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and practice, and will beget from the set-
tler a regard for his obligations which will
result in his solveney and be to the good
of the State. 1| ecommend the Commission
for many of their recommendations, which
will receive the consideration of the Govern-
ment. and later probably the endorsement of
ihe onuse. No Government worthy of their
salt would appoint a Royal Commission,
and having a knowledge of the recommen-
dations and the evidence on which they
were based would, because of superficial
criticism by members of the House, de-
sert that Commission. [ sympathise with
the trustees in many ways. I do nof, how-
aver, by any means endorse their statements
in answer fo the criticism of the Commission,
Far from doing the State any injury I feel
sure the report will do good. If we can pull
the State round now, by facing the position,
and the Commonwealth Government will give
the assistance the Prime Minister has talked
about as coming to the farming comumunity,
we may then put the industry on a sound
hasis. The esperiences of the farmers dur-
ing these difficult times will, I hope, not be
repeated, but that the lessons to be learned
will not be lost by them and the people of
the State.

Question put and passed.
Pt i '

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL,

THE MINISTER FOR WORKS (Hoen.
A. MeCallum—South Fremantle) [11.36]:
1 move—

That the lHouse’
Tuesday next,

at its rising adjourn until

Question put and passed.

Touse adjourned at 1137 pom.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

BILL—SOLDIER LAND SETTLEMENT.

Read a third time and passed.

BILL--ADMINISTRATION ACT (ES-

TATE AND SUCCESSION DUTIES)
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading,
Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. H. 5. W, PARKER (Metropolitan-
Suburban) [4.36]: This Bill appears to me
a highly necessary measure, as there is far
too much evasion of duties at the present
time. Owing to the enormous amount
evaded, taxes hecome heavier and heavier,
whereas if evervone paid his just propor-
tion, they would not need to he so severe.
Tt is the honest citizen who suffers for the
benefit of the man who is able to evade the
taxation. The Bill is in the direction of
tightening up probate duties generally. Flow-
ever, there are certain features of the meas-
ure with which T do not agree. YWhile it is
obvious that if evervhody paid, the burden
would not be nearly so heavy, vet taxes must
not be made so severe that people are in-
duced fo exercise their ingenuity to aveid
them. 1In this State it is a serious matter
to take away, beeanse a man dies, money
that is in industry. That applies to the pas-
toral indnstry. When a pastoralist dies, pro-
perty sometimes has to be sold at a loss, and
the purchaser has not the necessarv eapital to
carry on the indnstry as it should be carried
on. That remark applies also to other indus-
tries in a vounpg eounfry such as this, The
posifion is quite different in older countries,
where people have aeruired enormous wealth
and large estates. and the poliey of Govern-
ments for the time heing is to break up
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those large estates and so avoid one man hav-
ing too mueh power. That consideration does
not apply here. Policies of life assurance
are & different form of wealth from the usual
form, hecause in many cases such policies
are maintained at the cost of reasonable com-
fort to the family. Hardships are often suf-
fered in order that a policy may be main-
tained to provide for the widow and child-
ren.  Policies are alse kept going in order
that a widow may have ready money easily
available, unnecessary distress to the family
being thus avoided. Tt would be easy to pro-
vide that a life assurance policy should he
exempt up to £500 or £1,000.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Some of the other
States have sueh a provision.

Hon. H. 8. W. PARKER:
wedded to any partienlar amount. T am
open to conviction as to the fignre. Let us
assume, {or the sake of argument, that it is
£500, That amount should be exempt so
that a widow could walk into a life assur-
ance company’s office, after the death has
oceurred, and immediately collect the money.
If it is thought that a wealthy estate should
still pay probate duty even on that £500,
well and geod. If the net value of an
estate is, say for the sake of argument,
£1,000. there should he no exemption from
probate duty. At the same time, let us leave
the way elear for the company to par over
the £500 promptly. That would save con-
siderable hardship from time to time. The
amount may not he £500; perhaps the House
would agree to only £100, or on the other
hand it might agree to £1,000. Bub T cer-
tainly held that life assurance policies are
in o different category from other forms of
wealth. In many instances they are built
up from the hard earnings of the deceuased
for the sole purpose of having money readily
available for his family, limself not beinge
ahle easily to provide a reasonable amount
for the family to earry on awhile.  Tife
assurance is a form of investment which
should be encouraged. Otherwise, T feel sure
that some astnte accountant will point ont
that when one pays the premium on one’=
poliex. and when one takes into consideration
the honuses, and then takes inte considera-
tion the taxes that are paid hy the life
assurance company, plus the amount that
has fo be paid on probate, it is a losing pro-
position to assure one’s life. We do want
to encourage people to take out life assur-
ance for the purpose of providing, atter their

T am not
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decease, for their dependants. e offen
overlook the faet that there is a Federal
estate dnty. Fvery person, exeept in the Fed-
eral Territory, pays a double tax—the Fed-
eral dufy and the State duty. The present
Bill may perhaps be deseribed as cumber-
some. I do not think that can he
avoided, but it does seem to me that we
should endeavour to make our laws
and taxes simpler, and to make it less
costly to collect taxation than is the case at
present. The Bill does nof aim at that in
any way at all. We now have one department
for the collection of lund and ineome tax,
to begin with. T do nof know why Federal
estate duties and State probate duties shonld
not be callected by the State authorities, hy
arrangement with the Commonwealth, so
having one form to £l in, ane nuthority to
go to, one anthority to fix matters up, and
avoiding nuite a considerable expense to
the estate when it comes to winding up that
cstate. Tt is only o matter of arrangement.
Probably there would be the question again
of hringing the two laws into line, Surely
citizens are justified in asking that we
shonld reduce the number of taxing mea-
sures and also bring what taxing measures
we have info line wherever possible. T would
certainly like to see Tederal estale dnties
and State probale dutics eolloéted by the
one authority. and that ene antharity decide
upon valwes, and in faet upon the whole
question so {ar as the duties are concerned.
I should like to sce the laws in thal respect
simplified. Tt is often said that laws are
made Tor the henelit of lawvers. Prohably
cveryone will ngree that this Bill must prove
a great, source of work for lawyers, Many
problems will avise that will not he solved
until  dealt with hy the courts, Right
throughout the Bill it is get out that the

Commissioner can o corfain things, and
provision is made for appeals. There ara
very few tuxpayers who Dbelieve fhat {he

Commissioner will act for them. Let me cite
the position of the Commis<ioner of Taxa-
tion.  Bvervone believes, 1 think  quite
wrongly, the Commissioner looks solely affer
the interests of the COovernment and  npot
those of the taxpavers. 8o it will he
agreed that there will he wany appeals from
the decisions of the Commiissioner. Why
shonld we pay one Commissioner out of eur
revenue- and {he Commonwenlth pav an-
other Commissioner ta do fhe same work?
Those operations should he analeamated.
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The Chief Secretary narrated many ways
in which the payment of duty could be
evaded, but he overlooked the principal
means of evasion of all forms of taxation—
by the investment of money in Common-
wealth honds. Those bonds are passed from
hand to hand and there is no control over
them. They can be hidden away and T have
not the slightest doubt that the Commis-
sioner of Taxation will admit that a tre-
mendous amount of taxation is evaded by
that process. Here again, surely, the Com-
imonwealth Government should fall into line
with us and seek the adoption of some het-
ter method of control seeing that there ean-
not he any check over bonds. Tn faet, it
can he said that honds constitnte a nuisance.
Thev have to be eared for, but can be stolen,
in which event they cannot he traced.
They virtually represent cash. There is no
reason why, instead of being issued as
bonds, they should not be treated as stock.
A TFederal Royal Commission bave been
considering the incidence of taxation as be-
tweon the Commonwealth and the States.
We would be well advised to leave the taxa-
tion of foreign companies in abeyanece until
we receive the report of the Commission.
Certainly we ean tighten up the present Aect,
hut it wounld be well to leave out the
portion dealing with the taxation of foreign
companies unfil we ser how the Federal
Commission deal with that phase and with
the question of donhle faxation. Tt is =aid
that we shonld tax foreign companies. Mem-
hers shonld not he misled by general talk
to the effect that we should tax non-residents
of the State if thev invest their money in
companies that operate in Western Aus-
tralin. That is net the proposal embodied
in  the Rill The sugeestion  rather
is to tax eompanies operating in Wesfern
Australia, and the Bill provides, for what
it is worth. the right of that foreign eom-
pany to colfeet a refund from the estate
of the shareholder whn may die. A pen-
alty is provided against the Western Ans-
tralian attorney if the foreign company
does not pay the daty. T ean visualise
many instances in whieh it would he im-
possible for sneh a company fo pay. Tor
instance, when a man dies. his estate is
valued as at the ddate of hic death. Tt is
a matter of common knowledee that mining
shares that mav he worth €1 earh af the
tivme of death mav he worth 1s. twe or
three months afterwards, when the estate
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is wound up. The true value of those
shares mav be 1s, alithough at the time
ol the ~hareholder’s death  market con-
siderations may have attached a much
higher fizure to them. If the company were
required to pay duty on those shares, the
payment would have to be on the basis of
£1 per glhare, althongh the company might
not have any money with which to make
the payment. In that instanee, the Bill
would involve considerahble hardship. Tt
la< to be rewvembered that it is not the
estate that is taxed. bul the eompany; and
the unfortunate loeal resident, who may hap-
pen to be the attorney for the company,
may be victimised by the imposition of a
fine of £50. Then again, it mnst be appre-
eiated that the Bill will alter the whole of
the law with regard to property. That
law has been built up through the centuries,
and is virtnally based on that of the
Romans. T have always heen taught that
the greatest lawmakers were the Romans,
I agree that conditions have altered con-
~tlerably. but so have the laws dealing
with property, which have been changed
to meet the newer conditions. Now we are
asked to depart entirely from the ordinary
laws of property and to tax, in effect, the
person who is not domieiled, or resident,
in Western Ausfralia, who perhaps has
never been in the State at all, merely be-
eause he happens to have invested some
money in a companv that has some deal-
ings in Western Aunstralia. We have heen
told that sueh a law exists in New South
Wales and Queensland, That may be so,
and T believe it is correct. On the other
hand, why should we follow the bad ex.
ample of other States? Beeause ther have
legislated aloang those lines, we need not
necessarily Follow them. The offect of the
lerislation must he to prevent foreign eom-
panies operatine in Western  Ausiralia,
They will nat dare teo fake the risk. Peo-
ple will not float a eompany to operake in
Western Anstralia until they know the
industrial eonditions. partienlars reearding
taxation. and the law relatinge to eompanies.
As soon as thoy notice a provision in onr
legislation that a Toreizn eompanv must
pay probate dAnty an the shares held by a
deecased person, the promoters of the com-
pany will he frichtened awav. Then again,
T ¢annot see haw the State can derive anv
benefit from this farm of taxation. even if
we were to agree to it.  Tn my opinion, the
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nef, resolt wonld he the formation of a
multiplicity of companies.  We will as-
smue that in Melbourne people desire to
form a company to operate in a large way
in Western Australin, At the same time,
they will form in Melbourne what is known
as a holding company. The one company
will operate in Western Australia but the
holding eompany will hold all the shares.
It 1 shareholder dies Ins shares will
he in the holding  company,  which
actually has possession of the shares, but
the other company that operafes in the

Siate  will have no  sharehelders  fio
die, Thus it will he seen that the
way to  evade the payment of the
tax  will be the establishment of =«

multiplicity of companies. Here again,
that alresdy over-worked seetion of the
community, the legal fraternity, will have
to apply themselves busily to the estab-
lishment of two companies instead of oue,
when the State affected is Wesfern Aus-
tralia. That will be the net result of this
legislation. Trom time immemorial, all
laws have been avoided after a while, and
the Bill is another the application of which
can be avoided very simply with a little
more expense and a little more work, Then
we must consider the position of an indi-
vidual who holds shares in a company op-
erating in each Btate of Australia and
also in England. That would apply to
banks and other business concerns. If we
are to agree to the form of taxation sei
out in the Bill, it will mean that the tax
will have to he paid on shares held in each
State, in the Commonwealth, and in Eng-
land. By that means a number of taxes
will have to be paid on the one parcel of
shares. Tt is quite true that the Bill pro.
vides that the tax paid in Western Aus-
tralia shall be only on the proportion repre-
sented by the assets in this State. If we
can do that, why not tax on the full valne
of the shaves? Are we fo helieve that the
other States and the authorities in Fng-
land will he as reasonable as ourselves?
At the present time, the other Siates are not
content with merely a proportion of the
tax; neither is England.  They levy pro-
hite duty on the full value of the =hares
registered in their Stale or eountry. Tn
those circumstances, why should we not levy
probate duty on the full value? [n my
npinien, the net result of such a conrse would
be that the shares would be of a minus value,
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and the poor old attorney in Western Aus-
tralia would have to face the £50 penalty. 1t
is increly human that other countries may not
be as reasonahle as ourselves. In my opinion,
the clauses dealing with the phase T have
heen discussing should not be passed in their
present form. I quite agree it would be an
cxcellent proposition if we eould levy the
lax on people who de not live in Western
Australia and, in a sense, are not coneerned
with ws, but who happen to have shares in
companies operating in Western Australin.
We cannot expert to do that, nor wounld i
he right. Weo ave sometimes inclined to
overlook the fact that capital introdneed hy
foreign companies is taxed by means ol
dividend dunties and other imposts, direet nnd
indirect. We should obtain all the revenue
we ¢an in a proper way, and eneourage the
introduetion of capital, but I am afraid that
if the Bill be passed in its present form, we
will not have the advantage of the great
ameunt of eapital that would otherwise be
introduced into the State.

Hon. J. Nicholson: A difficulty would arise
with regard to shares in that they rtemuin
registered for years in the name of one
holder, and yet they may have heen actually
trangferred from that person to others with-
out the registration having heen alteved.
That would plaee n company in a very awk-
ward position. .

Hon, H. 8. W, PARKER: That is so.
The provisions are entirely unworkable be-
eanse the company may not be awarve of the
man aetitally holding the shaves at any given
time,

Hon. J. Nicholson: They may not know
who veally owns the shares until an
individual dies.

Hon. M. 8. W. PARKEH: That is so.
Unless it is a dividend-paving concern, the
management of o wmining company cannol
know who holds certain shares that are
registered in an individual's name.  Those
shares may be transferred fram one in-
dividual lo another several times over, and
no step may he taken to register thent again
until the death of ithe aetunl holder. It
seems to e this portion of the Bill has been
brought, aboent throueh the recent 1ederal
Crants Cowmmission.  The figures that were
submitted by the Chief Secretary are of
course the vorreet fizures, but for the pur-
pose of argument they are entirely mislead-
ing and erroncous; for this reason, that as
regarils companies the present law s that
the duty has to be paid where the company
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has its principal office, where the share
register is kept. Probate duty has been paid
in Vietoria on shares in Victorian companiex
that have their sole husiness in Western Aus-
tralia. Vieloria gets the benefit of all that,
hence we ave told they pay 12a 1d. per head
of population iu probate duty, and we are
toldl that South Australia pays 1ls. 1d. per
head. The majority of our gold mining com-
panies have their head oflices in Adelaide,
and so South Australia gets all the probate
duty. Vietoria gets nll the probate duty from
our breweries, and New South Wales gets
probate duty from many ol our merchant
houses. So it will be seen that those ligures
areg made up from moneys paid’by residents
of Western Australia. The only true wav
to get the figures would be to find ont how
much probate duty has been paid by the
estates of deceased residents of those various
countries. England has a vast income from
foreigners because they have invested in
shares in England. If is extremely mislead-
ing to suggest that the probate duties are
wrong hecause of the per capita puzvments
per annum of probate duty. It cooveys
ahsolutely nothing, and is entirely mislead-
ing, to suggest that we are undertaxed be-
cause we pay only 3s. 7d. whereas other
States pay more; for there is another
serious factor to be considered, namely, that
in a small community there are no rich
estates, and all probate duties are on a
sliding scale. It can be taken that when any
person dies leaving £750 or less there is
virtually no probate duby, or none to speak
of; but when we come to people who die
leaving £10,000 and upwards, it is Lhen we
really get probate duty. Unfortunately in
Western Australia we have very few estates
per annum of any amount over £10,000. Most
wealthy Western Aunstralians have shares in
companies operating in Western Australia but
registered in other States, and so the estates
of such men pay probate duties in the other
State, The net result is that where & eoun-
try has got capital into it the probate duties
are not paid in that country at all, but are
paid outside. 1 trust I have shown that
thuse figures submitted are absolutely mis-
leadling and in po way support any argu-
ment that our duty should be increased.
It would be very interesting to find out, if
possible, how much dety is paid in the
other Stales on the estates of domiciled
Western Australians. Until we learn that,
we cannot come to any conclusion as to
the value per head of probate duty, An
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astute accountant can twist figures as he
likes, and 1 suggzest the House do not con-
sider ligures in any shape or form. Of
cotirse ] ani net in any way suggesting
thag the Chief Seeretary quoted those figuves
for the purpose of nisleading the House,
nor am [ suggesting that the figures are
statistienlly wrong, for from that point of
view prohably they are perfectly eorreet.
1t seems fo me we imust encourage capital,
and that we ean wet the duty the Bill is
after in u very much bhetter and simpler way.
aml | think that before long Western Aus-
tralin will ontdo the fizures of Victoria.
T suggest for the consideration of the Gov-
ernment  that the Companies Act be
amended so that every company operating
in Western  Australia shall have a loeal
register upon which any sharebolder shall
he permitted to register. It is the simplest
thing in the world, only the matter of cross-
ing out two or three words now in the
Companies Act.

Hon. L. Craig: Surely you would say
that every shareholder in Western Australia
shall be so registered.

Hen, H, 5. W, PARKER: Yes, of course.
It is very simple. If we do that we shall
find sharveholders of other States registering
o our register for a good and lawful
reason, 1t is always perfectly lawful to
avoid @ tax, but not lawful to evade a tax.
AN thal the wealthy man has to do is to
distribute his shares throngh the various
States on the different registers, and as a
vesult he will pay probate on the lower
rate, although of course he will have to pay
lo the Commonwealth on the higher rate.
A very simple way would be to amend the
Companies Act for that purpose, and I feel
sure there would be ne objection. Operat-
g in Western Australia are many eom-
pantes that did have locul share registers
for a number of years. Incidentally it is
very much casier to administer ab estate
where one has only to take out probate in
one State instead of having to send over
to wel it dealt with in other States. At
present it a sharcholder in a foreign com-
pany registered in Melbourne dies, it is
neeessary to lake out probate here and send
iL over to be dealt with before the eourts
in that State, and then we have to get the
shivres transferred in that State. Tt would
B¢ very much easier if it were all done here,
us it used to be until Parliament in its



672

wisdom decided to tax the transfer of shares.
The result is that if we have a loeal share
register—] am not speaking of mining com-
panies—if we want to deal in those shares
we lave to pay the Trensurer an ad valorem
duty of omne per cent., and of eourse one
is ot woing to pay £1 in every £100 if
it can be aveided—and that is what has
to be paid if the shares are registered in
Melbourne, Adelaide or Sydney. So it is
essentinl that the Stamp Aet be amended
by eliminating that tax, whieh I venture
tn say brings in very little revenue, for it
ix there to cabeh the pennies and lose the
pounls, and that is what has happened.
What we require to do is to amend the
Stamp Aet and the Companies Act and
make provision for local registers, and then
[ think the real object of the Bill will be
achieved. T will have pleasure in support-
ing the second rveading, but when the Bill
goes into Committee, T am afraid I shall
llave to move several amendments. I frust
that will be avoided by sending the Bill to a
select committee and so have it worked into
proper shape. The amending of the Bill
in Commifitee may have a very serious
effect on other sections of the Act. Tt is
a highly teehnical Bill and so is very dan-
serous to tamper with by minor amend-
ments. The amendments must he fully and
properly considered, and for that reason I
do not like the iden of the Bill being
amended in Committee.

HON. L CRAIG (South-West) [5.12]:
We have heard two legal members discuss
this important Bill, and perhaps it is pre-
snmption on my part as a layman to have
anything to say about it. T strongly sup-
port the Rill in prineiple. It is very neces-
sary and T am surprised that it was not in-
troduced many years ago. Undoubtedly
Western Australia has lost thousands of
pounds in probate duty to which it was
justly entitled, and T think Parliament is
warranted in taking any legitimate step to
stop that leakage to other States of money
whicl helongs to this State. However, it is
necessary that in dealing with a Bill of this
sork. we take eare that we do not destroy the
zoose bhat lays the golden egg, and wreate
injustice hy the impesition of double tuxa-
tien, | stronely support Mr. Tarker's sug-
gestion that the Companies Act be amended
to compel companies carrying on husiness
in Western Australia to keep u local regis-
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ter of shareholders resident in Western Aus-
tralia. It is difficult dealing with people resi-
dent outside of Western Australia, perhaps
in Toreign countries, I ean see lots of trouble
cropping up where ecompanies are liable for
probate on the estate of a shareholder who
may be resident in Germany, himself per-
haps a foreiguer. The Norddeuntscher Lioyd
Company operates in Western Australia.
Buppose a shareholder in that company dies
in Germany., How could Western Australia
eollect probate on his holding in the com-
pany? It would be impossible. So we should
go warily in suggesting the taxing of share-
holders in foreign companies who are resi-
tlent outside of Western Australia. It has
been suggested that we might except foreign
mining companies. That may be necessary;
it is a point that requires ecareful considera-
tion. Taxation in England is very heavy,
and if we are going to tax shareholders of
companies registered in England, we shall
vreate hardship and probably prevent money
being invested in Western Australiz for the
development of our mining industry. Tt
must be realised that the only silver lining
to the cloud of depression in ‘Western Aus-
tralia is that provided by the gold mining]
industry. The pastoral industry and the agri-
gultural industry are in a shocking state;
mining is the one bright spot, and we should
pause before doing anything that might intex-
fere with the introduction of capital into
the State for gold mining. T should like Mz,
Nicholson and Mr. Parker to losk at Clause
15, which provides that all property of any
kind whatsoever over which a deceased pex-
son had at the time of his death a general
power, enabling him by will or deed to dis-
pose thereof, shall be subjeet to duty. 1
know of instances of which the case I am
about to cite is an illustration. A testator,
whom 1 will eall A, is worth, say, £20,000.
He leaves his estate to his wife or someone
else, whom I will call B, for life, stipulating
that on the death of B it shall pass to C,
perhaps a son. C has an interest in the
estate to the value of £20,000 which he could
dispose of by will, although he may not re-
ceive any benefit from it for 20 years.

tlon. J, Nicholson: He would he receiv-
ing the income.

Hon. I.. CRALG: No, hecause the wife
has a life interest. 1f G died, his personal
estitte migeh e worllt practieally puothing, but
wmeder Chimse 19 (s esfaie would he Liable
Lor probate duly on £2000, Such a clause
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entails a tremendous risk. I koow many
people who are io receive an estate on the
death of the mother or the wife, to whom the
estate has been left for life. If one of those
persons, say a son, died first, his esiate would
be liable for duty on the full amount, which
he kad not received, and to which, had he
lived, he might not have become entitled
for 20 years.

Hon. J. M. Macfarlape:
received nothing from it.

Hon, 1. CRAIG: That is so. That pro-
vision should be carefully considered. Mr.
Nicholson dealt with paragraph (ii.) of the
proviso to Clause 49 stating “In this sec-
tion the term ‘asscts’ means the gross amount
of all the real and personal property of the
company of every kind,” ete. On my first
reading of it T considered it grossly unjust,
but on reflection it does not appear to be
objectionable.

Hon. J. Nicholson:
ond construetion.

Hon, L. CRAIG: The reference to the
assets in Western Australia, in proportion
to the total assets of the company, I take
it, is a distinction without a difference. If
the word “capital” were used, it would
amount to the same thing. At first I was
rather perturbed about the provision.

Hon. J. Nicholson: It is a formula for
arriving at the proportion.

He would have

It is eapable of a sec-

Hon. G. W. Miles: Ts it all nght as 1t
stands?
Hon, L. CRAIG: T think it is. T shall

strongly support the Bill, but think that
it shonld be considered by a seleci commit-
tee, so that evidence could be obtained on
many of the provisions. Apparently, mem-
bers of the legal fraternity are perturbed
about the far-reaching effects of the mea.
sure, and for that reason it is necessary
for us to obtain the fullest possible informa-
tion bhefore we commit ourselves to legisla-
tion on the subject.

On motion by Hon. H. J. Yelland, debate
adjourned.

BILL—ELECTORAL ACT AMEND-
MENT,
Second Reading.

Order of the Day read for the resumption
from the previous day of the debate on
the seeond reading.

fer}
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Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

BILL—CONSTITUTION ACTS
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

Order of the Day read for the resump-
tion from the previous day of the debate on
the second reading.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

House adjourned at 5.25 p.m.

Legislative Council,
Tresday. 2nd October, 1934,
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The PRESIDENT tock the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—UNION WHEAT FOOL.

Hon. V. HAMERSLEY (for Hon. C. F.
Baxter) asked the Chief Seeretary: 1, Are
the Government aware thab it is the inten-
tion of the Union Wheat Pool of Western
Australia to give a hill of sale to W. H.
Pim, Junior, & Co., Ltd., covering motor
cars, plants, machinery, furnifure, chattels,
fixtures, all grain business, agency, book
debts, documents, contracts, leases, licenses
ete.? 2, Will the reference to “all grain”
cover wheat stored on behalf of clients? 3,
‘What guantity of wheat is held by the Union



