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Hon. Mi-. ASELTINE: 1 was flot present
when the Pris ate Bis Committce of the otheî'
house considered these petitions. In the St.
Martin case the evidence heard before the
Divorce Committee was very strong against
the respondent, and at the close of the case for
the petitioner, counsel for the respondent asked
for a haif-hour adjourniment in order to deride
whether or flot es idence shou!ld be cal!ed for
the defence. The ceîmjîttee ailowed an ad-
jourriment of three heurs, and when the hear-
ing was resumed, counsel for the respondent, in
the presenre of the respondent, advised the
committee that he wou!d cal! no defence.
Acrording!y, a hill for divorce was recoin-
mended.

I understand that at a later date the respond-
ent claimcd that hier counsel had flot handlcd
the ca-ec te hec satisfaction. M'lin the petition
carne before the Private Bis Coinirnittee of
the other house she was on hand andI presented
a long letîci' dealing wvith the matter. and the
comrnittec dccided te reject the bill. I under-
stand further that a motion was made in the
other liou<e this morning t0 i efer thec hi!! back
to the coinrittr'e. but that it was flot agrecd to.

With respect 10 the Beho'a-aa case, a peti-
tion for divorce w'as heard hast session and a
bill waýz recornmendcd. This hi!! xvas rejoeted
by' the Pi iate Bills Coimmitice of the other
liouse bertiuse althoughi the respondent ad-
nlitted being guilty of adultery, the rnernbcî-s
of that reniaiti Pe were cÀ op'n:on that
adulteryv had bren comniittrd by the petitioner
as wel! as by the î-espondc'nt. The case came
biifore the Sonate cornmittec again this yeac,
ani the old ex idi'nce was ,upp'emnented byý
sortie new niateria!. After sex Cia! adjourfi-
mnents of the !îearmng vou* ccnmttee came to
the conclusion that there w as clear proof of
adultei-Y on the part cf the respondent.
Accordingly, the petition was granted. The
miatter xvas fouib eut again before the Pris ate
Bis Cornînittre iin the other place, the dcci-
sien w as the saine as that of last, year. Tlie
bi!! lias been rejected, and thiere is flot mcl
that wr can do about it.

Thie motion was agrieed te.

CANAD)A-NEW ZEALAND INCOME TAX
BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. WISIIART MeL. ROBERTSON
moved second reaciing of Bil! 395, an Art
resperting an Income Tax Agreement between
Canada and New Zea!and, signed at Ottawa.'in Canada, on the tweifth day of Mardi, 1948.

H1e said: Honourable senators, the purpoee
of this bil! is te give the forre of law te a

taxation agreement between Canada and New
Zealand. signcd at Ottawa on Mairch 12. The
agreement is designed te avoid double taxa-
tion of nationais of either c.ountry w-ho receive
income derived froma business, or otherwise, in
the other country. Proxision is aise made for
the exehange of tax information, te prevent
frauci and avoidance of payrnent.

Hon. Mc. ASELTINE: May I ask the hion-
curable leader of the bouse if this is similar te
the agreements entered into with the United
'tatcs and with Great Britain for the sane
purp oe?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: 1 understand that
it foilows the customar-y foi-in of agreement
cnteî-ed into between Caniada and other cotin-
tries whose nationais are affected by this tax.

Thie bill gives the Minister cf National
Revenue authority te maice orders and regula-
tiens te carry eut the terras cf flie agreemnent,
and directs that they be published in the
Canada Gazette and laid before Parliarnent. Ia
rase of any inron.-istency between tic agrce-
ment and saine otheî law. the agreemnent pre-
vails.

Hon. Mr. HIJGESSEN: Honouî-abie sena-
tors, I have net, bad an oppertîiix- cf cxarn-
iiing this bu!l in detail, but frorn a eîiîsorv
perucîal it woîiid appcar te foi!cxx w ccd for
word the agreemncnts entercul into tw e years

cge,, for a siînilai' purpose w-ith the~ United
States andi Great Britain.

Ifon. Mr. .XSEITIN'ýE: 1 have nmade a biief
cemparisen cf the agreemients, and I think îny
bionourable friend is correct in bis -taternent.

Hon. 'Mr. HUGESSEN: 1 would ronîmend
tie gox-iient for i ax-ing entered inte this
aigi-c,'inent. 'lie lucre ai-rangements, xve hav e
betwcnn Canada ami othe- countrins for tie
piirpco.e of ex oiding duplication cf inernie tex
the better it wi!i be for the national-s cf ail[
counitries coneericci.

I amn eîîios te knoxx wiîctier there arc
sinsilai agreernents unuier negeti-ation or ini
contemplation betw-een Canada and etiier
rountrics w iti w lîieh sic bas a broad comere-
cia! reietienship.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: 1 regret that I amn
not able te inforrn iny friend spccificeiiy on
that peint; but I beiiex'e tiat tiere a'ie etiier
agreements iii conitemiplation.

Hon. Mr. ASELTINE: We are a!i in favour
of any measîîres tlîat xviii aveid duplicate taxa-
tion.

The msot ion was agrcu ni to. and the bill was
rend the second tinme.


