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ORDERED, that no new centers
shall be authorized until the State
Department of Education has made
a thorough study of the regional
center program and reported its
findings and recommendations to
the 105th session of the Legisla-
ture. (S. P. 493)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mon-
mouth, Mr. Chick.

Mr. CHICK: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I would
like to offer House Amendment
““A” to Senate Joint Order S. P.
493 and speak to the motion.

House Amendment ‘A’ under
(H-511) was read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the same gentleman.

Mr. CHICK: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: It is ap-
parent that somewheres in typing
up this order they had the wrong
SAD. The Order reads SAD 7,
Farmington, when it should have
been SAD 9, and that is the pur-
pose of the amendment, to cor-
rect the error in the original or-
der.

Thereupon, House Amendment
“A” was adopted and the Joint
Order was passed as amended in
non-concurrence and sent up for
concurrence.

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

The following Order:

ORDERED, the House concur-
ring, that Bill, ‘AN ACT Declar-
ing Procedures for Acquiring and
Protecting Antiquities on State
Lands” (S. P. 389) (L. D. 1314) be
recalled from the Legislative Files
to the Senate (S. P. 495)

Came from the Senate read and
passed.

On motion of Mr. Birt of East
Millinocket, tabled pending pas-
sage in concurrence and specially
assigned for tomorrow.

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

Bill “An Act relating to Welfare
Assistance” (H. P. 687) (L. D. 918)
which was indefinitely postponed
in the House on May 19,
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Came from the Senate passed
to be engrossed as amended by
Senate Amendment ‘B>’ as amend-
ed by Senate Amendment ‘A”
thereto in non-concurrence (S. “B”
S-224) (5. “A” to S. “B” S-240)

On motion of Mr. Birt of East
Millinocket, retabled pending fur-
ther consideration and specially
assigned for tomorrow.

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

Bill “An Act to Provide for Tax-
ation and Regulation of the Asso-
ciated Hospital Service of Maine”
(H. P. 885) (L. D. 1144)

On motion of Mr. Scott of Wil-
ton, retabled pending passage to
be engrossed and specially as-
signed for tomorrow.

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

Bill ““An Act to Provide a More
Equitable Method of Distributing
School Subsidy’” (H. P, 1254) (L.
D. 1586)

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
oghizes the gentleman from Bid-
deford, Mr. Fecteau.

Mr. FECTEAU: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: 1
would like to make a motion for
indefinite postponement of this
bill, and I shall speak to my mo-
tion.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Biddeford, Mr. Fecteau,
moves the indefinite postponement
of L. D, 1586, and the gentleman
may proceed.

Mr. FECTEAU: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I re-
gret of a few days ago when I
made a few remarks and Mr. Jal-
bert mentioned that my remarks
should be reprinted and repro-
duced and distributed around to
the members that I didn’t take ac-
tion at that time. Of course, this is
my third term, but sometimes
there are things that you don’t
know and I figured that probably
the House would take action and
have them distributed. And of
course I am sorry about this.

The next thing that I am sorry
of—before I make my remarks—
is that I ;ooked at the newspapers
the next morning and I saw all
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the remarks made by everybody
else but my own remarks, which I
really resent for the only reason
that I am the only member of a
town or a city where there are
private schools, and I am going
to tell you the reason why I am
working to try to remedy the situ-
ation.

It isn’t because I am 100% in
favor of these schools. We are not
having help from the diocese. They
don’t seem to care and I care
less. I am fighting for the simple
reason that this is a money sav-
ing for the State of Maine and for
the cities and towns where these
schools are. And this is for the
simple reason that I am trying to
have a little help. As far as I am
concerned, if we don’t take action
this year, it will all go on the back
on the towns and cities of the state
and I don’t care less.

As far as this bill here, they take
all this a new subsidy, a new help.
Well I am going to tell you a coup}e
of inequities there is in that bill
and it is still worse you know
than the other subsidy.

The City of Portland—and I am
not saying that because they are
going to receive too much because
they don’t even have their fair
share even at that—will receive
by this new subsidy a half a mil-
lion dollars more. The City of
Portland is five times the school
population that we have in the
public schools. We are to receive
$37,000. If you will multiply five
times 37, it will give us roughly
$160,000 more. This is one of the
inequities.

The other day I gave you for
comparison Fort Kent. I don’t hold
anything against my good friend
here, Mr. Bourgoin, right next to
me. Good, if they are having all
this money, good for them. But
on this subsidy, if I took them as
an example. Now under this new
subsidy they are going to receive
$100,000 more. So how do you
think we are going to stand in this
new subsidy?

1 feel that we should indefinitely
postpone this bill and when the
bloc grant comes back here, en-
act the bloc grant so that we can
receive a few thousand dollars in
order to be able to hold onto these
schools and save the State some
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money. That is right, share and
share alike.

I want to tell you that when this
bill comes out for new taxes I hope
that you won’t blame me if I go
the other way and go against any
extra taxes if nothing is done to
help us.

One thing that I would like to
mention too is that we are all talk-
ing about saving money. Last
night I was running around think-
ing of what I was going to say
today and I drove around the cap-
itol here and I wonder if they don’t
have a switch to put out these
lights. This thing here is decorated
just like a Christmas tree. I wish
that I could save half of this
money so that we could have help
for our schools for all the extra
kilowatt-hours that they are using
here.

I am not mad. I might sound
like this, but I hope that my friends
from these cities and towns that
have private schools will support
my motion. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Mada-
wiaska, Mr, Levesque.

Mr. LEVESQUE: Mr. Speaker
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House: Certainly at this stage I
hope to beg the indulgence of the
House so you will not indefinitely
postpone this document as indi-
cated by the gentleman from Bid-
deford, Mr, Fecteau. And I am
assuming that the gentleman’s re-
marks are based that he certainly
doesn’t want to increase the taxes
or raise additional taxes to pay for
services as indicated by his voting
records on tax measures up to this
date in this session.

However, I judge by his remarks
that he has just indicated that he
would support a bloc grant for-
mula for distribution of monies to
the different localities. It just oc-
curs to me as to how this money
is going to be raised so that we
can equitably distribute the monies
to the local municipalities, know-
ing fully well that the gentleman
in Biddeford has a problem and
the same problem exists in many
other communities where they are
concerned with both private and
parochial schools.

The motion to indefinitely post-
pone this bill is certainly not go-
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ing to help correct that problem
and I don’t think that the amount
of money that is going to be raised
or that is proposed in the bloc
grant proposal is going to be raised
at thig session to help the City of
Biddeford and many other cities.
So therefore I hope that you will
vote against the motion to indefi-
nitely postpone this bill. It is a
unanimous committee report and
at this session of the Legislature
when I find that the Education
Committee comes out unanimously
for a report there must be some-
thing that is good in it. It may
not be entirely good but certainly
what we have passed for the first
year of the biennium wasn’t ex-
ceptionally good either. So if they
have been able to arrive at a com-
promise or somewhat of a compro-
mise for the second year of the
biennium I think we ought to give
them an A for effort. Thank you.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ston-
ington, Mr. Richardson.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speaker
and Members of the House: I too
arise to oppose the motion of my
very good friend from Biddeford,
Mr. Fecteau. If the gentleman
will look at the list of the monies
to be returned to the community he
will find that his community does
get a marked increase. The 103rd
Legislature also provided that if
parochial school youngsters, if a
parochial school does close that
the youngsters would be counted in
the year that the school closes so
that the local community would not
have to absorb the cost for two
years before being reimbursed.

I would submit that a 20% in-
crease which is what he receives
would be a very great help. In my
own distriet, you can check the
figures on the sheets before you,
we will lose 109, but I am going
to support the bill anyway because
I am convinced that it is a very
fair treatment of communities, of
all of the communities in Maine.
This is a compromise as Mr.
Levesque from Madawaska pointed
out. It is :a measure that tries to
include basically the best of all
that we have studied for the past
five or six months and I would
certainly hope that we would not
go along with the motion to in-
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definitely postpone and when the
vote is taken I request that it be
taken by the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cari-
bou, Mr. Snow.

Mr. SNOW: Mr. Speaker, Ladies
and Gentlemen of the House: We
have before us today two methods
for providing state revenues to mu-
nicipalities and school units. These
methods are the so-called ‘‘new
equitable method of distributing
school subsidies’” and the compro-
mise bloz grant program.

The bloc grant program has
been criticized by many as being
proposed too .late in the session
and needing more study. Ladies
and gentlemen of the House, only
yesterday, June 9, the Education
Committee reported out L. D. 1586,
a completely new method of pro-
viding school subsidies. I happen
to know that the proposal was only
completed by the Education Com-
mittee last week. Now, let’s be
serious. L. D. 1586, before today,
has had no public hearing and in
fact, will not be reviewed by the
school superintendents until today.
My question is, which proposal
needs more study?

The Education Committee com-
ments on the new proposal indicate
that an attempt has been made
to incorporate some of the best
features of the so-called Kellam,
Richardson and bloe grant pro-
posals. The faet is, however, that
L. D. 1286 fails to provide any
funding for the so-called tax effort
pool. Is this incorporating the best
features of the several proposals?

Many are undoubtedly going to
say that the new subsidy formula
provides approximately the same
amounts of money to communities
as the compromise bloc grant pro-
gram. In certain instances this is
in fact the case. However, I would
not suggest that this makes L. D.
1586 an equitable plan.

The new subsidy approach has
one major fault — it assumes that
a community with a high per pupil
state valuation has greater ability
to finance education for its stud-
ents. This is one of those half
truths. What the program fails to
recognize is the other services
which the city or town may have
to provide on the same tax base.
Again, I suggest what is appro-
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priated for other municipal serv-
ices has a relationship to what is
appropriated to education.

The other major difference be-
tween L. D. 1586 and the bloc grant
compromise is the fact that the
compromise starts to get away
from the concept of dedicated
revenue for education,

The bloe grant monies cannot
be used for any specific municipal
program, but must be used to re-
duce the property taxes to be as-
sessed on the property.

Ladies and gentlemen of the
House, I urge you to vote against
the new school subsidy proposal.
I suggest you vote for the passage
of the compromise bloc grant pro-
gram which continues the existing
school subsidy formula for the next
biennium and initiates bloc grants
with only the new revenues the
Legislature plans to appropriate
for municipalities. I then suggest
that the Legislative Research Com-
mittee be directed to study in
much greater detail the school
subsidy program and the Dbloc
grant concept and present recom-
mendations to the 105th Legisla-

ture.
The SPEAKER: The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from

Dixmont, Mr. Millett,

Mr. MILLETT: Mr. Speaker, I
would like to attempt to answer
some of the questions that have
been brought up in previous de-
bate which have been somewhat
either critical or apprehensive in
relation to the new subsidy pro-
posal which is before you. I do
feel a great deal of good has come
out of this debate both this morn-
ing, last week and the debate on
the bloe grant proposal and in
previous get-togethers and dis-
cussions over the present existing
subsidy law and what has gone in-
to this proposal which is before
you this morning.

The first thing I would like to
attempt to answer is the question
of how much study has gone into
this particular proposal as con-
tained in L. D. 1586. I would go
back to the end of the 103rd Legis-
lature when, as I gather, a Joint
Order directed the Maine Educa-
tion Council to study an interim—
to make an interim study of the
entire subsidies situation as it
existed under the present law and
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come up with a recommendation.
This recommendation was made,
a very lengthy, a very objective,
a very factual and a document
containing many good points. It
was contained in the so-called
Kellam bill, L. D. 535. This was
studied a great deal along with
a municipal overburden feature
which it contained. I would further
say that the L. D. which this
serves as a redraft from, L. D.
683, was the result of a good deal
of study prior to the convening of
this session in January.

I would further say that since
the convening of the Legislature
I personally have looked at over
a hundred print-outs from com-
puter to germinations of subsidy
distributions. I have spent hours
and hours, both prior to the intro-
duction of a bloc grant theory and
since the matter came on the
horizon.

I think it is very ill conceived
and very poor criticism to make
at this time that this document
before you has had no study what-
ever. I challenge anyone to actual-
ly stand behind such a contention.

Without going into this point any
further, I think the gentleman
from Biddeford, Mr. Fecteau has
brought up a further point, one
which we also looked into, one
which has been taken up in
previous legislatures and in which
a certain amount of action has al-
ready been taken in this session.
I am referring to the question of
the parochial school child. Now I
believe in the 103rd Legislature,
as Mr, Richardson has referred
to, those of you who were here,
and other members, adopted a
plan whereby the parochial school
closing which normally occurs in
the spring of the year, and I am
referring to and the timing is very
good, over the weekend five
parochial school closings occurred
in the State of Maine.

Now under existing subsidy
laws, April 1st enrollments are
the key to the determination of
money. This action, which was
enacted in the 103rd, provided that
whenever a parochial school closed
out during a given calendar year
those students who Dbecame the
property or the responsibility of
the public school system wupon
usually the start of the new school
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yvear in September would be count-
ed for full subsidy purposes for
the entire period of the subsidy
distribution. I have felt this was
not only a good law but a very
fair and equitable law.

In this session of the Legislature,
in two bills introduced by the gen-
tleman from Lewiston, Mr. Jalbert
we have taken further considera-
tion of the parochial school prob-
lem. I refer to one bhill, I don’t
have the number available which
called for the same treatment when
a part of a parochial school was
closed, namely, one grade, one
room or some combination, but
less than the entire building.

Third, a bill, which we heard
even after cloture date and gave
a unanimous ‘‘ought to pass’ re-
port on, provided for the lease of
school facilities owned by paro-
chial, either church organizations
or private organizations, for the
use of the public school children
when situations of this emergency
nature were brought about. I am
sure that any measure which at-
tempts to distribute money on the
basis of educational support has
to take into concern pupils and
pupils alone as far the actual
number of individuals being con-
sidered under this distribution.

We have considered parochial
school children, we have to con-
sider them. At this time, however,
if you subscribe to the separation
of church and state I don’t feel
that you can directly subsidize
those children who are getting a
parochial school education. Now
if this matter could be studied,
certainly this is something which
anyone with an objective mind
would not disagree with.

The third criticism is that of
wealth and 1 think it has been
brought out by the gentleman from
Biddeford, Mr. Fecteau, that in a
case of Portland, which has a
substantial number of private
school children in comparison to
his own City of Biddeford, but
they received a much greater pro-
portionate inerease due to this
program than his town. The only
reason for this is found very ob-
viously in their comparisons of
wealth. Now the actual statistics
which I will give you and I know
are meaningless, show that Bidde-
ford has a per pupil valuation of
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19,150, The City of Portland, our
largest city, has a per pupil val-
uation of 14,546. This difference
is the primary reason for the pro-
portionate difference in the new
subsidy law.

Now notwithstanding per pupil
valuation, which is the proposed
measure of wealth that you have
contained in this L. D., we have
studied many ways of determin-
ing the actual wealth of a com-
munity to support both school and
municipal services. We have con-
sidered excise tax receipts as one
approach. We have come back to
the idea of personal income in
terms of per capita income as a
good measure of actual wealth
within a community.

I think in the future any meas-
ure which can be equitably proven
to be more objective and more
factual than what we have here
would certainly not fall upon deaf
ears.

Now I think the subsidy plan
before you does deserve some ex-
planation. I don’t want to bore
you. I think the charges that
have been brought about should be
answered and I have tried to do
so. But I think before we embark
upon anything new, you as indi-
vidual legislators should seek to
get the answers to your own indi-
vidual questions, to your own geo-
graphic questions, and your own
philosophical questions. I think
you will find members of the Ed-
ucation Committee receptive.

I hope you will oppose the mo-
tion to indefinitely postpone.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cari-
bou, Mr. Snow.

Mr. SNOW: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I feel as
if I should attempt to answer the
good gentleman from Madawaska,
Mr. Levesque, the question that he
posed in regards to where the
money is coming for the bloc
grant proposal that is tabled until
tomorrow.

There is a $1,175,000 less in the
block grant proposal than is pro-
posed under this L. D. before us
now. This $1,175,000 is that much
less than is in the Part II budget.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from En-
field, Mr. Dudley.
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Mr. DUDLEY: Mr. Speaker, I
have a question of the Education
Committee. I have before me leg-
islative document 1586 and pre-
vious documents in relation to dis-
tribution of educational funds as
they have forwarded a chart show-
ing what each community and each
school district would get. I won-
der if there is anything like that
available to support this docu-
ment? If there is, I don’t seem
to have one.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Enfield, Mr. Dudley poses a
question through the Chair to any
member who may answer if they
choose.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Stonington, Mr, Richard-
son.

Mr. RICHARDSON: Mr. Speak-
er, on the desks the other day was
a complete print-out of just exactly
what each community would get
and each School Administrative
District. I hope that answers the
gentleman’s question.

Mr. Speaker, while I am oh my
feet if I may, my good friend, Mr.
Snow referred to the fact that this
proposal doesn’t, that the bloc
grant proposal doesn’t have as
much money in it as this one. I
would submit that the original bloc
grant proposal which was the one
that was so rosily sold to the House
has $50 million in it by their own
admission, and I think if you
worked the bloc grant over with-
out the $50 million in it that it
wouldn’t look as pleasant to all of
the Legislators.

Secondly, he raised the question
of the Maine superintendents meet-
ing today. I can tell you they
came to Augusta prepared to take
issue with the new plan of State
subsidy but that before the meet-
ing was over they passed a resolu-
tion supporting the new subsidy
plan, 1586 with only two voting
against it,

The SPEAKER: For the Chair
to order the yeas and nays it must
have the expressed desire of one
fifth of the members present and
voting. All members desiring a
roll call vote will vote yes; those
opposed will vote no. The Chair
opens the vote.

A vote of the House was taken
and more than one fifth having ex-
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pressed the desire for a roll call, a
roll call was ordered.

The SPEAKER: The pending
question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Biddeford, Mr.
Fecteau, that Bill, “An Act to Pro-
vide a More Equitable Method of
Distributing School Subsidy,”
House Paper 1254, L. D. 1586, be
indefinitely postponed. If you are
in favor of indefinite postponement
you will vote yes; if you are op-
posed you will vote no. The Chair
opens the vote.

ROLL CALL

YEA — Bedard, Carey, Casey,
Chandler, Coffey, Durgin, Fecteau,
Good, Hall, Lee, Marquis, McNally,
Nadeau, Noyes, Pratt, Sheltra,
Snow, Starbird.

NAY — Allen, Baker, Barnes,
Benson, Berman, Bernier, Binnette,
Birt, Boudreau, Bourgoin, Brag-
don, Brown, Burnham, Carter,
Chick, Clark, C. H.; Clark, H. G.;
Corson, Cote, Cottrell, Cox, Crom-
mett, Crosby, Croteau, Cummings,
Curran, Dennett, Donaghy, Dudley,
Dyar, Erickson, Eustis, Farnham,
Faucher, Finemore, Fortier, A. J.;
Foster, Fraser, Gauthier, Gilbert,
Giroux, Hanson, Hardy, Harriman,
Haskell, Hawkens, Henley, Hesel-
ton, Hewes, Hichens, Huber, Im-
monen, Jalbert, Johnston, Jutras,
Kelley, K. F.; Kelley, R. P.;
Keyte, Kilroy, Laberge, Lawry,
Lebel, Leibowitz, LePage, Leves-
que, Lewin, Lincoln, Lund, Mac-
Phail, Marstaller, Martin, Mec-
Teague, Meisner, Millett, Mitchell,
Moreshead, Morgan, Mosher, Nor-
ris, Ouellette, Page, Payson, Por-
ter, Rand, Richardson, G. A.; Rich-
ardson, H. L.; Rideout, Sahagian,
Scott, C. F.; Scott, G. W.; Shaw,
Stillings, Susi, Temple, Thompson,
Trask, Tyndale, 'Vincent, Waxman,
Wheeler, White, Wood.

ABSENT — Brennan, Buckley,
Bunker, Carrier, Couture, Curtis,
Cushing, D’Alfonso, Dam, Danton,
Drigotas, Emery, Evans, Fortier,
M.; Hunter, Jameson, Kelleher,
Lewis, McKinnon, Mills, Quimby,
Ricker, Rocheleau, Ross, Santoro,
Soulas, Tanguay, Watson, Wight,
Williams.

Yes, 18; No, 102; Absent, 30.

The SPEAKER: Eighteen having
voted in the affirmative and one
hundred and two in the negative,
the motion does not prevail.
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Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be engrossed and sent to the
Senate.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Man-
chester, Mr. Rideout.

Mr. RIDEOUT: Mr. Speaker, in
deference to the good gentleman
from Presque Isle, I will guaran-
tee there will be an order in be-
fore we leave that this will be
studied by Research.

The Chair laid before the House
the sixth tabled and later today as-
signed matter:

Bill ““An Act Creating Civil Lia-
bility to the State for Pollution of
Waters” (H. P. 1255) (L. D. 1587)

On motion of Mr. Cox of Bangor,
tabled pending passage to be en-
grossed and specially assigned for
tomorrow.

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

Resclve Proposing an Amend-
ment to the Constitution Affecting
the Apportionment of the House
of Representatives (H. P, 1256)
(L. D. 1588)

On motion of Mr. Rideout of
Manchester, tabled pending pas-
sage to be engrossed and specially
assigned for tomorrow.

The Chair laid before the House
the eighth tabled and later today
agsigned matter:

An Act to Create the Maine Land
Use Regulation Commission and
to Regulate Realty Subdivisions
(H. P. 1234) (L, D. 1566)

Thereupon, the Bill was passed
to be enacted, signed by the Speak-
er and sent to the Senate.

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

Bill “An Act Providing for a
State Pilotage System for the
Penobscot Bay and River, Maine”
(S. P. 338) (L. D. 1136) (In Sen-
ate, passed to be engrossed as
amended by Committee Amend-
ment ‘“‘A” S-199 and Senate
Amendment “A’’ §-221)

Tabled — June 6, by Mr. Rideout
of Manchester,

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.
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On motion of Mr, Dennett of
Kittery, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially as-
signed for tomorrow.

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

Bill “An Act to Provide Protec-
tion for the Consumer Against Un-
fair Trade Practices’” (H. P. 770)
(L. D. 1003)

Tabled—June 9, by Mrs, Payson
of Falmouth.

Pending — Passage to be en-
grossed.

On motion of Mr. Berman of
Houlton, tabled pending passage
to be engrossed and specially as-
signed for tomorrow.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Cape
Elizabeth, Mr. Hewes.

Mr. HEWES: Mr. Speaker, with
reference to item six on page four,
we hag a third reader this morn-
ing—Bill ‘“An Act Establishing
a Full-time Administrative Hear-
ing Commissjoner,” House Paper
1242, L.. D. 1577, I move that we
reconsider our action whereby this
had its third reading as amended
this morning.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr., Hewes
moves that the House reconsider
its action of earlier inh the day
whereby L. D. 1577 was passed to
be engrossed as amended by
House Amendments ‘“A”’ and “B”’.

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Man-
chester, Mr. Rideout.

Mr. RIDEOUT: Mr. Speaker, at
the risk of being repetitive, could
I ask the gentleman for what rea-
son he would like fo have this re-
considered?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Manchester, Mr. Rideout
poses a question through the Chair
to the gentleman from Cape Eliza-
beth, Mr. Hewes, who may answer
if he chLooses.

Mr. HEWES: Mr. Speaker, in
answer to the gentleman’s ques-
tion, this morning House Amend-
ment ‘“B”’ was offered and passed.
It is under filing number H-506
and if we reconsider the bill itself,
I have been asked if we recon-
sider House Amendment ‘B’ with



