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Canadian Wheat Board Act

which the house orders it to be sent there.
An amendment of such a wide import as the
division of the proposed bill into three bills
should not be moved with the Speaker in the
chair after the house has already ordered con-
sideration by the committee of a resolution
recommending only one bill. The main object
of the resolution is to approve the expendi-
ture involved in amendment to the Canadian
Wheat Board Act. On that, a general debate
may take place, and if the resolution is carried,
it will be time to consider under proper pro-
cedure whether the expenditure should be
embodied in three bills.

There are many precedents to justify this
opinion. Beauchesne, third edition, reports
at page 551 that Mr. Speaker Glen decided
on February 19, 1941, that: “On the motion
that the Speaker leave the chair for the house
to resolve itself into committee to consider a
money resolution, it is out of order to move
an amendment to the resolution.” He gave
a similar ruling on February 23, 1942.

I have come to the conclusion that the
amendment is out of order.

Mr. ROSS (Souris): I maintain, Mr.
Speaker, that our proposed amendment is a
practical matter of modern common sense.
I understand that your ruling is not debatable.
If that is the case, I must respectfully appeal
from it.

Mr. SPEAKER put the question as follows:

The question before the house is an appeal
from the Speaker’s ruling. We had before
the house a resolution proposing to amend
the Canadian Wheat Board Act. The hon.
member for Souris (Mr. Ross) moved an
amendment, which I declared out of order.
I based my ruling on a ruling given by Mr.
Speaker Glen on February 19, 1941, which
may be found at page 551 of Beauchesne,
third edition, and a similar ruling on Febru-
ary 23, 1942, that on the motion that the
Speaker leave the chair for the house to
resolve itself into committee to consider a
money resolution it is out of order to move
an amendment to the resolution. From my
ruling the hon. member appeals.

The house divided on the question: Shall
the Speaker’s decision be sustained? And
the decision of the chair was sustained on
the following division:
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