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that an act of Parliament or any clause of an act of
Parliament would not come into force until that was done
seems to me to go beyond the scope of any statute which
comes before it. Certainly it goes beyond the scope of the
Bill before us which seeks only to amend certain clauses
of another act.

Therefore the Chair has come to the conclusion that
the motion is procedurally unacceptable.

And Motion numbered 24, standing in the name of the
honourable Member for Nickel Belt (Mr. Rodriguez) hav-
ing been called, as follows:

That Bill C-2, An Act to amend the Combines Investi-
gation Act and the Bank Act and to repeal an Act to
amend an Act to amend the Combines Investigation Act
and the Criminal Code, be amended in Clause 22 by add-
ing immediately after line 39 on page 46, the following
new section:

“454 (1) In any conviction for an offence under
Part V, or section 46.1, the court may, if it is satisfied
that the person convicted has, by reason of the offence,
derived revenue that exceeds the revenue he would
have derived if he had not engaged in that practice,

(a) make such order as it deems appropriate to re-
quire the person to refund to the persons from whom
he derived the excess revenue if those persons are
reasonably identifiable or, in any other case, generally
to persons thereafter acquiring the product from him,
an amount equal to the whole or any portion of the
excess revenue so derived, as estimated by the court,
or

(b) where, in its opinion, an order under paragraph
(a) is not practicable, by order, direct the person to
pay to Her Majesty in right of Canada as a penalty an
amount specified in the order equal to the whole or
any portion of the excess revenue so derived, as
estimated by the court.

(2) An amount directed to be paid to Her Majesty in
right of Canada as a penalty pursuant to paragraph
1(b) is a debt due to Her Majesty and is recoverable as
such in any court of competent jurisdiction.”

RULING BY MR. SPEAKER

MR. SPEAKER: There apparently being no other honour-
able Members who wish to contribute to this interesting
point, the text of Motion numbered 24 proposes to amend
Clause 22 of the Bill. The fact is that Clause 22 of the Bill
deals with the collection of statistics and with various
aspects of reporting facts and figures. It does not in any
way deal with penalties. This motion introduces not only
a penalty which does not belong or is any way germane to
Clause 22 but, furthermore, introduces a new concept into
the penalty provisions as well.

In view of the fact that the amendment proposes to
amend Clause 22 and is beyond the scope of that Clause I

have to hold that the amendment is procedurally unac-
ceptable.

I just want to add that when this matter was first raised
months ago I made the following remark. I am not going
to quote it in detail, but I referred to the procedural diffi-
culty facing Motions numbered 6 and 24 in a general way.
The language I used with respect to Motion numbered 24
may have been confusing in that I obviously made a cross
reference to some aspects of Motion numbered 6. How-
ever, I went on to say this. I do not have the date of my
remarks before me but it was sometime ago, certainly
long before the recess when the report stage of the Bill
was first considered. At that time I indicated that Motion
numbered 24 proposed penalties which, in the opinion of
the Chair, were not in any way germane to Clause 22 of
the Bill which it sought to amend.

Having made that reference at that time, I thought it
might have been ample forewarning that, if it was simply
a readjustment of the location of the Motion, it might
have been adjusted in the interval. In any event, the mat-
ter is before the Chair at the present time. The Motion
proposes to amend Clause 22. It is obviously well beyond
the scope of Clause 22; therefore, with regret I have to
rule that it is unacceptable.

And the House having proceeded to the deferred di-
vision of the amendment of Mr. Lambert (Edmonton
West), seconded by Mr. Baldwin,—That Motion num-
bered 8 be amended by striking out all the words follow-
ing the word “following” and by substituting therefor
the following:

“and is liable on conviction to a fine in the discretion
of the court or to imprisonment for five years, or to
both.”

And the question being put on the amendment, it was
agreed to on the following division:
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