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Debating Time Allotment

he could do that with respect to all the busi- of tax was different. Here, we have two mea- 
ness of the house, including public bills, and sures which touch on the procedure of the 
in the case of rules 75a, 75b and 75c he may house. Each provides for a time allocation 
do that with respect to public bills. order at the instigation of a minister after

I submit that qualitatively, former certain preliminary procedures have been fol- 
proposed rule 16a and the present rules 75a, lowed. I submit to Your Honour, therefore, 
75b and 75c, are identical. Quantitatively that since this house in December of last 
there is a slight difference. Nevertheless, they year, by accepting the motion of the Presi- 
are the same in concept fundamentally. There dent of the Privy Council and concurring in 
is no question about that at all. The point at the rules then brought in, negatived the right 
issue is, however, that the house, in rejecting of the government to bring in rule 16a. At 
the quantitatively larger rule 16a, has also this time, therefore, the motion the President 
rejected proposed rules 75a, 75b and 75c. of the Privy Council seeks to bring before the 

We are not without guidance on this sub- house should not be allowed.
ject, Mr. Speaker. The most recent precedent Hon. Donald S. Macdonald (President of the 
was the salutory and wise decision rendered Privy Council): Mr. Speaker, may I deal with 

X Ir. peaker, on January 16, 1967. It is three of the points raised by the hon. mem- 
reported in House of Commons Journals for ber. In the first place, may I draw Your 

arch 11 1968, at page 753. I shall refer to Honour’s attention to page 579 of Votes and 
"his precedent later. It may be remembered Proceedings of December 20, 1968, where this 

at occasion this house had rejected a tax house, as hon. members have already men- 
i. and, in violation of the long established tioned, instructed the committee to consider 

principles and precedents of centuries, parlia- the allocation of time proposals. Those 
men was ruthlessly violated by the govern- proposals referred to allocation of time orders 
men . aving stripped parliament of its cloak which could be brought by ministers of the 
?... ecency, . e government brought in a tax Crown after they had been in consultation 
bill similar in many respects, although differ- with the committee.
ing in quantum, to a previous tax bill. At that
time the hon. member for Winnipeg North Mr. Stanfield: We are not dealing with a 
Centre (Mr. Knowles) raised the question of committee report.
the right of the government to so proceed. On — — , . _
March 11, 1968, Your Honour rendered a deci- Macdonald (Rosedale): That is quite 
sion. I will not read it all; the lateness of the right. 1 hope the Leader of the Opposition 
hour prevents my so doing In part Your will give me an opportunity to put my argu- 
Honour said this: ’ ment to the house.

It then becomes a matter of interpretation or Mr. Stanfield: The minister has lots of time, 
judgment whether, in the words of the rule,_

That is the rule I have already quoted. Mr. Macdonald (Rosedale): May I point out 
Your Honour of course had that in mind I t at at that time the house recognized it 
continue- ri 1 would consider later in this session the ques-

, " „ tion of an allocation of time procedure. It
e mo ion o ere — specifically instructed the committee to con-

That was the motion to accept the new tax sider, for the purpose of having that matter 
bill. further considered in this house, an allocation
-is substantially the same as one on which of time procedure along the lines of the 

the decision of the House has been expressed. The proposal put forward by my colleague, the 
only way to interpret the two measures in relation Minister of Agriculture. This invited full con- 
to the rule is to compare the proposals offered in sideration of the British practice which, as 
each case: that is, in the previous Bill and in the hon. members know, provides for the right of 
new Bill now before the House. the minister to make a motion for the pur-

Your Honour continued at pages 755 and pose of allocating time for debates. In fact, 
Pre t 11: - j ■ • „ , — the house at that time gave every indication

your decision is well known. It in the proceedings which occurred that day 
was that the bill was not to be proceeded that it wished this question of allocation to 
with but was to be withdrawn. I submit that be brought to a final decision in this session, 
the two cases, the case of the previous bill It did not clearly at that time disentitle the 
and the case of the rules, are identical and on house from further considering allocation of 
all fours. The second tax bill contained the time proposals along the lines of that which I 
principles of the first, although the quantum propose in my motion.

[Mr. Baldwin.!
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