinformed, perhaps; uninformed, perhaps; lack
of thinking, perhaps; lack of foresight, lack of
planning all went through my mind. Executive Orders
projected layoffs, furloughs, all of them done
without consultation with members of the legislature
for the most part. The last one this afternoon just
breaks the camels back. It is appropriate that you
use the word camel in the definition of how it breaks
one's back. Guess what? We have military personnel
from this state who are serving their country that
are state employees who are not being paid. The way
in which furloughs are handled, it will affect them.
If they come back before the 15th of March, they must
take three furlough days. If they come back before
the 15th of April, they must take two. If they come
back before the middlie of May, they must take one.
You see, men and women of this House, that is how
much thought has been given to this.

I want you, especially members of the Repubiican
Party, to be the ones to tell your constituents who
are state employees and who are defending this
country. What will you tell them? What do you want
to tell them? Frankly, I am ashamed to be here
because it would seem to me if those things had been
talked out, people could have worked out details
instead of games.

Let's talk and I am sorry that Representative
Foss is not in her seat but I am going to go ahead
anyway. The question was posed by the Representative
from Brunswick about this program going over its
appropriation (Maine Health Care) that $2.2 million
was put in. The original appropriation, as we all
know, was $9.9 million. The changes, of course, were
passed by the previous legislature and this Governor
upon recommendations of the Commissioner of Human
Services when he assured the Appropriations
Commi ttee, "Don't worry, there's money."

Let me tell you about another game that occurred
at the same time and that was in AFDC and we couldn't
see it wuntil yesterday when we were having our
discussion. When the Appropriations Committee met,
we were told that the caseload is going out of sight
and we must plan on 600 new cases for December,
January, February, March, April, May and June. As a
result, we must increase the appropriation on AFDC by
$17 million and if "the Democrats won't give us GAP,
we have got to add $1.9 million more." Guess what?
When we asked the question yesterday, "What are the

actual cases?" In December, 549; January, 575;
February, 469, not 600, but we need more money
anyway. You've got to add another $1.1 million,

which we did yesterday, by the way, in negotiations.
Guess what? The reason why we are adding is because
they took away too much last year. Why? Because
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they wanted to balance the budget last year at all
costs. Health care was not the only one in which
cuts were made which should not have been made, it
was AFDC, the Medicaid Program, it was General
Assistance, it was the big items. Misinformation may
be unintentional, we all can make our guess, but
there it is.

I challenge the Administration tonight to recall
its furlough order and to deal with the question of
the military citizens of this state who are state
employees serving in the Middle East. More than
that, I plead with him to do it in justice and in
fairness.

I will go one step further because when we left
last night, in my opinion, we were very close. I
would ask that someone find Representative Foss so I
can pose a series of questions to her. I think the
time has come to put this issue to rest. Let us get
the exact things that are differences between
Representative Foss and this end of the aisle and
let's see what they are. Let's all do the purpose
for which we all have been elected as legisiators and
that is to legislate. It seems to me that we have
already spent too much time. Last night when we
left, I felt (and I believe the Governor did too)
that we were within $2 million dollars on the
"Democratic side" of bringing it to a head. The
Governor said he didn't have the $8 million but he
could find his monies. Then, of course, it all fell
apart.

As you know, in this negotiation yesterday and
the day before, there were very few of us that were
there, the Governor, the Senate President, myself,
the two Chairs of Appropriations, Sawin Millett, the
Commissioner of Finance, a member of the legislative
staff and a member of the Governor's staff. That is
the entire group.

I would like to ask Representative Foss, in
speaking for her party because she is the only one
here who was there, if she feels that we had reached
an agreement on the Task Force for Health Care and
the Task Force for AFDC and other related items?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Yes.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I would now
ask through the Chair if we had reached agreement
between the Governor and the Republican Party on a
commission to restructure state government, the
reporting date and its implementation for July 1st?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FOSS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Yes. I think it would be
more productive, however, Mr. Speaker if I could
suggest that the list be presented and, rather than
jump up and down, I could answer them all at once.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I would pose
an additional question through the Chair to

Representative Foss, if we had not reached agreement
on the Governor's proposal for a government
efficiency study to report on December 1, 19917

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has_ posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I assume the answer to that
is yes. I would pose an additional question through
the Chair as to whether or not we had reached
agreement on the fact that the Democrats would not
use as a funding mechanism (if there was agreement)
the delayed payment of school subsidy and that we
would, in fact, wuse the Republican proposal of
advancing the telecommunication tax?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The answer 1is yes,
predicated on the agreement that the $8.5 million
generated by this salary push and furlough be used,
that the remaining $17 million be split half and
half, the Majority Party reach a target of $8.5 in
cuts and we would help find sources to cover the
remainder.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I would like
to pose an additional question through the Chair to
the Representative from Yarmouth, Representative
Foss, as to whether or not we had reached agreement
on the 1language provisions of what were in the
Majority Report, specifically on the advancement of
vacation time and other related items that are
contained in the original Majority Report?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The answer is yes and I
would like to pose a series of questions through the
Chair to Representative Martin.

There has been a great deal of discussion today
about whether a target of $5 million had been reached
or $6 million or $8.5 — it is my understanding there
were several issues on the Table, do they still
remain in that package? Does a $500,000 out of the
Governor's Contingency Fund, as suggested by the
Majority Party, used for job development? Does that
still remain in whatever package of cuts the Majority
Party has proposed? What is the amount of cuts and
what are those cuts totaling $8.5 million?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss, has posed a question
through the Chair to Representative Martin of Eagle
Lake who may respond if he so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I was going to ask the same
questions so I appreciate the questions.

First of all, the Representative from Yarmouth,
Representative Foss, may have forgotten that the
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proposal for the $500,000 from the Contingency
Account was proposed by one of the members of the
Majority Party. It was subsequently rejected by your
side. Later in the day, the Governor said he would
put it back on the Table and count it as a cut so
yes, it is an item that is carried on the side of the
Majority Party.

I would also ask the Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss, to specifically answer
the question as to how much money there was in cuts
when we left last night? I think it has been said
publicly, privately and otherwise that we had, prior
to our break last night, agreed to $6 million between
you and the Governor and the Democratic Party.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FOSS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The Contingency Account of
$500,000 which is used for job development was a
suggestion by a member of the Majority Party. The
Governor did agree to give it up provided it was
matched by an equal cut from the Legislative Account.

My question through the Chair to the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative
Martin, is, does that mean that $500,000 from the

Legislative Account is also in that $6 million?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss, has posed a question
through the Chair to the Representative from Eagle
Lake, Representative Martin, who may respond if he so
desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The Representative from
Yarmouth must have been in a different room than I
was because that is not the fact. If you recall the
discussion, the Governor said he would put the
$500,000 on the table and count it as a cut provided
(as he said) a big fish came along, remember the
words, big fish, the legislature would put the money
back in for training money and we all said, of course
we would.

I would also ask through the Chair to
Representative Foss of Yarmouth, what was the
original proposal from the Governor for the $8
million in proposed raising of fees?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a

question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I do not know. The Governor
has assured me that he has that source of revenue.
You have said that you have $8 million, you have told
members of my caucus that you do — now you say you
have $6 — what is the other $2 million in cuts? I
would also beg to differ, on my version, of my
understanding, the offer of the $500,000 from the
Governor's  Contingency Fund was specifically
mentioned and that the offer stood as a match to an
equal cut in the Legislative Branch. As the
Representative from Eagle Lake knows, this was an
issue of great debate in the other body's negotiating
session when there was discussion about cuts from
either the Executive or the Legislative Branches and
they would be dollar for dollar.
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The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: What a fake issue. $100,000
coming from the Governor's Office is absolutely

peanuts compared to the Legislative Account because
when you deal with the Governor's Office, you have to
remember that you are not dealing only with the
Governor's personal office, you are dealing with
State Planning, Community Services, all of those
issues.

I would suggest that the Representative go back
and talk with the Governor and I think he might be
able to refresh her memory in terms of the $500,000
but I can assure you that that was the fact as I lay
it out to you. There is absolutely no question.

As I said to the members of my caucus today, when
we broke up last night, we had $6 million in cuts
that was agreed to between all parties. The
difference between the $6 willion and the $8.5
million was never discussed because we never got back
together. What happened, as the Representative
knows, was that the Senate President had a
conservation with the Governor who indicated there
was no sense getting back together because, after
all, it was $6 million or nothing for Health Care.

I would like to pose a question through the Chair
to the Representative from Yarmouth, Representative
Foss, what was her comments to me as we came through
last night when I asked whether or not $6 million was
bottom 1ine or no budget and it didn't matter at that
point and if that was an accurate statement? And if
it was not, what was her statement and what was her
intent?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: That question was posed to
me and I did answer that $6 million, which was an
enormous movement from my caucus to go from zero to
$6 million for the Maine Health Care Program, was the
bottom line.

I would like to also pose a question through the
Chair. There 1is an issue of whether it was $6
million or $8 million in cuts. I am reading from a
press release from the Speaker's Office today. Our
agreement was to try to find another $8 million in
budget cuts which we did. My question remains, where
is the money between $6 million and $8 million or $5
million and $8 million? '

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss, has posed a question
through the Chair to the Representative from Eagle
Lake, Representative Martin, who may respond if he so
desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: At this point, between the
$6 million and the $8 million, let me just give you
the rest of the scenario because I think it is
important that Republicans hear this. When we left
the Governor's Office last night, we were at $6
million. In fact, it was agreed to by both parties,
everyone. Then we had another side of the coin,
money on the side we call "soft money" of potential
cuts where people said it really wasn't a cut so
let's not put it there for now. For example, $1
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million in the oil overcharge money and the whole
list which I don't have with me. After that, when we
went to dinner that night, we developed an additional
amount (and the amount escapes me) but I believe was
about $3.5 or $4.49 million that we were going to
come back to prepare to see if we could get an
agreement from the other side to find the other $2
plus million. So it is fair to say that we did not
get agreement on the remaining $2 million because we
never got back together. I don't mean to imply that
we had $8 million in cash in hand agreed upon, that
is not true. What we have is $8 million plus that
was not agree to by all parties that was easy to find.

By the way, in the course of today, we have found
another $2 million that can also be cut from existing
sources without any problem.

You may find this difficult to believe but you
see we, on this side of the aisle, do not control the
figures. The information is on the other side of the
aisle and that is not a problem from my point of view
because I have been around long enough to know where
some of these dollars are. All you do is ask a
question and if you ask the right question, you will
get the answer from most of the people, with some you
will not. There is no hope, there never will be,
never has been. So to answer the question, there is
plenty of available resources and cuts to reach the
$8 million. If the Representative from Yarmouth,
Representative Foss, is worried about that, it is
there and we can reach agreement on the $2 million.
What I am trying to do is assure everyone in this
body is that $8.5 million of cuts is there, is
available, as was agreed to. $6 million was already
previously agreed to, $2 plus million not yet agreed
to by both parties. We have yet to see anything from
the other side because the Governor broke off the
negotiations this morning so we have absolutely no
idea where this $8 million plus was going to be
coming from. I was told and have heard rumors that
part of that is coming from the (I think
Representative Foss knows this but probably doesn't
want to disclose it) o0il surcharge money, probably $1
million from that, because that was going to account
for the other $2 million prior to the cut. There are
some other sources too as well.

Leaving that aside, I think we all agree where we
are on that disagreement. If there are any questions
and I have not explained it appropriately, I would
hope the Representative from Yarmouth, Representative
Foss, would correct me on it.

I would pose a question to the Representative
from Yarmouth, Representative Foss, is it fair to say
that the only thing that separates the Majority and
the Minority Party (or some members of the Minority
and most members of the Majority) is on the amount of
funding for Health Care?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative FOSS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I thought I made it clear in
my earlier comments that we were 1looking for
indications of cuts that were more than one time in
the long run. Yes, Health Care does symbolize that
kind of a cut but we also presented a 1list of
potential cuts, maybe two weeks ago, of at least $8.5
million that did not include Health Care. We have
worked ever since. The prior speaker would have you

think that $2 million is very easy to find —
yesterday we were talking in $50,000, $100,000 and I
do have my list here, I have been somewhat the object
of ridicule for taking lists everywhere, in fact I
take them home every night because I try to sort of
combine them but everyone seems to have a different
piece of information that is important.

I do not come to $6 million unless that strip of
well money is included. If the Speaker could provide
a list of what he thinks were agreed upon without
that money, I don't think there is agreement.

I would like to pose a question through the Chair
if his 1list does include the Department of Labor
Safety Fund, which is for workplace safety
equipment? This is for an example, that is funded by
a premium tax on Workers' Compensation Insurance, it
was suggested yesterday that there might be $500,000
there but for example it is not there?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Lladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss, may have forgotten but
that was one of those that was rejected. However, it
was kept on the "soft money" side and is not included
in our list. As a matter of fact, the figure that we
had for that amount was about a quarter of a million
dollars, the amount that could actually be used based
on additional research done last night is $130,000,
but it is not in that figure.

I have not gotten an answer to my question as to
whether or not Health Care is the issue but I think
it is clear that the only issue that remains between
the two parties is finding $2 million and the
Governor coming up with his $8 million plus in Health
Care. That's it.

If I were an average member of a caucus, whether
it be Democrat or Republican, I would chastise pretty
heavy because I asked the question — downsizing, the
words don't change, that is where we are folks, you
make your own judgment now. I believe it is clear
enough. If there is anyone in this House who feels
that they can put 15 votes together to get 101 by
adding from our side and your side, rise up now and
table the bill until tomorrow morning and put it
together and let's stop making a mockery of the
legislative process because that is exactly what you
are doing. The time has come to act responsibly as
elected leaders of Maine. We all know now what we
are really down to. It is very clear. We are so
close and yet so far away. The people of Maine
deserve better.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Winthrop, Representative Norton.

Representative NORTON: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I have learned quite a few
lessons in the past few days by getting quite a Tot
of information. To those of you who have extended
that information, I am indebted to you for some
tuition.

However, the thing that strikes me most that has
been said here today and in the last couple of days
is just how close we are. With a funding mechanism
in the present bill before us, which I might out has
been amended several times and I no longer refer to a
Minority/Majority Bill, the Minority Report is dead
and the Majority Bill has been amended. As much as I
want a budget, I do not like that funding mechanism
and I don't like restructuring done in such a hurry.

I was a member of state government for many years

H-278



LEGISLATIVE RECORD - HOUSE, FEBRUARY 26, 1991

and I was around when a thoughtful process went on in
state government in 1971, which restructured the
whole of state government. That study was a two year
proposition and it resulted in the creation of,
basically, what we had until the Longley Commission
acted upon that government. That was done over a
period of months, and I hasten to add, didn't improve
a lot from my perspective.

If the sides are as close as I suspect and I base
that on what I am hearing today, I would urge, rather
than vote on something that we have trouble with in
terms of that funding mechanism and if that could be
overcome, I would be a lot happier. If we didn't
restructure the government, and I believe those two
things were taken out during the compromise, and if
you are within that close of a balance, I would urge
you to go back and try to make that gap closed. I
think we would have a better budget, I think we would
represent all of our people better but I will tell
you one thing, in the absence of a budget, I am going
to vote for a budget, but I still would urge the art
of compromise.

Compromise is give and take. I commend the
members who spent so much time at that task. You
must be tired. Sometimes I am sure there has been
some comments made that have inflamed the feelings of
one another and I understand all that. I even get
upset once in awhile when my snowblower doesn't
start. There are other occurrences more personal
that I won't get into but I urge a reconsideration
and another try. If you are truly that close, that
gulf can be bridged.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Belfast, Representative Marsano.

Representative MARSANO: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I am pleased to hear the
comments of the gentleman from Eagle Lake because I
have sought sorrowfully for Tleadership from that
individual for some time on the floor of this House
and have felt that he has failed. I thought I heard
in the plaintive words that he used the first
harbinger of hope that I have heard in some time.
Leadership, of course, 1is the most important
ingredient that this legislature needs to generate if
it is to move forward to answer the questions which
are confounding and confusing to all.

Before I get to that point, Tet me tell you about
last night and let me do it in reference to something
that the Representative from South Portland said a
few hours ago about the frustrations of being a
part-time player in this budgetary process. I am a
part-time player in the process too. I was here
Sunday during the long hours when the committee of
however many there were were attempting to make sense
out of the fiscal dilemma which confronts us. I had
the opportunity to meet and visit with them at
break. I talked with the two members of the
Republican House Appropriations Committee who were my
colleagues in my cold office on that Sunday.
Representative MacBride, Representative Reed and I
tatked about many of the things which we knew were
being discussed and discussed them into the late
hours of that Sunday evening.

Last night, again sometime in the evening, we alil
went down after the primary negotiators finished, and
I was met with a reaction of what amounted to nearly
despair. One of the most sophisticated of state
workers who was a member of that group was as near to
tears and as near to emotional disquiet as I have
ever seen him and was literally at a loss to describe
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how bad he felt and how badly the negotiations had
gone. He talked, we talked, all of us, immediately
after the conclusion of that meeting about the
failure of the process at that point. -There were
those of us who discussed Health Care, which we have
known was a problem, I think you have heard discussed
here tonight the fact that there was a problem — we
didn't know what the answer to the problem was and
you haven't heard any answers here tonight nor in any
of the debate that has been offered. You haven't
heard any answers to that problem because there
aren't any answers, Health Care does not have an
immediate answer. It is a crisis, the legislature
responds to a crisis, that is what we attempted to do
with the Maine Health Care Act — heard about all the
funny funding that we did last year, you heard about
all of those things, it hasn't answered the problem
and what we are doing today won't answer the
problem. Perhaps some day we will have an answer in
the best interests of our citizens.

If there was a state of euphoria, and I refer to
the gentleman from Eagle Lake — last night when you
left the meeting, I can assure you that it was not
shared by the Republicans who met their negotiators.
It was, instead, a sense of sadness with which we
were confronted by the Chief Executive as well as
others. We were attempting to focus upon matters,
which from the point of negotiation, might get us to
a position where we could recommend to those
Republicans who have stood solidly with the Chief
Executive, in attempting to manage the tattered
remains of the fiscal policies of this state created,
I think, by the legislature. We were at a loss to
decide how the issue could be forged im such a
fashion so there would be a fulcrum of resolution and
we went to the Health Care.

I spent one other weekend in the lower part of
the halls of this House ferreting out the same
information which you heard eloquently debated by the
Representative from Brunswick who was largely
responsible for the creation of the project and the
Representative from Yarmouth who had a fiscal
analysis that turned out to be right, even last year,
that we were getting into something which we probably
could not afford. It turns out that she was right
but the hopes of the Representative from Brunswick
are also right so we have the kind of crisis that
confronts legislators and legislatures from time to
time.

What we decided, apparently wrongly as far as
Majority Party is concerned, is that we could
make that as a reasonable statement. We could
say that the movement from zero dollars beyond the
$5.4 million, which we discussed at great length two
weeks ago, to a $6 million dollar point would not be
a satisfactory compromise. That, in some fashion,
would have to be recognized by the Majority Party as
a significant Republican effort to have failed the
program because of the good ideas that were involved
in it, that we wanted to make it clear to the people
of the State of Maine that we were prepared, in some
fashion, to do something with respect to this issue
that we could not handle. It wasn't enough. It
strikes me, as a person who is involved in
negotiations from time to time, that $6 million out
of $7.1 is, in fact, a fair offer. That doesn't mean
that it has to be accepted but it certainly was fair
and within the parameters of the position in which we
were. We felt that we were acting fairly because we
are convinced to a moral certitude that the spending
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policies of this state are out of control and unless
and until we are prepared to come to grips with that,
in each of these programs in some meaningful fashion,
we will in the long-term, do more harm than we will
good. It is good that we all seek to do.

You are already aware of the fact that we are
really not debating the matter before this House, we
are all standing here seeking some solution with
respect to an issue and this issue is not a whole lot
different than the money issue that confronted us
last night. We are not really talking about receding
and concurring and why we don't agree with the other
body or why we agree with the other body, we are
talking about altogether difference which is not
really relevant. But there are times when the rules
in this House must yield to common sense that
controls us as we seek the solutions of the people.
If we are committed to seeking a solution, it is my
view that we do that.

Representative Norton has told you that he will

have a budget at any price. So did the
Representative from South Portland — that I suggest
to you, ladies and gentlemen, is a failed, a flawed
philosophy. We do not need to do that. We need to
move slowly, we need to move in good hearted ways
towards a solution and we need to do it with adequate
leadership generated by this House, by the competent
people we have in this House available to lead us to
a solution. We should not be rushed to it and we
cannot, in good conscience, suggest that it is
responsible, legislative leadership to stand here and
talk about the joinder of fiscal philosophies which
are so close while, at the same time, we all
recognize that nobody wants to raid the funding
source which supports the bill which we are talking
about. If we recede and concur, we will agree to
postpone the school funding in the way in which it
has been discussed into the next fiscal year.
. What are the vehicles available to us? Somebody
has suggested that we ought to call everything off
tonight, that there ought not to be a vote. All of
those opportunities are available to us. As long as
this legislature demonstrates a willingness to
reason, there is no sense in forcing ourselves into a
solution where we accept the budget at any cost. It
makes no sense fiscally, it makes no sense from a
position of a proper analysis of our roles as
legislators — instead what we need to do is to seek
that vehicle — what is it? Well, somebody around
here, I am sure, will be able to suggest it if the
theories that are being advanced, that there lies
within the penumbra of all of the fiscal machinations
that have gone on all these days and weeks and hours
are a better solution than the raid that is suggested
if we adopt the motion to recede and concur and
engross that bill so it will come back for enactment,
so we can all vote on it, one way or another, then we
will either have or not have a bad budget. What we
need to do is recognize that, although we do not
applaud it, that the fiscal policies of this state
are mending ever so slightly as the allotment orders,
as the management by the Governor, does its work.

For the gentieman from Eagle Lake to suggest that
this House has done something evil with respect to
furlough orders of the soldiers is not appropriate.
It is not really a reason for us focusing — we,
after all, had legitimate debate about whether or not
we should support the President and the soldiers in
the Gulf. That was a Resolution that was discussed
at great length, we still have a matter tabled

pending a ruling, it has been on the Calendar for
nearly a month, but what we really need is to focus
on what is the right fiscal solution for us at this
point. Let's try and do that. Somebody around here,
a leader, will figure out a way. - .

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Hampden, Representative Richards.

Representative RICHARDS: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to pose a question through the Chair.

I listened to this constructive debate and I
don't want to stick a craw in this thing but I have
written down six times and I haven't heard the answer
although I have heard it asked back and forth from
the Representative from Eagle Lake and the
Representative from Yarmouth, Representative Foss, as
to what the $6 million that the Republicans have
agreed to in cuts. Again, I have written that down
six time already so I could write down what those
agreements are and I still don't have an answer to
that question so I would pose that question to the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Hampden, has posed a question through the Chair to
the Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative
Martin, who may respond if he so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: In response to the question,
unfortunately I don't have the full list with me. I
am sure if he just went two steps over to
Representative Foss from Yarmouth, she has that list
as well because she was writing it down last night
while we were doing it.

There were additional cuts 1in the Attorney
General's Office, Corrections, the Executive, DHS,
Judiciary, Mental Health and Mental Retardation,
Secretary of State, food stamps, the Medicaid AFDC
over-collection, o0il account and so forth, Those
were all figures that we had and those were agreed to
last night.

If the Representative from Yarmouth,
Representative Foss, doesn't have it, I am sure that
the Representative from Topsham, Representative
Chonko, can give her one. She probably has the
complete Tlist. I know that the person who was
keeping the complete list was Sawin Millett and you
might want to check with him. I have it in my
office. I can assure you that, with the cuts that
are in the Senate Amendment, they come up to the
figures that we talked about. That is not an issue.

Keep in mind that we also came back with — just
to give you an example of another one that we dealt
with but that was not agreed to nor have they ever
heard because we never got back together and that was
basically some printing costs that could be
controlled very easily by the Bureau of Purchases.
We have those figures, I think, available.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Hampden, Representative Richards.

Representative RICHARDS: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to pose another question through the Chair. My
understanding is that there are $6 million of
proposed cuts, specifically item by item, and those
have not been agreed to in full by the Republicans?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Hampden, Representative Richards, has posed a
question through the Chair to the Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, who may respond if
he so desires.

The Chair recognizes that Representative.
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Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: Frankly, I don't know what
you have been told. Let me state what the facts
are. I don't know why you are not getting this
information from your own people.

When we left last night, we had an agreement of a
$6 million dollar figure, counting where the other
body came from, taking those figures and adding them
on. Then there were all those that had been
excluded. For example, the $500,000 that was in the
Amendment from the other body, which deals with the
Contingency Account and the Governor's figure which
was originally thrown out. Then the Governor himself
said he would agree to put that in provided that, if
there is a problem and you remember my words, I don't
need to use them twice, then we would agree to the
figure being put in there. In fact, yes there was $6
million and yes, it was agreed to by all parties
present in that room. I don't know what happened
after that. Maybe Representative Foss from Yarmouth
couldn't sell it to her group, I don't know that
because we never met with that group. I know this is
awfully confusing for the rest of you who are not a
party to this and I apologize. I will say though,
perhaps, what it does demonstrate is that it is a
process that is flawed. You see, it is "you said, he
said, she said, they said." You are sitting there
saying, "Who is telling the truth? What is going
on? What are the real facts?" I apologize to all of
you but the one thing that I have in this process and
my years in the Jegislature is a good memory.
Members of my caucus know that and some of the
members of the Minority as well. I don't pretend to
make up stories that are lies.

By the way, I do want to correct the
Representative from Belfast, Representative Marsano
— I suspect the person he was talking about was the
Commissioner of Finance because you are right, the
Commissioner of Finance was disillusioned, did look
like he had been put through the wringer, was in fact
feeling awful and let me tell you the story. As we
were negotiating back and forth, I said, "I've got a
million. As a matter of fact, I've got $2 million,
let's take the overcharge money." His face turned
red and he looked at the Governor and the Governor
smiled and said, "Uh, uh!" Sawin said, "That's what
we are using to fill up our hole." 1 said at first,
"It's mine." Then later in the evening, when
everyone felt that this was going to be hunky-dory
and we said, fine, that makes $6 million and the
Governor had then found $6 of the $8 million — isn‘t
that great? The Governor has found his $6 of the
$8. Sawin came in with another memo and at that
point we were discussing AFDC. The Representative
from Yarmouth will verify this. We talked about what
the figures were on AFDC — could they take a cut of
a million or would they, in fact, need more money?
So we brought in John Wakefield, the Director of the
Legislative Office of Fiscal and Program Review. We
got done the AFDC discussion, Representative Foss
will agree with me, and looking at me, Sawin said,
"John, do you mind if I ask John a question and maybe
he can help us on the overcharge money?" I said,
"No, of course not." He said, "John, is it possible
and in your belief do you think we could get federal
approval and we can take $3 million of the overcharge
money and we can match it with the emergency money to
make $6 million?" After some discussion, John
Wakefield basically said, "No." Sawin did look 1ike
he had been put through the wringer. I understand
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why because he had lost $6 of his $8 million. I
appreciate that, I understand that because I tell
you, at that point, that's where we were.

Now to bring this to a head, I pose-a question
through the Chair to the -Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss and to anyone else in
the Minority caucus. Is what you are saying tonight
that if the Democrats compromise on Health Care that
you would agree to a package?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to anyone who may answer
if they so desire.

The Chair recognizes the
Yarmouth, Representative foss.

Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: That is the first time I
have heard the Speaker offer to compromise on Health
Care. I certainly think it is something we can talk
about.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin..

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask the Representative from Yarmouth if that was a
a yes or a no?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Eagle Lake, Representative Martin, has posed a
question through the Chair to Representative Foss of
Yarmouth who may respond if she so desires.

The Chair recognizes the Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss.

Representative FOSS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: The answer is it is
something that we can talk about. As we have said to
you for weeks, the contents of the cuts are
critical. I should tell the House some of the other
cuts that were offered yesterday and I beg to
differ. In honesty, I honor my integrity and I have
lists and I do not see $6 million that we have agreed
upon and I am sure that that 1is an honest
disagreement, Speaker Martin, because I have
everything written down, unless you include the
stripper well on that, which I thought was on this
side — I do not see it. These cuts do not come
easily and things that were thrown out yesterday I
think were very discouraging for us. Things like
considering buying one ferry instead of two, I don't
know that issue, I don't know whether that is good
public policy, I don't know what it saves. The
original agreement was that we would look for that
$8.25 or $8.5 million in cuts out of the increased
spending in the Majority Report. We left that
position days ago.

There was a suggestion that we cut more from the
University, cut their cars and their administration,
I assume that is not on the list now. There was a
suggestion we cut some money in block grants for
comprehensive planning, that is an issue I think is
very volatile at the local level. We have tried to
tell our communities that, in order to develop growth
management plans, we as a state will help them fund
it, and they are moving ahead and if we pull that
money back now, I am afraid that we will leave them
another unfunded mandate.

We had discussions about assessment tests on kids
again. I have always been opposed to cutting that, I
think it is the only part of accountability in the
Education Reform Act. We talked about a cut of
$500,000 out of Adult Ed, that wasn't there.

My answer to you, as I have said to you for weeks

Representative from
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and my presence here has demonstrated that, that I am
willing to talk but it is certainly the content of
the cuts that is critical. I certainly think it
would be helpful to find compromise, I think our
position on Health Care is a compromise. We started
out with zero and we have offered $6 million dollars.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Gray, Representative Carroll.

Representative CARROLL: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I would just like  to clarify a
couple of things. We on the Majority Report have
made a series of compromises as well and I don't want
to let that go unnoticed or unmentioned.

We did compromise on the Health Care Program and
I think Senate Amendment "I" addresses that. We took
some positions from the Health Care Plan, half of
them, changed some language on the Task Force, we
were willing (I think in the original report) set the
program so we wouldn't have new enrollees — at one
time it was February 5th but because we continued to
negotiate and negotiate, it was then changed to five
days after the effective date of the Act. I guess
that would make it somewhere around March 1st, if it
was somehow enacted tonight.

I would like to pose a question through the Chair
to someone from the Minority Party — if they could
respond to that? I would like to say that I thank
them for allowing me to sit in their caucus this

afternoon and they treated me with respect and
welcomed our presence. In fact, they even asked me a
question. I continually hear that the number of

cuts that we have had, we have to do more cuts, but
the cuts have to come from the new spending in the
Majority Report. I specifically need to know what
our new spending is? If someone would specifically
list our new spending and where our cuts must come
from, I think that would help to clarify some of the
confusion that continues to fly back and forth?

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Representative from
Gray, Representative Carroll, has posed a question
through the Chair to anyone who may respond if they
so desire.

The Chair recognizes the Representative from
Yarmouth, Representative Foss.
Representative FO0SS: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and

Gentlemen of the House: As the good Representative
from Gray knows, there were several issues that have
never surfaced in the debate in the House. As an
earlier speaker mentioned, there were many 9 to 4
votes, there were many positions restored. We felt
that the fiscal issues needed focus and it was our
position from the very beginning that the Majority
Report included, because of the shift in the General
Purpose Aid, about $17 million in spending more than
ours. Our request was that the cuts be found in that
spending. We have had many discussions since, I have
had many privately with the Speaker about the issue
of AFDC and I think this House should know, as
difficult as a cut that will be, that program in
Medicaid will have to be brought under control in the
next biennium. I have said that on the floor of the
House before and I know that we are going to be
facing this issue again in the biennial budget so we
decided on a task force. We felt strongly that the
gap which makes us sixth in the country was something
we couldn't afford to do now. Because the Majority
Party couldn't agree to cut the whole gap and we
didn't feel we could do it partially without waivers
between now and July 1, we agreed to language, There
are still several other places where the Majority
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Party has spent and we have not. However, since we
have gone to different levels of negotiations, we
have moved away from that as is evidenced by
discussions in the other body in negotiations and
during the last few days between both bodies and the
Executive Branch.

Many of the issues that were discussed yesterday
were not discussed before — they are in areas that
were not considered. I have no objection to taking,
for example, surplus that does not have a use in this
biennium if by removing that it doesn't put an added
burden in the next biennium. I think I have shown
accommodations as far as accepting cuts outside of
the increased spending in the Majority Report. I do
oppose finding cuts that only make the next budget
more difficult.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the

Representative from South Portland, Representative
Macomber.
Representative MACOMBER: Mr. Speaker, Men and

Women of the House: I thought I would rise now and
speak. I didn't know but perhaps you were tired of
listening to Representative Foss and Representative
Martin and you might like to hear another voice. I
don't imagine I have a solution to the problem but I
would like to say a couple of words.

I congratulate the people on Appropriations, the
people in leadership, all the people that have worked
so hard for so long a period to try to bring this to
some kind of resolution. To be very frank, I think
it has failed. I think sometimes you can get to a
stage where people have looked at each other across
the table for six, seven or eight weeks, you are
tired of seeing each other, no new ideas are coming
forth, you are into a gridlock where nobody is going
to give and I think we have reached that situation
here tonight. I think they have done a wonderful
job, I truly do. I know the time they have spent and
I think they should be commended for it.

I think I have to say too that the rest of the
House has been very, very patient. I think we have
been kept in the dark on a lot of issues. I don't
like closed door meetings, I have made that very
plain to everybody in the last ten years. There are
times I think I would have liked to have seen a joint
caucus where we could have discussed things instead
of one party meeting in one room, another party in
another. I think it was a very good move today when
a couple of Democrats went to the Republicans, a
couple of Republicans came to the Democrats — I
think that is a step in the right direction. I
really feel that you people have done your best and
it doesn't seem to be working. I would offer just
one suggestion, it may not be appropriate, but it is

a suggestion and I haven't heard too many new
suggestions lately — if the Representative from
Topsham, Representative Chonko, would withdraw her

motion to recede and concur, a motion could be made
to insist and ask for a Committee of Conference. If
that could happen, I would say to those who would be
appointed to the Committee of Conference that the
people from Appropriations should not be included on
that particular Committee.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Waido, Representative Whitcomb.

Representative WHITCOMB: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I have received a number of
notes since the discussion has gone on, especially in
the last half hour and I will respond to those after
I make a couple of statements.
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I felt when I spoke (it may have been close to
two hours ago) that the tone of the comments that I
made were — if not — I felt they were conciliatory
in effort. We were willing to accept some blame on
our side if others were willing to accept blame and
discuss about the process having been broken down.

1 feel it is important before any other step is
taken to clarify further a suggestion or comment, in
fact a direct attack, that the impasse of this budget
is a result of one Representative, namely
Representative Foss. I think the Representative from
Gray and the Representative from Topsham who visited
our caucus today can tell you, those of you in the
Democratic Caucus, that it was not an outcry of
opposition to the negotiating effort of the
Republicans in any negotiating team. Just to tell
you that there is an honest difference apparently in
the understanding — I have spoken with one other
party who was present last night who says there was
not an agreement on $6 million. If there was an
agreement, it was at a figure substantially less than
that, so there is a difference of opinion.

I think that it is unfortunate that there has
been a definite attempt to portray the impasse as a
result of one individual. That individual, as you
have seen tonight, does a very effective job standing
up to an onslaught of prepared questions. Frankly,
that is pretty unusual in this process

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair would interrupt
the Representative to advise him to keep his comments
in context to the motion before us, if he would
please.

Representative WHITCOMB: I appreciate that
comment from the Speaker because it has seemed that
several speakers have suggested tonight that there
has been very little reference to the motion before
us on the Amendment.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair would apologize
to the deference to the Representative only to
indicate that the Chair would caution the member to
suggest that members have utilized prepared questions
to attack or attempt to attack or embarrass any
member of this body.

Representative WHITCOMB: Thank you Mr.
Speaker. I would respond to one question that was
offered — would the Republicans accept some matter
if there was movement on health care? I would

respond in a manner very similar to Representative
Foss by saying we would want to see the entire
package. It is not the decision of the Republicans

to be here tonight voting on a measure that does not
represent the discussion of the last day and a half.
In the opinion of many of us, this is a "throw it in
your face" response. I think it is very appropriate
to respond to the messages I have seen from several
individuals that this matter be tabled for one
legislative day to see if there is, as a result of
this discussion of many subjects this evening, an
opportunity for this process to proceed without
having the matter go through the process of
engrossment and that expense and, therefore, I would
concur with the suggestion that the matter be tabled
one legislative day.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Falmouth, Representative Reed.

Representative REED: Mr. Speaker, Ladies and
Gentlemen of the House: I realize that the hour is
late and I beg your indulgence only briefly. My
comments are not intended to dissuade you from
positions which you hold because I suspect that that
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would be unlikely to occur. What I do hope is that
you will accord me the privilege of speaking with you
friend to friend and if you do not feel that you can
consider me your friend, at Tleast consider me your

peer and indulge me for a few moments.

When I came in the Chamber today, I looked at the
calendar and it said 26, February. It struck me that
when 1 began to 1earn about this problem, the

calendar said 26, December. It has been now 62 days
with very few breaks, that we have worked diligently
and in good faith, I think, to resolve this issue,
some in what has been called the Committee of Five,
some in what has been called the Super Group, some in
what has been described as discussions at the highest
level and some in dark little rooms with piles of
paper and notes, and that is where I have been
involved. But it has been 62 days to work upon this
problem. During that time, I have experienced, I
think, a roller coaster of emotions. It began with
anticipation — as a newly appointed member of the
Appropriations Committee, I Tooked forward to working
with my colleagues to solve this serious problem.
Anticipation was followed soon by dismay as it became
clear to me the depth and seriousness of the
financial difficulties that our recession has brought
to the State of Maine. Then came frustration at the
slow and, in my opinion, sometimes immeasurable
progress that was made in days and days of committee
hearings. Then has come exhaustion from lack of
sleep, missing meals, poor meals — in fact, I have
developed an abiding hatred for pizza over the last
62 days. Now I have come to a certain sadness as I
have seen honest differences of opinion undergo a
rather ugly metamorphosis through ranker to animosity
to actions and words that (in my view) are below the
dignity of this institution and the members of it.
From that, I am sad. Finally at disappointment —
disappointment that, after 62 days, we have not an
agreeable solution. Disappointment that the document
before us contains, in my opinion, unacceptable
funding sources, mitigation of language that would
have given some relief over a long-term to our
communities, to 1language that gives only a brief
opportunity for waiver. Disappointment that the
document before us is, in my opinion, tainted with
items that ought not to be in a budget bill and
perhaps (in some cases) ought not to be in any bill
at all. But mostly disappointed that the document
before us has made inadequate movement toward
addressing long-term problems that must be addressed.

Earlier today, we heard Chief Justice McKusick
speak to us and he was speaking on the State of the
Judiciary. It is, I think, ironic and somewhat
curious that many of the comments he made this
morning are appropriate for us to review and
reconsider this evening. Early in his remarks, Chief
Justice McKusick said that he had, "high respect for
this legislature". Ladies and gentlemen of the
House, I hope that when this matter is resolved, (and
it will be resolved) that every one of us, you and I,
and the people of the State of Maine, and that Chief
Justice McKusick will still be able to say that he
has high respect for this legislature. I hope that
that will be true.

Later on Chief Justice McKusick said and I quote,
"These are financially tough times, but we will come
through them because we must." Ladies and Gentlemen
of the House, these are f1nanc1a]]y tough times but I
hope we will come through them in a sensrb]e and
reasonable way because we must.
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Justice McKusick said, "It is easy sometimes when
things are difficult to become so involved in the
crisis of the moment that you do not give any thought
to the future." I am afraid, ladies and gentlemen,
that that is what has happened as the pressure has
built and built and built. We now have a document
before us that, in my opinion, gets so involved in
the crisis of the moment that it does not give
adequate thought to the future.

So, I am disappointed but not without hope.
There is one old proverb that I think we have all
heard that says, "A journey of 1,000 miles begins
with a single step." I have a deep concern, ladies
and gentlemen of this House, that the development of
a responsible and workable budget for the next
biennium will indeed be a long and very arduous
journey if we begin it with a document we have before
us and the animosities that it has created. Ladies
and gentlemen of the House, let us not do that.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Corinth, Representative Strout.

Representative STROUT: Mr. Speaker, Men and
Women of the House: I wasn't going to speak on this
tonight but after hearing the gentleman from South
Portland, Representative Macomber, mention what he
thought might get us out of this dilemma, I thought
back to two previous speakers this evening,
Representative Norton from Winthrop, which I heard
him clearly say — and I would have to relate to the
Representative from Belfast that I don't believe that
Representative Norton at any time said that he would
take this bill any way it was tonight, I don't
believe I heard him say that. What I heard the
Representative from Winthrop say was, if we are that
close, then we should try to get together. What I
think I was hearing him say was that we really should
sit down as members of this body and negotiate for a
settlement and I believe that.

Later, I heard Representative Martin of Eagle
Lake say, if there are 15 members in this House that
can resolve this, then stand up. Well, I am telling
you, I am one and if there are 14 others in here from
both parties who want to stand up here tonight, we
can resolve this. I believe it. If we are that
close, we can resolve it.

The motion before us is not the right one, in my
opinion. What it does is recede and concur and does
not do what has been going on in the last two days.
I agree with the gentleman from South Portland, what
we should do is withdraw that motion. Over the years
that I have been here, I believe there is a better
motion, that if we went to a Committee of Conference
-— and I will go a little bit further than what the
gentleman from South Portland said, I am not against
the Appropriations Committee because I think they
have done a good job. Maybe they have been at it too
lTong. I think I would go a little bit further and I
would take leadership out of the process. I've got
nothing against leadership but I think the time has
come when the rank and file of this House need to sit
down and negotiate and we need new players, I believe
that.

I will tell you this, I would be willing to serve
and I would be willing to see, not 15, but if you
want to come up with seven or nine or whatever, I
don't care whether it is seven R's and two D's, that
doesn't bother me, I am sure it wouldn't be, but if
you want to give us three R's and six D's, I tell you
people, I am serious tonight, we have got to have a
budget and I believe it can be done. I don't care
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whether you go to a Committee of Conference or
whether you table it and sit down tomorrow, but I
really think no matter how good a job everybody has
done in the last 62 days, there needs to be some new
players. I believe there are -some people in this
House who want to do it and I think we can do it if
you will just give us an opportunity.

The SPEAKER PRO TEM: The Chair recognizes the
Representative from Eagle Lake, Representative Martin.

Representative MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, Members of
the House: As the Representative from Corinth,
Representative Strout, was talking about the need to
perhaps take away the committee that has been most
involved, I was chagrinly thinking about an earlier
experience with the Committee on Transportation and
he remembers that well and so does the Representative
from South Portland, Representative Macomber. It was
probably that experience they were talking about.
But there is a great deal of merit to what they say.
The last thing that we want, in my opinion, is to end
up with nothing.

Let me tell you why and I am surprised that no
one asked the question tonight. Why was the motion
to recede and concur made? Why was not another
motion made? Earlier today we said, and I said to
the press and to everyone, if anyone comes forth and
15 people say they can put something together, the
last thing I want, the last thing anyone wants from
our side is to run this tonight. But if we have
nothing, we might as well go with the original
document because, if it is going to fail, why spend
any more money? You see, we spent $18,000 printing
those two L.D.'s that you have before you, L.D. 274
and 275. I repeat, $18,000. Then we spent for each
amendment about $100 each, give or take how many you
print and how thick it is and we have done a few of
those. So, I just felt, why take legislative staff
(frankly, they have been through heck) and do all
that if this bill is going to fail? We might as well
run it, if it dies, it dies.

As I told the Governor this morning, “"Well, there
is nothing we can do because we have done, at this
point, all we can do." I will tell you what, men and
women of the House, one day isn't going to make any
difference. I am willing to take the Representative
from Corinth on and the Representative from South
Portland, Representative Macomber on, and we will
table the document tonight. For those of you who
have an interest in putting the document together, we
will meet here after we adjourn tonight, all parties,
and let's put a document together that we can pass in
this House and make ourselves proud instead of making
ourselves and this institution look like it cannot do
its job.

I would ask the Representative from Thomaston,
Representative Mayo, to table the bill for one
legislative day.

On motion of Representative Mayo of Thomaston,
tabled pending the motion of Representative Chonko of
Topsham, that the House recede and concur, and
specially assigned for Wednesday, February 27, 1991,

At this point, Speaker Martin resumed the Chair.

The House was called to order by the Speaker.



