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Mr. CHASE of Cape Elizabeth: Mr.
Speaker, under the right of personal
privilege I ask leave of the House to
address it at this time on certain
matters relating to the railroad execisc
tax, and various messages and
speeches thereon. It is my contention
that two messages of the executive—

Mr. WING of Auburn: Mr., Speaker,
I rise to a point of order.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. WING: Mr, Speaker, what is
the question before the House that
the gentleman is speaking to?

The SPEAKER: The gentleman is
rising to a question of personal priv-
ilege and is stating what the question
is that he wishes to speak on.

Mr. WING: Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion he speaks upon and the question
of personal privilege are two different
things.

Mr. CHASE: Mr. Speaker, I am en-
deavoring to point out that the matter
of personal privilege is involved in my
request, and am trying to make such
statements as shall assure the House
that they should give me the privilege.

Mr. WING: Mr. Speaker, T think the
gentleman should present his motion

so that the House may have something

to act upon.

The SPEAKER: The Chair will
state that the gentleman from Cape
Elizabeth, Mr. Chase, apparently is
rising to a question of personal priv-
ilege and is endeavoring to acquaint
the House with the matter upon which
he rises. The gentleman should not
put any argument into his remarks
but may state why he wishes to rise
to a question of personal privilege.

Mr. CHASE: Mr. Speaker, 1 have
no particular desire to continue if it
is already clear to the members, It is
my contention that the matter of per-
sonal privilege is involved in this
matter. I will say no more at present
without permission of the House.

The SPEAKER: The gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Chase, asks
the House to give its consent that he
address it on a matter of personal
privilege.

Mr. WING: Mr. Speaker, does the
Chair rule that it requires unanimous
consent for a member to speak on a
question of personal privilege?

The SPEAKER: The Chair rules
that it requires a majority vote. As
many as are in favor of extending to
the gentleman from Cape Elizabeth,
Mr. Chase, the privilege to address the
House on a matter of personal priv-
ilege will say aye; those opposed no.

A viva voce vote being taken, the
privilege of addressing the House on
the matter of personal privilege was
extended to Mr. Chase.

Mr. CHASE: Mr. Speaker, for the
convenience of the reporter I will sub-
mit to him a copy of the remarks I
shall make. And in making these re-
marks, which involve figures, it will
save time and be in the interest of
clearness to use the round figures, but
the dollars and cents are included in
the copy submitted unless there is ob-
jection, in which case I will read the
dollars and cents,

On March 24 the governor of Maine
addressed to this Legislature a veto
message, stating certain reasons for
withholding his approval of the act
relating to the excise tax on railroads.
In speaking on this subject I ques-
tioned the soundness of thc governor’s
reasoning and called attention to cer-
tain figures which appeared unsound
as a basis for the argument advanced
by the governor. The fairness and
accuracy of my statements have since
been challenged in a message from the
governor dated March 31.

I have delayed some time in com-
menting on this matter again, for my
own inclination ran strongly toward
ignoring the special message, even
though the intimation was apparent
that my original speech had contained
important errors. But in deference to
the wishes of my friends I have made
a further analysis of the figures in-
volved, which is submitted.

On page 3 of the governor's veto
message there appears the following
statement:

“The revenues of the State for the
past four years from this railroad tax
have been as follows:

1923....82,305,000

1924.... 2,385,000
1925.... 1,911,000
1926. 1,914,000

These figures are repecated in the
special message of March 31; and they
are the basis of the governor’s conten-
tion that receipts from railroad taxes
have been reduced greatly since 1924.
In my remarks on the veto message I
questioned the propriety of using
these figures; and I suggested that it
would be more accurate to use the
State assessors’ figures which show
the amounts of taxes assessed against
the railroads in recent years. (State
Assessors’ Report 1925-26, Pages 44,
214, and 215.) I assumed in my argu-
ment that the taxes collected woula
be equal to the assessments over a
period of vears.
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Now I gather from the Governor’'s
special message that he thinks it is
debatable whether the correct figures
to use are the assessors’ figures of
assessments based upon railroad
gross earnings during calendar years
(this being the basis for taxation un-
der the new gross-net railroad excise
tax bill which the Governor vetoed),
or the figures which showed the act-
ual revenues of the State from rail-
road taxes during fiscal years which
run from July 1 to June 30. But if
I was in error in assuming that the
assessment figures were the proper
ones to use, and that the collections
from this source would be equal to
the assessments, then I erred in dis-
tinguished company, as I will show
you later.

When it appeared that the accur-
acy of my remarks on the railroad
excise tax Dbill and veto message
thereon were questioned I went over
my speech as reported in the record,
with some care. I never had an op-
portunity to avail myself of the
privilege usually accorded members
of revising and correcting minor er-
rors in the record, because this
speech was not printed in the news-
papers and because the record was
made up over the week-end when I
was absent. I desire to say now, that
except for minor errors which may
be mine and which may be the re-
porters, there is no important state-
ment in my speech that is inaccurate,
and that the reasoning and the con-
clusions are essentially sound, and
I would not change any of them,

When I had determined to my own
satisfaction that I had not deceived
the House and that I had been right
in my contention, I thought it might
be a good idea to find out whether
the Governor might not be right too,
since his arguments were based upon
a different set of figures. So I
started out with this (showing pink
slip) and came back three hours
later with this (showing handful.) I
had gained in tonnage but had lost
in knowledge; for I had been unable
to gain the knowledge which 1
sought, and came back knowing less
than when I started. But I found
out this, that the Governor’s figures
on Page 3 of the veto message show-
ed that collections from railroad
taxes in the fiscal years 1923, 1924,
1925 and 1926 were $630,619.87 more
than the total of excise taxes assess-
ed against steam and electric rail-
roads for the years 1923, 1924, 1925,
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and 1926; and that the total of the
Governor’s figures for revenues from
“this railroad tax” was $1,098,449
more than the total assessment
against steam railroads for the years
1923, 1924, 1925 and 1926.

Then I was torn between my de-
sire to prove that the Governor was
right and my fear that such proof
might demonstrate that the railroads
had ‘paid the State in taxes several
hundred thousand dollars more than
had been assessed against them,
and that the State might have to
refund such excess to the railroads.

‘While in this dilemina there came
to my assistance the gentleman from
Skowhegan, Mr. Page, who is adept
at figures; and we went at it to-
gether, trying to find out the source
of the figures quoted by the Gover-
nor on Page 3 of his veto message.

The Governor says on Page 3,
“The revenues of the State for the
past four years from this railroad tax
have been as follows:” One might
readily infer that the reference ap-
plies to the excise tax on steam rail-
roads which is all that is involved
in the bill then under consideration.
However, it appears that all of the
quoted figures include excise taxes
collected from electric railroads
which are not involved in the bill at
all and which have been assessed in
amounts ranging from $138,088 in
1922 to $100,478 in 1926. To compare
one figure which includes electric
railroad taxes with an estimate of
future revenue which does not in-
clude electric railroad taxes leads,
obviously, to an inaccurate conclu-
sion.

Now why does the amount collect-
ed in the fiscal year 1923 exceed the
total assessment for 1923 on all rail-
roads by more than $250,000? Be-
cause the Bangor & Aroostook Rail-
road paid $704,863 in excise taxes
during the fiscal year 1923, although
the tax assessed against it for 1923
was only $405,132; and because the
Grand Trunk paid $157,117 as com-
pared to the 1923 assessment of
$101,069; and because the Canadian
Pacific paid nothing in that fiscal
yvear, although its assessment for
1923 was $158,958, and because the
collections in the fiscal year 1923 in-
clude about $23,000 back taxes ex-
tending back over six years.

Why does the amount collected in
the fiscal year 1924 exceed the as-
sessment for 1924 by more than
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$350,000? Because the Boston &
Maine, assessed for 1924 at $330,355,
actually paida $579,495; and Dbecause
the Canadian Pacific, assessed at
$163,714 for 1924, actually paid $244,-
384; and because the collections for
the fiscal year 1924 include about
$28,000 in back taxes extending back
over eight years.

Now the figures quoted by the
Governor for the amounts collected
from excise taxes on steam and elec-
tric railroads for the fiscal years 1923
and 1924, check exactly with the re-
port of the State Treasurer for the
two years ending June 30, 1924 (See
Page 33); and they also check with
the figures given in the Report of
the Budget Committee presented to
the 82nd Legislature (See Page 7).
Governor Baxter was a member of
that Budget Committee and Gover-
nor-elect Ralph O. Brewster was
not a member. And that Budget
Committee in its statement of actual
income from railroad excise taxes
used the figures contained in the
State Treasurer’s report.

In analyzing the figures given by
the Governor in his veto message as
the amounts collected in excise taxes
from railroads during the fiscal
years 1925 and 1926, namely §$1,911,-
000 in 1925, and $1,914,000 in 1926, we
arrive at a startling and significant
departure from former methods, and
a departure especially startling as
coming from one who now seems to
contend that past collections, and
not assessments, are the proper
basis for calculations of the effect
upon the future revenues of the
state from railroad excise taxes un-
der the gross-net plan. For we find
that the budget committee for the
83rd Legislature—of which Gover-~
nor Brewster was chairman—adopt-
ed the method of using assessments,
and not collections, in calculating
the future income of the state from
railroad excise taxes. (See Page 9
of 1927 Budget Report). On Page 9
of this report under the heading
“Actual Income July 1, 1924 to June
30, 19257 and opposite the words
“Railroad Companies” there appears
the figure $1,911,014.62; and in the
next column under the heading “Ac-
tual Income July 1, 1925 to June 30,
1926 appears the item $1,904,615.52.
As a matter of fact, these items
were not actual income at all, but
are exactly the amounts assessed
against steam and electric railroads
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for 1925 and for 1926, as will be
found on Pages 44 and Pages 214
and 215 of the 1925-1926 report of
the State Assessors. I assume that
the Governor’s figure of $1,914,000,
which in his special message he
says was taken from the Budget
Committee report, should be $1,904,-
000, and that the variation of $§10,-
000 is due to a misprint.

The figures which appear in the
Governor’'s messages, and which ap-

pear in the report of the Budget
Committee of which Governor
Brewster was chairman, as repre-

senting the actual income of the
state from railrcad taxes during the
fiscal years 1925 and 1926 are wrong,
according to the report of the State
Treasurcr for the two years ending
June 30, 1926. The actual receipts
from the tax on railroad companies
for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1925, according to the State Treas-
urer’'s report, were $1,846,884.68, and
not $1,911,014.62 as the Governor
says and gquotes from the DBudget
Committee report; and the actual
receipts from the same source, ac-
cording to the same Treasurer’s re-
port, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1926 were $1,626,083.27, and not
$1,904,615.62 as stated in the report
of the Budget Committec and as
quoted by the Governor.

Accoring to the reports of the
State Treasurer the total receipts
from the railroad taxes for the four
fiscal years ending June 30, 1926
were $8,163,953.92; and when the
Governor, quoting from the Report
of the Budget Committee of which
he was chairman, gave figures for
receipts which total §8,515,000 for
the same period, he was about
$350,000 from being right.

Mr. Speaker, it may be debatable
whether collections or assessments
are the proper figures to use in
such calculations. It must be de-
batable, since the Governor uses
both methods. It may be debatable
whether it is correct to include the
taxes paid by electric railroads in a
figure used for comparison with an
estimate which does not include
electric railroads. It may be de-
batable whether it is correct to
compare an estimate for the year
1928 with figures for 1923 and 1924
which finclude receipts from taxes
assessed in 1917. But I think no
one would contend that it is correct
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to assemble a combination of as-
sessment figures and collection fig-
ures in such a manner as to make
an error of $350,000 and to submit
such a compilation to this legisla-
ture for its enlightenment.

On motion by Mr. Piper of Jack-
man, it was ordered that 1,000
copies of the statement just made
by the gentleman from Cape Eiza-
beth, Mr. Chase, be printed.

The SPEAKER: The Chair lays
before the House the first unfinish-
ed business, an act to amend the
charter of the Union Mutual Life
Insurance Company, 8. P. 564,
tabled by Mr. Wing of Auburn,
April 1, pending reference to a
committee; and the Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Auburn,
Mr. Wing.

(At this point Mr. Bartlett of
Bangor assumed the Chair.)

Mr. WING of Auburn: Mr.
Speake,r, this is an act to amend
the charter of the TUnion Mutual
Life Insurance Company which is
one of the largest monied corpora-
tions in the State and supposed to
be administered by a very dis-
tinguished board of directors. In
the dying days of the Legislature
this corporation comes, and as I
understand it states and says that
they did not know that the Legis-
lature was in session, and having
now recovered from their state of
somnolence they want their charter
amended so that they can 'permit
themselves to do a health and ac-
cident business. They say that the
reason they did not come in the
early part of this Legislature was
that they did not know we were
here and that the Legislature was
in session; so they present this bill
to the Senate, the Senate received it
under suspension of the rules and
it is passed to be engrossed without
reference to any committee.

I do not know what to do. I do
not wish to embarrass the TUnion
Mutual Life Insurance Company,
but it strikes me as being very re-
markable that this company comes
to the Legislature in this way and
seeks to have its charter amended.
I do not know whether it is right
that they should do it or not, and I
vield the floor to the gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Chase,
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so that we can be heard on the
business part of the program.

The SPEAKER pro tem: Does the
gentleman from Auburn (Mr. Wing)
vield the floor to the gentleman from
Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Chase?

Mr. WING of Auburn: I do, Mr.
Speaker.
Mr. CHASE of Cape FElizabeth:

Mr. Speaker, T did not know that the
gentleman from Auburn, Mr. Wing,
was going to yield to me and I am
not prepared to speak on this matter
at all; but as I understand it from
information which came to me from
Portland, this company, which is the
only large life insurance company in
the State, wishes now to enter into
competition with other companies
writing combination insurance—
wishes to have its charter amended
sgo that it will be in position to com-
pete with the companies which send
their agents in from the outside. The
Union Mutual Life Insurance Com-
pany is a substantial institution with
a creditable history, and it is trying
to compete with the other companies,
and it asks that its charter may be
amended so that it may be permitted
to write forms of insurance which it
is not now permitted to write.

I was very much surprised that the
gentleman from Auburn (Mr. Wing)
chould yield to me, but that is the
story as I understand it, and I trust
that the bill will receive considera-
tion as to whether it should be refer-
red to a committee or not. It makes
no difference to me, but T hope that
the bill will be received and consid-
ered.

Mr. HALE of Portland: Mr. Speak-
er, may I inquire whether a motion
for a reference to a committee has
been made and is now pending as
indicated on the calendar?

The SPEAKER pro tem: The Chair
will inform the gentleman from Port-
land (Mr. Hale) that there is no
pending motion before this House.

Mr. HALE: Mr. Speaker, what is
the parliamentary status of the bill?
The bill has not been printed as I
understand.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The Chair
will state that there is no motion be-
fore the House.

Mr. HALE: Mr. Speaker, T move
that the bill lie on the table and be
printed and specially assigned for
tomorrow morning if it is probable



