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1 arn now suggesting on my point of order that, under the
rules and practices of this flouse which go back for some
period of time, those amendments should be accepted; and
equally by the practice we ought flot to consider Bill C-133
until the appropriate period of time has passed for those
amendments to be filed, printed and deait with in the normal
way.

The Hon. Member for Ottawa-Vanier gave us the precedent
with the judgment of Mr. Speaker Jerome on July 15, 1977,
and that was the precedent for a report stage on a Friday, the
Hon. Member being allowed until six o'clock on the following
Monday to file his amendments. That is the weekend principle,
and 1 think that a weekend principle applies as well.

Therefore, 1 have another case which 1 would like to bring bo
the attention of the Chair. It is the judgment of Mr. Speaker
Lamoureux given on Tuesday, October 6, 1970, and it deait
with the case over a summer adjournment of the flouse of
Commons. The only difference between these two is the
weather more than anything else, but it was a long adjourn-
ment. 1 arn going to read briefly from the judgment of Mr.
Speaker Lamoureux, if 1 may. It appears at page 8841 of
Hansard and reads as follows:

The report of the Standing Conimittce on Agriculture ssas tabled ini the Flouse
on Friday. Junie 26 last, as appears in Votesî and Proceedings for thai date. This
was the day on shich Parlîinent recessed for the sumimer.

In this case we recessed for the Christmas adjournment. Hie
continues:

As is the usual practice. distribution was made of those Vole's and Proceedings
the following Monda,iy lune 29. The Flouse mct .îftcr the summer rccess on
Monday. October 5. Ag.îîn. as is the practice. durîng the week beforc the
resumption of the business of the Flouse on Octîîber 5, the Order Paper was
dîstrîbuted to hon. members. That Order Piper carried as a governînent order
the entry dealing wiîh the report stage of Bill C-196. Accordîng ta the Notice
Paper appended to today's Order Paper. a number of motions standing in the
nume of bon. member for Crowfooi and other hon. menîbers were reeeived prior
to 6 p.m. yesterday. October 5. Standing Order 75 deals wîîh the report stage of
publie buis following their consîderation in coînmittee.

Hon. Members have referred the Chair to sections 5 and 8 of Standing Order
75. Perhaps for the record 1 may bc allowed to quote sections 3 and 5 of the
relevant Standing Order.

M4r. Speaker Lamoureux went on to do so, and thcn he
con tinued:

The question for the Chair to determine is whether the requirenients of the
relevant Standing Order have been met. Section 3 of Standing Order 75 is clear
thut a eommîttee report cannot be considered by the Flouse untîl 48 hours have
elupsed followîng the presentation of the report. Ilow is thîs requirement to be
interpreted?

There is another Standing Order whîch requires 48 hours notice. The
unquestîoned practîce of tbe Flouse bas been that the 48-hour notice requirement
is met when that period entends over a weekend or over îwo sîtting days. For
example, a notice tabled ai vix oeclock on Monday may be deali wîîb ai two
o'eloek on Wednesday. Sîmîlarly, a notice fîled at six o'elock on Wedneuday eau
be dealt wiîb by tbe Flouse ai eleveu oecloek on I-riday. A notice filed Frîday
aflernoon eau be deali wîîb on Monday afternoon at îwo o'cloek, in spite or the
faci that two sîttîng days have not elapsed..

1 arn sorry 1 arn usîng a precedent which daites back to Aprîl 14, 1913, but I
thoughî we should go back somewhat to indîcate that ibis bas been the practice
for many years now. This precedent confirms my interpretation of the Standing
Order. an interpretation s hîch was .iccepted before the ru'ng of 1913 and wbieh

bas been followed sînce then. The rulîng eau bc found in Bcaucbesue's tird
edîtion ai page 827.

If the 48-hour requirernent is met in the cireumistiuces I havse jusi outiued. it
has cerîaînly been met if the report bas been fîlcd ou aî Fridis and the report is
brought forth for consîderation on the followîng Tuesd.iy, even if there hî.s been
an extended recess between the two d.iys. I appreci.iie the point raîsed by the
bon. member for Crowfooî, tbat it would bave been unfaîr and coutr.îrv ii the
spirit of the Standing Order Io bave attempted to pros.ecd to the repoîrt stage
yesîerday-

-Yesterday" was the day the question arose.
--sînce in practice tbere would not bave been tbe proper timîe in îsbicli tsi file

amniedment motions. On ibis basis I suggesî tbe report stage could udt bave been
proceeded wîîh yeslerday. lu f,îîrness to the bîîn. ineniber for 'A innipcg North
Centre (Mr. Knowles), ibis is a point wbîch was made ver> cle.irlsv bîîîîni

1 quote this precedent, Madam Speaker, to indicate that 1
was denied, rightly or wrongly and 1 amrnfot making an
accusation when 1 use the word "denied"-the rigltt tii file an
amendment on January 1l. 1 filed formally on January 1l an
amendment which is important to me as a Member of Parlia-
ment and, incidentally, important to the Party. 1 believe 1
ought to have time to file that amendment, or 1 should have
the unanimous consent of the flouse to file the amendînent.
We could argue about the procedure later on.

In any event, it appears that the Standing Orders of the
flouse indicate that Bill C-I133 cannot be eonsidered, ab lcast
to the detriment of my right to file an amendmient. That is mx
whole point. 1 ar n ot arguing to hold up for an extra day the
consideration of Bill C-133, but if it means that 1 cannot file
my amendment or that my amendment is flot novw acceptable
and will flot be printed. then 1 arn quite prepared to say that
the Government business should stand. The Government
flouse Leader said there are 1 7 other pieces of legislatton
which he has. One other of them should bc called today so that
my amendment can be filed in accordance with the practice set
forth by Mr. Speaker Jerome in 1977 and Mr. Speaker
Lamoureux in 1970. That is the point 1 wish to make.

[Translation]

Hon. Yvon Pinard (President of the Privy Couneil):
Madarn Speaker, 1 listened with a great deal of inberest and
also, 1 must admit, with sympathy tii the comments made by
the Hon. Member for Nepean-Carleton (Mr. Baker). On the
one hand, the old Standing Order 75(5) 1, that 24 hours must
elapse before consideration at the report stage and that there
has to be at least 24 hours, notice for the amendmnents, but this
does flot prevent the flouse from procceding to the report stage
on a Monday if a bill is reported on the previous Friday. On
the other hand, the Hon. Member tells us that he aîtempîed to
give notice of an amendment to a bill during a recess. fie also
referred to a few precedents. namely a precedent dating back
to 1939 which is so rnouldy that it is difficult to read, and one
more recent of a ruling given on February 15, 1977, which also
seerns relevant to the discussion.

The situation is therefore that Standing Orders preseribe the
procedure to be followed on the one hand, and the Government
has dutifully followed this procedure by calling Bill C-133,
today which is now under consideratuon. 1 would like to refer
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