SECOND LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

(Constituted under the British Guiana (Constitution) (Temporary Provisionsy Orders
in Council, 1953 and 1956).

Wednesday, 18th March, 1959
The Council met at 2 p.m.
PRESENT :

Speaker, His Honour Sir Donald Jackson
Chief Secretary, Hon. M. S. Porcher, acting

Attormey-General, Hon. A. M. I. Austin, Q.C,, ex officio
Financial Secretary, Hon. F. W. Essex.
The Honourable Dr. C. B. Jagan Member for Eastern Berbice
(Minister of Trade and Industry)
» E. B. Beharry Member for Eastern Demerara
(Minister of Natural Resources)
» Jaunet Jagan Member for Western Essequibo
(Minister of Labour, Health and
Housing)
' Ram Karran Member for Demerara-Essequsbo
(Minister of Communications and
Works).
Mr. R. B. Gajraj Nominated Member
W. O. R. Kendall Member for New Amsterdam
» F. Bowman Member for Demerara River
,» L. F. S. Burnham Member for Georgetown Central
» S. Campbell Member for North Western District
»» A, L. Jackson Member for Georgetown North
, 5. M. Saffee Member for Western Berbice
Ajodha Singh Member for Berbice River
» J. N. Singh Member for Georgetown South
» R. E. Davis Nominated Member
,, H. J. M. Hubbard Nominated Member
,, A. G, Tasker, O.B.E. Nominated Member.

Mr. I. Crum Ewing — Clerk of the Legislature
Mr. E. V. Viapree — Assistant Clerk of the Legislature.

ABSENT:

The Hon. B. H. Benn, Minister of Community Development and Education—
on leave.

Mr. B. S. Rai.

Mr. R. C. Tello—on leave.

Mr. A. M. Fredericks—on leave.

The Cierk rcad prayers.
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MINUTES

The Minutes of the meeting of the
Council held on Tuesday, 17th March,
1959, as printed and circulated, were
taken as read and confirmed.

PAPERS LAID

The Minister of Labour, Health and
Housing (Mrs. Jagan): On behalf of the
Minister of Trade and Industry I beg to
lay on the Table:

Annual Report of the Registrar of
Friendly Societies for the year 1958.

DEATH OF MR. SYDNEY SMITH
AND MR. N. N. NETHERSOLE

The Minister of Trade and Industry
(Dr. Jagan): Mr. Speaker, 1 crave
your indulgence and the consent of
Council in terms of Standing Order No.
24, to move the following Motion:

“Be It Resolved that this Council records
its profound regret at the death of Mr.
Sydney Smith, Minister of External
Affairs, Canada, and Mr. N. N. Nether-
sole, Minister of Finance, Jamaica, and
directs that an expression of its sympathy
be conveyed to the respective Parliaments
and to the relatives.”

Agreed to.

Dr. Jagan: It has come to the
notice of Members of this Council and
to the country as a whole that Mr.
Sydney Smith, Minister of External
Affairs, Canada, has recently passed
away. I had the good fortune to meet
Mr. Smith some months ago in Trinidad,
and he seemed to be a highly esteemed
Member of the Canadian Government.

Mr. Nethersole, Minister of Finance,
Jamaica, has from the wvery inception
been a staunch member of the People’s
National Party in Jamaica, and has done
a great deal for his country. I under-
stand that through his untiring efforts
Jamaica was recently able to raise a loan
in the United States of America. I
think Jamaica owes a great deal of
gratitude to Mr. Nethersole, both as a
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politician and as Minister of Finance.
It is a privilege to be able to move this
Motion and to request that an expression
of this Council’s sympathy be conveyed
to the respective Parliaments and to the
relatives of the deceased gentlemen.

Mr. Burnham: 1 beg to second
the Motion moved by the hon. Minister
of Trade and Industry. I have not had
the advantage of knowing Mr. Smith
personally but I have heard of him and
of his high reputation. I certainly
think that in the circumstances we should
express our condolence to the Canadian
Parliament and to his relatives.

Mr. Nethersole I have known very
well over a number of years. I recall
my first meeting with the gentleman in
Jamaica when I was just back from
University in 1949. He was a man not
only of great ability and enormous capa-
city but an admitted patriot of his coun-
try, Jamaica, and one of the most ardent
devotees of West Indies Federation. His
country has benefited from his term of
office as Minister of Finance. In many
ways, including the one particular way
to which my Friend has referred, Mr.
Nethersole’s death is a loss not only to
Jamaica but a loss to us in the West
Indies, and we are all the more dis-
consolate when we realize that though
he was past 50 he had certainly not
fallen into the category of old men
whose continued existence is sometimes
questioned.

It is not a pleasure for me to
second this Motion; it is a sorrowful
task, and I feel that I would like, with
the permission of the Mover of the
Motion, to ask that this Council should
observe two minutes’ silence as a mark
of respect to Mr. Smith and to our old
and distinguished West Indian friend,
Mr. Nethersole.

Mr. Davis: I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the Motion. I have
not had the privilege of meeting Mr.
Smith but I have certainly met and
known the late Hon. Mr. Nethersole.
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“Crab” Nethersole, as he was familiarly
known to many of us, was an outstanding
West Indian. Reference has been made
to his contribution to the cause of Fed-
eration. May I be permitted to pay a
humble tribute to his contribution to
West Indies cricket. He was foremost
among those who were able to hold the
West Indies Cricket Board together
from the time he took office. He had
always been a very staunch supporter of
federation so far as cricket is concerned,
and has been outstanding in his contribu-
tion in that direction. He was a loyal
Jamaican, but his largeness of heart and
of vision made it possible for him to put
forward the idea of federation in the
cricketing world in its most early days.
I most sincerely support the Motion.

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members, I
sincerely endorse the sentiments which
have been expressed concerning the two
stalwarts who have passed away. I have
known only one of them. I have known
Mr. Smith by repute, but my personal
knowledge of Mr. Nethersole dates back
many years. 1 shall now put the
Motion, and I ask Members to remain
standing for two minutes after it has
been passed.

Motion carried unanimously, Mem-
bers standing.

ORDER OF THE DAY
TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL

Council resumed the debate on the
Motion for the Second Reading of the Bill
intituled :

“An Ordinance to amend the Tax
Ordinance”.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. the Finan-
cial Secretary was addressing the Council
when we adjourned yesterday.

The Financial Secretary (Mr.
Essex) : Yesterday when we adjourned 1
had already spoken at some length in
reply to hon. Members’ comments on the
Second Reading of the Bill.  As I said,
very little as said which really opposcd
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the Government’s case for the increase
of taxation in both parts of this Bill.

As regards the discouragement of
investment, I said that it seems to me
that this switch in the attack was because
the facts and figures discounted the other
forms of attacks which had been made
previously. I had just reached the point
when I was about to refer to the remarks
of the hon. Nominated Member, Mr.
Tasker. He took up the theme that this
proposed tax on beer would discourage
investment, and that is why he opposed
the proposal. If that is his view and
that is why he opposed the proposal,
he must have thought that the tax
is wrong in principle, or is unfair.
However, he has made out no case
for either of these accusations. If the
Government is to be inhibited from im-
posing legitimate taxation because some-
one says he will do something inimical
to the country’s interests—usually an
interested party—then this is a most
distressing form of blackmail. The
Government does not believe that this
additional taxation will affect any worth-
while investment. This Bill does noi
seek the withdrawal of the concession
which was granted to the Company.
The only concession which is being
slightly watered down is the concession
to the consumer. Everyone knows
that beer and tobacco are obvious sub-
jects for an excise or consumer tax and
I do not believe that any worthwhile
investment would be discouraged by this
beer tax.

I would now like to correct a
misquotation of my Second Reading
Speech by the hon. Member for Central
Georgetown. He said that I said ‘if the
profits of the brewery had been low, then
there would have been a case for reduc-
ing the excise tax’. Therefore by in-
creasing the excise tax now, it was like
taxing the profits of the Company.

But I did not say that there would
have been a case for reducing the excise
tax if the profits had been low. What I
did say, and I do not want to hear cries
of a distinction without a difference, was
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that if sales had been on a small scale,
and because of that the brewery had not
made a profit or run at a loss, then there
would have been a case for reducing the
excise tax.

The whole point is that the excise
tax is linked with consumption; it has
nothing to do with profits. What is
linked with profits, of course, is income
tax. If for one reason or another the
Company made a loss that would have
been most unfortunate, but that is the
sort of risk which the tax holiday is
given as compensation for. If on the
other hand consumption had been very
low, then, obviously, to give the brewery
a fair chance, there would have been a
case for reducing the excise tax. There
are two entirely different things, and that
is the point I have been trying to make
again and again in this Council.

As 1 have said so often, the con-
sumption of beer is 2%2 times what the
Company estimated that it would be with
an excise tax of 50 cents. The Govern-
ment’s case for increasing the excise tax
when the consumption goes up to 900,000
gallons is quite unassailable. No one
speaking on this Bill has really assaulted
the Government’s case which remains
justified on financial, economical, legal,
ethical and moral grounds. That being
so, it is impossible for the Government
to agree that the proposal should be
withdrawn on the grounds that it would
deter mvestment. That would be tan-
_tamount to saying that the tax was un-
fair, or discriminatory, or illegal.

- The hon. Member for New Amster-
dam has, on many occasions, used the
word “‘uncharitable”. He said it was
‘“untimely and uncharitable.” 1 do not
know what he means by uncharitable. If
by uncharitable he means the normal
meaning that it is a harsh or illiberal pro-
posal, I think I have said enough to show
that the proposal can by no means be
considered harsh in the light of the
debate.
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Perhaps, however, he does mean
harsh or ungenerous, for he suggested a
compromise which prima facie would
appear to be less harsh, namely, that the
additional tax should be halved and it
should be 12%2 cents on six bottles in-
stead of 25 cents. If the story is that
this proposal should not be proceeded
with because potential investors here
would think it is unfair in principle,
illiberal, etc., etc., how would that wrong
be put right and these alleged fears of
investment be allayed if we stick to the
principle of increasing a tax, but make
it slightly less onerous?

As regards the hon. Member’s
choice of the word ‘“uncharitable”, I
would remind the hon. Member that
charity begins at home, and what the
Directors of the Brewery are proposing
to do is to take money from this home
of underemployment and invest it some-
where else.

Mr. Kendali:
wealth.

Within the Common-

The Financial Secretary: The hon.
Minister of Trade and Industry has dealt
at length with this aspect, and I do not
propose to say any more about it.

I do not see much point in arguing
with the hon. Member for Georgetown
Central about rum being the poor man’s
drink.  This is becoming an annual
argument. My point is that rum is
everyone’s drink, and if you want to raise
substantial revenue you have to raise it
from something that is in substantial use
which everybody uses—the less essential
these things which are in general wide-
spread use, the better is the fiscal policy
of the country. It is no use choosing
fur coats and diamond tiaras if you want
to raise revenue. Rum is still being
purchased on a large scale.  Despite
the fall in consumption in 1958 of 5%
over 1957, the amount spent on rum
must still be getting on to $8 million.

The hon. Nominated Member, Mr.
Tasker, talked of the further fall this
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year in consumption which is perfectly
true.  The receipts for the first two or
three weeks of the year on taxes were
very low indeed, but they have increased
gradually and are getting back to nor-
mal. Of course the reasons are the
ones which he has not mentioned, but
which I mentioned earlier, firstly that
there has been an attraction away from
rum to beer. Secondly, that there were
tremendous withdrawals from bond in the
last weeks of last year, and people will
obviously be running for a long tiine on
their stocks.

I think that the consumption will
pick up again this year. It may not be
right back to normal, but I do not think
the estimated revenue will be very differ-
ent from that which appears in the
printed Estimates, plus my estimated in-
crease of 10 cents per bottle in tax.

There was one thing which was
said, and so rightly, and that was that
one of the big dangers to revenue was
the increase in illicit distilling. It is
quite obvious that we must have a very
serious drive against that this year.

Finally, I should like to refer again
to the cost of living. As T said earlier
statistically, the cost of living as related
to the Budget increases was .9 of one
point on the urban index.  The rise
between the 15th of December last and
the 15th of January, that is, after the
Budget was presented, was .9 of the
point, though, of course, there were
other factors which affected the index
one way or the other, but it was an in-
teresting coincidence that the estimate
of .9 was borne out. Between the 15th
of January and the 15th of February the
index dropped below that which it had
gained, to .7—a very satisfactory result.
This came through a fall in the prices of
many local fruit and vegetables.  The
increase carried by the Budget worked
out to 15 cents per week for the average
working-class family, and some hon.
Members will be interested to know that
of the figure, 4.2 cent represents rum
and 1.9 beer.
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With respect to the cost of living
position in British Guiana, although it
rose very sharply between 1948 and
1952 when the increase was 36 per
cent., the reason being the general all-
round increase in world prices which
affected the prices of imports and ex-
ports, since 1952 the increase has
been very slow, creeping up at less than

2% a year. That, in these days, is quite
remarkable. It is a tribute to the com-

munity as a whole and not the least to
the correctness of the fiscal policy of
successive Governments in British Gui-
ana. [ now beg to move that the Bill
be read a Second time.

Question put, the Council divided
and voted as follows:

For Against
Mr. Hubbard Mr. Tasker
Mr. Ajodha Singh Mr. Davis
Mr. Saffee Mr. Gajraj
Mr. Bowman Mr. Jackson
™Mr. Ram Karran Mr. Campbell
Mrs. Jagan Mr. Burnham
Mr. Beharry Mr. Kendall.—7
Dr. Jagan

The Financial Secretary

The Attorney-General

The Chief Secretary—
11.

Mr. Speaker: The Motion is car-
ried.

Bill read a Second time.
CounciL IN COMMITTEE

Council resolved itself into Com-
mittee to consider the Bill clause by
clause.

Clause 1. —Short Title—passed as
printed.

Clause 2.—Increase of excise duty
on rum and certain other spirits. No. 2 of
1958.

Mr. Burnham: I beg to move the
deletion of Clause 2.  This is one which
seeks to impose thc increase in excise
duty of $9.60 on every gallon of rum.
Mr. Chairman, we have already advanced
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our arguments against this tax, and we
are a little disappointed at the persistence
of the hon. the Financial Secretary in not
accepting the fact that rum is the poor
man’s drink.

The only argument he can now
adduce is that when you want to raise
money you must raise it by taxing things
which are in gemeral use. He has
spoken about the fiscal policies of this
and past Governments being supported
by the facts, but I am afraid we on this
side are certainly not persuaded. Of
course, I shall remind the hon. the Fin-
ancial Secretary and his Government, for
whom he is the spokesman, of a little
truism, that self-praise is no recommend-
ation. 'We should have hoped and ac-
cepted that such commendation of the
fiscal policy or absence of policy on the
part of the Government would come from
someone outside of the Government.

It seems to me that it is now an
obsession of this Government to tax rum.
For even after Mr. Tasker—who should
know about the rum industry—pointed
out that the consumption of rum is fall-
ing, and therefore you may not get the
revenue you hope to raise, this Govern-
ment persists in taxing rum even fur-
ther. It is an obsession, and I do not
expect that Governments would be run
on an obsession. I would have expected
that a calm. cool officer like the
Financial Secretary, even if he found
himself among colleagues who had an
obsession, would not have grown to sharc
that obsession.

Question put, the Committee divided
and voted as follows :

For Against
Mr. Tasker Mr. Ajodha Singh
Mr. Hubbard Mr. Saffee
Mr. Davis Mr. Bowman
Mr. Gajraj Mr. Ram Karran
Mr. Jai Narine Singh Mrs. Jagan
Mr. Jackson Mr. Beharry
Mr. Campbell Dr. Jagan

Mr. Burnham
Mr. Kendall.—9

The Financial Secretary

The Attorney-General

The Chief Secretary.—
10
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The Chairman: The Motion is
lost.

Mr. Burnham: 1 beg to move the

deletion of sub-section (2). If I under-
stand it aright, it means what it says,
that if duty was payable on rum or other
spirits prior to the commencement of this
Ordinance, but through some fortuitous
circumstances was not paid, it now be-
comes the liability of those in whose pos-
session the spirits are to pay the higher
rate of duty. This certainly seems in-
cquitable. I spoke some time ago of
Government’s willingness to take a cent
off a dead man’s eye, and it now seems
that they are prepared to skin a flea in
that operation.

The Committee divided and voted as
follows :

For Against
Mr. Gajraj Mr. Tasker
Mr. Jackson Mr. Hubbard
Mr. Burnham Mr. Davis
Mr. Kendall.—4 Mr. Ajodha Singh
Mr. Saffee

Mr. Bowman

Mr. Ram Karran

Mrs. Jagan

Mr. Beharry

Dr. Jagan

The Financial Secretary

The Attorney-General

The Chief Secretary.—
13

Did not vote
Mr. Campbell.—1

The Chairman: The Motion is
lost.

Clause 2 passed as printed.

Clause 3.—lIncrease of excise duty
on certain spirituous compounds.  No.
10 of 1954. No. 2 of 1958.

Mr. Bumham: Mr. Chairman, I
would really like to find out from the
Financial Secretary why he is doing this
which he did in subsection (2) of Clausc
2. Certainly if the duty becomes pay-
able you pay duty at the date it becomes
payable.
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What is your

Chairman:

Mr. Burnham: The deletion of
Clause 3. He sits there and no Member
of his Government would condescend to
say anything about it. =~ Why because a
man does not pay today he is to pay a
new duty tomorrow when he pays? It
certainly seems sinister, and it certainly
seems dishonest on the part of the Gov-
ernment.

The Financial Secretary: ft is the
standard form : the operative words are,
“has become payable”. It is the same
thing which happens when a man orders
goods from abroad which arrive after a
change in import duty. He pays duty
at the new rate be it higher or lower.
The obvious thing is for the taker of rum
to pay his duty on the nail, and not
leave it for a day or so if he wishes to
avoid the risk of having to pay more.

Mr. Burnham: 1 am certainly not
impressed by the fact that it has been
in force for donkeys years, and the use
of the term “donkeys years” is very
significant. Nor am I impressed by the
term “common form”. Many things
were in common form in Hitler’s time,
but we did not accept them. If you do
not happen to pay at the time you take
it you are in fact paying interest, which
is wicked and wrong. It means that we
have a Government of userers instead of
a Government of administrators.

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause 3 passed as printed.

Clause 4.—Increase of excise duty
on beer.

Mr. Gajraj; 1 move the deletion
of the words “seventy-five cents” at the
end of Clause 4, and the substitution
therefor of the words “sixty-two cents.” {
do this not because I am in favour of an
increase in thc excise duty on beer at
this time, but because I appreciate the
fact that the Council having already
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agreed to the principle of the Bill on the
Second Reading, it cannot be expected
to allow the excise duty to remain as it
was prior to the introduction of the
Budget. I would like to say very
clearly that I personally feel that the duty
should remain as it was, but having
passed the Second Reading of the Bill the
decision of the Government that there
should be an increase of the duty should
be implemented in some way.

We have heard quite a good deal
of fears expressed, which have been ver-
bally negatived by the other side, but we
are yet to see the results of the proposed
increase, because if one were to accept
the theory that increased price brings
about a decrease in consumption, then
it would appear that the amount of extra
revenue which Government hopes to
gain from this increase may not be
realized.

My object in proposing this Amend-
ment is to meet both sides half-way; to
meet the proposal of the Government
that the excise duty should be increased,
and on the other hand to make the in-
crease such a figure that it would in the
long run bring to the coffers of the Gov-
ernment as much additional revenue as it
has set out to attain. There might at
first sight appear to be some slight
inconsistency in that statement of mine,
but I am of the firm opinion that if the
Amendment I have suggested is accepted
it would give Government the amount
of revenue it has set out to obtain. It
would be effecting a compromise on this
very important issue which has to some
extent brought the entire country into
thinking about taxation proposals and
the results of taxation.

I hope that some consideration will
be given to this, although the Financial
Secretary, in concluding his reply to the
Budget debate, said he did not sec much
point in making a change in the amount
of the excise duty because the principle
of retaining the excise duty remained
unchallenged. There is no question of
its being challenged now, because it has
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been accepted by the Council. Now
that we have got down to the dollars
and cents of it we should sece whether we
should not make a compromise.

Mr. Kendall: I am in agreement
with the suggestion put forward by Mr.
Gajraj. Hon. Members will remember
that in the debate on the Second Read-
ing I suggested a compromise, and the
Minister of Trade and Industry (I hope
he will remain in his seat until I am
finished) said that the “Opposition”
should endeavour to assist the Govern-
ment, and should show its willingness to
face up to the situation which is not only
for the present but for the future. If
the Government would like the “Oppos-
ition” to do that, it is the function of the
Government to accept suggestions from
the “Opposition”.  This is a test of the
sincerity of the Minister of Trade and
Industry, which can only be expressed
if the Government is prepared to accept
this compromise.

Mr. Hubbard: A remarkable thing
about this proposal to increase the tax
on beer is the controversy which it has
engendered and the sincerity with which
both sides have put forward their points
of view. To me, what is most significant
is the extent to which our country has
suffered as the centerpiece of the two
arguing sides, but it would be well for
us to realize that it is useful, once and
for all, to settle a question which may
give rise to controversy again.  People
genuinely have felt that increasing the
excise duty on the product of a new in-
dustry was in effect interfering with the
tax concessions granted to that industry.
But Goverment has sincerely put forward
its point of view that no such interfer-
ence did take place, or was intended. I
am inclined to the view that when a new
industry is established and income tax
holidays awarded, duty free concessions,
wherever necessary or possible, granted,
and consumer tax or export tax settled,
it would be well for the country to for-
get that industry as a revenue carmer
until the period of the tax holiday is over.
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While it is regrettable that this contro-

versy has taken place | think it will do a
fot of good it the confusion which arose

can finally be settled.

I am not supporting the Amend-
ment moved by the hon. Nominated
Member, Mr. Gajraj, because I propose
to oppose the entire Clause and support
its deletion when someone moves it, but
I do wish to emphasize what I consider
to be a very important principle which
we have to settle here and now.

The Committee divided on Mr.
Gajraj’s Amendment and voted as fol-
lows:

For Against
Mr. Tasker Mr. Ajodha Singh
Mr. Davis Mr. Saffee
Mr. Gajraj Mr. Bowman
Mr. Jai Narine Singh Mr. Ram Karran
Mr. Jackson Mrs. Jagan
Mr. Campbell Dr. Jagan
Mr. Burnham The Financial Secretary

Mr. Kendall. — 8. The Attorney-General

The Chief Secretary.—
9.

Did not vote
Mr. Hubbard, — 1.

Amendment negatived.

Mr. Burnham: 1 move the deletion
of Clause 4 of the Bill.

The Chairman: The question is
that Clause 4 be deleted.

The Committee divided and voted
as follows:

For Against
Mr. Tasker Mr. Ajodha Singh
Mr. Hubbard Mr. Saffee’
Mr. Davis Mr. Bowman
Mr. Gajraj Mr. Ram Karran
Mr. Jai Narine Singh Mrs. Jagan
MTr. Jackson Mr. Beharry
Mr. Campbell Dr. Jagan
Mr. Burnham The Financial Secretary
Mr. Kendall.—9 The Attorney-General

T(})ze Chief Secretary.—
10.

Motion negatived.

Clause 4 passed as printed.
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- Clause 5.—Cornmencenient.
Question put, and agreed to.
Council resumed.

The Financial Secretary: I beg to
report that the Bill has passed through
Committee stage without amendment,
and I now move that it be read the Third
time.

Question put, and agreed to.
Bill read the Third time and passed.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (VALUA-
TION OF PROPERTY) BILL

Council resumed consideration in
Committee stage, of the Bill intituled:

“An Ordinance to provide for valua-
tion of property for rating purposes and
for purposes connected therewith.”

CoUNcIL IN COMMITTEE

The Chairman: On the last
. occasion when we were in Committee
.we had reached as far as the Schedule,
but certain questions had been left over
to be dealt with. The word “panel”
which appears in several Clauses of the
Bill was to be considered. I think
Clauses 32 and 35 were also to be con-
sidered.

The Attorney-General: On the
last occasion a few Clauses were left over
for further consideration. Since con-
sidering these Clauses other advisable
Amendments have been suggested, and
the Government has circulated copies of
such Amendments which will necessitate
the recommittal of certain Clauses. I
think we were considering the Second
Schedule. If there are no further
Amendments we can go back aud deal
with the Amendments which are not con-
troversial.

The Chairman: I have not seen
* the circulated Amendments.
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Mr. Tasker: On the last occasion
I had an Amendment in mind, and I do
not know whether you would like me to
continue from where I left off. I had
moved an Amendment and the debate
was still continuing on it. I do not know
if it 1s in order for me to continue now.

The Chairman: I do not hear you.

Mr. Tasker: I had moved the de-
letion of a substantial part at the end of
Clause 4 — everything after sub-para-
graph (v) in Roman numbers. My argu-
ment was that the availability of irrigation
water being taken into account as a fac-
tor was inequitable, since it was in fact
putting a premium or penalty on the en-
terprise of the individual who took such
steps to provide himself with irrigation
supplies as against the man who would
benefit from Government or other works.

I spoke of soil fertility, and I pointed
out that the assessment of soil fertility
would be extremely difficult. How on
earth and on what basis will it be done?
The hon. Minister of Trade and Industry
also spoke on this subject, and it looks
as though we may reach a compromise
agreement between these points if we
consider the question of inherent fertility
of the soil. T would be happy to accept
the addition of the word “inheremt”. It
is well known that soil fertility can be
brought about by heavy applications of
fertiliser at the expense of the individual
owner, and it may not be inherent fer-
tility.

Dr. Jagan: On the last occasion
when the hon. Member spoke, I referred
to the fact that we must not confuse val-
uation with rating. It was quite obvious
that there must be an inherent difference
in the value of land which is given irriga-
tion, whether put in by the proprietor or
by somebody else, and land which has
clay soil or pegasse soil.  One cannot
compare land on the East Coast under
cultivation with foreshore land inundated
with salt water. There must be a differ-
ence in the value of the land because of
the inherent fertility of the soil. You
cannot compare clay soil with sandy soil,
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On the Essequibo Coast there are
areas with clay soil and others with sandy
soil. I can remember when we gave the
Kellar Corporation a big lease for a cer-
tain amount of land, they told us that the
land was almost valueless because a por-
tion of it was virgin sand. This i1s a
question of value, and it must not be con-
fused with taxes or rating. We are deal-
ing with the type of soil which determines
fertility, and the availability of drainage
and water must have something to do
with the land.

Mr. Burnham: I am disappointed
at the explanation of the hon. Minister of
Trade and Industry. He must under-
stand that we are not speaking about
value objectively or in vacuw. He is
speaking about value for the purpose
of taxation. Is he going to tell us
that it is not intended to use the
market value for other purposes?
When a local aunthority levies a rate it
does not say it must be 2% on one type
and 1% on another type of property. It
is valuation for purposes of taxation, not
valuation for the purpose of sale, and
therefore I think the hon. Member, Mr.
Tasker’s point is well made. The people
are going to be taxed more heavily be-
cause they have developed their lands. I
thought this, in the first place, was a
battle of the giants, but I cannot allow
such an illogical fallacy to be perpetrated
in this Council.

Dr. Jagan: Whether valuation is
for rating or not, it is known that when
dealing with large areas you are bound
to have different types of soil in the areas.
Whether it is 2%, 1% or 6% one has,
first of all, to establish the value of the
soil in the area. The rate will obviously
have to be uniform for the whole area,
and the value of a plot of land will have
to be made on a certain basis.

Mr. Burnham: Since you are not
going to have discriminatory taxation, it
means that when you value one piece of
land at a higher value than another piece
that the owner of the first piece may have
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to pay a higher tax than his neighbour.
That is what the hon. Minister does not
understand. We are not speculators;
we are legislators passing a Valuation
Bill.

I repeat that this is valuation for the
purpose of taxation. I cannot see why it
cannot penetrate into the hon. Minister’s
mind that if property A is valued at $16
and property B is valued at $50, that the
owner of property B will have to pay
more. It goes back to our original con-
tention that a man is being taxed because
he has taken the trouble to improve his
lands. I do not like people from rural
constituencies sitting there and shaking
their hands at me. I do not think they
appreciate the facts I am presenting.

Dr. Jagan: Does the fact that a
man has to pay more in rates preclude
him from improving his property? If
that argument was correct, then nobody
would improve his house or land; but ob-
viously the benefits to be derived from
improving agricultural land cannot be
compared with improvments, say, to
one’s home.

Mr. Burnham: The Minister of
Trade and Industry always gets himself
inextricably bound up. The point I am
trying to make is that you pay after that!
Reductio ad absurdum !

Dr. Jagan: The hon. Member is
saying that because you improve you will
have to pay more rates. That is very
illogical. Obviously the hon. Member is
arguing against it because people will
have to pay more rates, and he feels
there will be no incentives.

Mr. Burpham: 1 am not saying
that. What the Minister is not honest
enough to say is that they will have to
pay for the incentives. This is not value,
it 1s valuation. For the last time: we are
not dealing with market values or sale
values, we are dealing with valuation,
and it seems to me this is a tax on the in-
centives. Why on earth do you give tax-
ation relief to industry? So as to give it









1401 Local Govt. (Valuation

different properties, and that is going to
take a long time.

If that is not done now and we wait
until the other Bill is brought forward
and it is passed simultaneously with this
Bill, all the time necessary to do the pre-
liminary work will have been lost
entirely. I am appealing to hon. Mem-
bers not to delay this Bill any longer.
The urgency of this Bill is to get the
machinery going for the purpose of get-
ting the valuation of properties fixed

properly.

Mr. Jackson: What has that got to
do with this situation? The question is
that along with this Bill Government is
seeking power to levy rates on proper-
ties which have been valued. Govern-
ment therefore has to prepare a rating
Bill to fix the percentages which will be
used in the calculation of taxes upon the
valuation of properties, and this Council
is entitled to consider the Government’s
proposals in their entirety; not only with
respect to valuation but with respect to
rating, and both Bills should be put be-
fore the Council so that we can examine
the entire situation. The hon. the
Attorney-General has said that the
other Bill will be brought before the
Council some time in the future, there-
fore we are entitled to study both Bills
together, and that is why the Motion for
the adjournment was moved.

Mr. Burnham: The point I want to
make is that this Govermnment always
waits until the last possible moment and
then appeals to Members on this side to
help it to rush something through.
Government has had 19 months, and the
Majority Party decided before it went
into office that it intended to implement
the Marshall Report. Was it not patent
to the Government that valuation has to
be coupled with rating, and was it not
also patent that Members of the Council
would like to see the rating provisions
before we passed the valuation provi-
sions?

Instead of telling us that it wants to
save time, Government should have had
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the Rating Bill ready, or is it still in the
recesses of some incompetent mind?
Where is the Rating Bill? We have not
yet heard where it is. We know that the
Attorney-General will soon be enjoying
his well earned leave. Where is the
Rating Bill?

The Chairman: I shall put the
Question, which is that further considera-
tion of this Bill be postponed.

"he Committec divided and voted
as follows:
For Against
Mrc. Tasker Mr. Ajodha Singh
Mr. Davis Mr. Saffee
Mr. Gajraj Mr. Bowman
Mr. Jai Narine Singh Mr. Ram Karran
Mr. Jackson Mrs. Jagan
Mr. Campbell Mr. Beharry
Mr. Burnham Dr. Jagan
Mr. Kendall—S8 The Financial
Secrctary

The Attorney-General
The Chief Secretary.

The Chairman: The Motion is lost.
Discussion on the Bill will therefore
proceed.

Dr. Jagan: I was making the point
in reply to the remarks of the hon.
Nominated Member, Mr. Gajraj, who
said that there is a difference in fertility
according to the types of soil, that if
there is a difference in fertility obviously
there must be a difference in value.
Nobody is going to buy sandy soil at the
same price as clay soil. There is a
difference in value according to the type
of soil, and that is what we are trying
to establish—what is to be the yardstick
in determining value. Soil fertility and
the different types of soil must be used as
a measure for determining the value of
land. 1 therefore cannot see how sub-
paragraph (vii) can be deleted.

On the question of irrigation water,
we have had the point made that we are
taxing initiative, but the hon. Nominated
Member, Mr. Gajraj, should know that
anyone who spends money to improve his
building pays more rates because he has
improved the value of his property. But
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tion of rating has been introduced into
this debate, but as hon. Members have
said, this Bill dealing with valuation has
the purpose ultimately of rating and, |
suppose, inevitably the question of rating
comes into the picture.  But I think
Government has already gone a very far
way in meeting the points made by the
sugar industry or by people who are
industrialists, who have machinery and
who are contributing a great deal to the
economy of this country, because if we
look at the classification of properties we
will note that instead of accepting the
true value of the machinery, all that is
being done is to accept, in the case of
heavy industrials, a rate of 20 per cent.
of the value of the property. In the case
of light industrials the rate is 10 per cent.,
and workshops and similar premises 5
per cent. This is certainly a large con-
cession, because we know that in many

i cases the machinery costs much more

than the building itself. In most cases
the machines sometimes cost 200, 300 or
500 per cent. of the actual value of the
building.  Therefore I would say that
Government has gone a far way in mect-
ing the criticisms of the sugar industry
and others, because by doing so it would
actually be not valuing the property as it
really should be valued for the purpose
of rating.

What is the argument used for tak-
ing factories out of this class? It is that
the sugar industry is already contributing
a great deal to the economy of this coun-
try, and that it is providing housing and
other services. What is wrong about an
industry in an area where there are not
many other industries making profit,
contributing not only to the revenue of
the country but to the welfare of the
people in that area? In fact in certain
countries, where factories are owned by
the State, the first charge on the profits of
such factories is for welfare in the locality
in which the factory is sited, before
income tax and other taxes are paid.
Included in the distribution of profits is a
10 per cent. charge, or whatever it may
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be, for the purpose of helping to adminis-
ter and giving to the area certain services.

Let us take the Mackenzie area.
We have there practically one industry.
Where else is the money to comne from
if we are to have amenities in that area?
Because we have in our country one or
two industries omnly is all the more reason
why they should contribute something.
For the purpose of rating, Government
has been very generous in the scale sug-
gested in this Bill, which is not the true
value of the machinery.

Leaving aside the question of
income tax, even if the industry is called
upon to pay a little more when rating
comes along it will pay less income tax.
Rating will be the first charge, and in-
come tax will come second when the net
profits are assessed.

If we deal with this maiter theoreti-
cally like the capitalist, we will realize
that the moment several machines are
put into an industry less money is paid
to labour. In the sugar estates mechani-
zation takes place and hundreds of
people are unemployed. The law of
capitalist accumulation states that the
greater the amount of money being put in
fixed assets the greater the relative im-
poverishment in the industry. I speak in
terms of the people employed in the in-
dustry, and not the money which goes to
the people who run the industry. Most
of these industries mechanize because it
pays to mechanize, and not because they
have to keep their heads above the water.
When they mechanize the industry they
can make a greater accumulation of
profits.

It the people are not working they
will not be able to pay rates. Neverthe-
less the community must have its ameni-
ties and services. I would say that the
Government has been most generous in
trying to value properties or industries by
way of the formula which has been sug-
gested in this Clause — for the housing
of heavy industry only 20% of the cost
of the building. The machines cost more
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Council resumed. afternoon. I wish to remind hon. Mem-
bers that the Council has agreed to sit
The Chief Secretary (Mr. Porcher from 2 p.m.to 7 p.m.
acting): I beg to move that Council do
now adjourn until two o’clock tomorrow Council adjourned accordingly.





