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is this latter appropriation which would be
accompanied by a resolution. This is a gener-
al subject on which a previous ruling has
been made. The fact I am trying to prove is
that this amendment is, indeed, adverse to
and opposed to the principle of the bill as it
is recommended and as it is printed. For all
these reasons, I believe it is a perfectly valid
reasoned amendment.

I rather like the form of the amendment
because it provides for something we have
not been able to do prior to this time. Previ-
ously, we were able to move simply that
second reading should not now be given, and
this, if it were accepted, was the end of the
bill. The purpose of the type of motion now
proposed is to assert that the House is dissat-
isfied with the form in which the bill has
been brought down—the form in which it
appeared after the first reading had been
agreed to. By approving the motion of my
hon. friend, the House can advise the minister
that it is not satisfied with the bill in its
present form. The measure can then be
redrafted and then proceed without any
necessity for the earlier formalities being
repeated. The object of an amendment, of
course, if accepted, is to start again and go
through the recommendation procedures, and
so on.

® (3:10 p.m.)

For this reason, I would urge Your Honour
to give serious consideration to the form of
this amendment. We feel it is one that would
be eminently acceptable and satisfactory
under the new rules that have been adopted,
and it otherwise complies with the fundamen-
tals that have been laid down in relation to
an amendment on second reading.

Mr. Speaker: May I express my apprecia-
tion to those hon. members who have taken
part in this brief debate on the procedural
point that has been raised by hon. members
following the amendment that was proposed
last evening by the hon. member for South
Western Nova (Mr. Comeau). The fact that
this amendment was proposed shortly before
the adjournment, and that some reservation
was expressed to the House at the time, has
given me the opportunity of looking into the
matter from a procedural point of view and
of considering the arguments that might be
advanced either for or against the form and
substance of the amendment proposed by the
hon. member.

I have spent some time studying the differ-
ent procedural aspects of the matter, and
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keeping in mind the point of view that has
been expressed by the President of the Privy
Council (Mr. Macdonald) and the hon.
member for Parry Sound-Muskoka (Mr.
Aiken), I should like to give my view of the
matter.

At the outset I should like to restate for the
record both the motion and the amendment
proposed by the hon. member for South
Western Nova. To the motion for the second
reading of Bill C-144, the hon. member
proposed an amendment which reads as
follows:

That all the words after ‘“that” be struck out
and the following substituted therefor:

“since it does not spell out, declare or assume
a federal jurisdiction in pollution control matters;
since no specific commitment of federal funds has
been made; and since provision for establishment
of water use standards, pollution offences, and
penalties are not nationwide but are limited to
water quality management areas, this bill is there-
fore ineffective as a basis for a national water
pollution control program and the minister is
directed by the House to redraft Bill C-144 to
include these and other fundamental omissions
before it is read a second time.”

The hon. member for Parry Sound-Mus-
koka has very rightly brought to the attention
of the House the fact that this is a new form
of amendment. We will all recognize that this
does not automatically make it out of order,
but it does perhaps bring it more particularly
to the attention of the Chair from a procedu-
ral standpoint. My original reaction, which I
gather is the same as the one which the
learned Deputy Speaker had last night, was
that the proposed motion did not appear to be
an amendment but, rather, a statement or
declaration of principle in itself, it is more a
substantive motion than an amendment.

As hon. members have pointed out, citation
382 of Beauchesne’s fourth edition states that,
at the second reading stage:

It is also competent to a member who desires
to place on record any special reasons for not
agreeing to the second reading of a Bill, to move
as an admendment to the question, a resolution
declaratory of some principle adverse to, or differ-
ing from, the principles, policy, or provisions of
the bill, or expressing opinions as to any circum-
stances connected with its introduction, or pro-
secution; or otherwise opposed to its progress;
or seeking further information in relation to the
Bill by Committees, Commissioners, the production
of papers or other evidence or the opinion of
Judges.

This citation in Beauchesne originally came
from one of May’s editions, to which I believe
the President of the Privy Council has allud-
ed. The operative words in the citation are
that an amendment must propose “a resolu-




