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Fisheries Act

officiais of the House to determine whether in fact a royal
recommendation is required. We wiil do our level best-since
there seems to be a disposition in the House to accept the
amendrnent-tu have the recummendation in the hands of hon.
members as quickly as possible.

Mr. Speaker: It is a rather severe procedural difficulty
because in each case when we atternpt to deal with these
matters we are setting some precedents. Sornetirnes, even
though there is a disposition in terms of the spirit and intent of
the motion, 1 arn sure there are some things the House can do
by consent. However, I arn concerned that we may be extend-
ing even that with respect to this measure and will find
ourselves with a provision in an act to which it does flot
directly relate. In any case, 1 would like some time to reflect
on the long range ramifications of attempting to deal with that
situation which, in accordance with our precedents we cannot
do procedurally. While we deal with other motions, there can
be sorne consultation in that regard.

Mr. Rompkey: Mr. Speaker, 1 arn not entirely clear on this.
1 arn not as up to date as the House leader of the Officiai
Opposition regarding the necessity for a royal recommenda-
tion. Let me simply make this point to you with regard to the
intent of the governrnent concerning this bill. 1 draw your
attention in particular to section 69(1) and (2) of the sarne bill
amending the Fisheries Act. Section 69( 1) reads:
The provisions of this act and the regulations that apply to any or ail] of
Canadian fisheries waters, without anything ln the context of such provisions
indicating that they apply tu any specified area of Canadian fisheries waters,
shail, in relation to any fishing vessel on the High Seas,

That is the way the Fisheries Act reads. The clause amend-
ing the Fisheries Act reads at this point:

.. n relation to aay fishing vessel or aircraft on or over the Higb Seas-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 1 wonder if the hon. member
would clarify for me from what part of the bill he is reading.

Mr. Rompkey: 1 arn reading from section 69 of Bill C-38.

Mr. Speaker: Bill C-38 only has 22 clauses.

Mr. Rompkey: 1 arn sorry, Mr. Speaker, 1 rnean clause 19

on page 20.

Mr. Speaker: Which seeks to amend section 69 of the
Fisheries Act?

Mr. Rompkey: Yes, Mr. Speaker. 1 arn sorry if 1 confused
you on that. The point is that the bill amended the act by
adding the words "or aircraft" after "fishing vesseis", and the
words "or over"~ the high seas. It goes on to read:
... that is subject to the jurisdiction of Canada, or any act or tbîng donc or
omitted to bc donc on, from or by treans of such fishing vesse!-

And again the words "or aircraft"' are added at this point. 1
continue reading:

... or aircraft, be deemed to extend and apply to the High Seas.

[Mr. Goodalc.j

Subsection (2) reads:
The governor in counicîl may make regulations respeebing fîsheries located in

waters other than Canadian fisheries waters applicable bo vessels or aircraft-

The point is that the insertion of the words "or aircraft-'
could only be with regard to the jurisdiction and administra-
tion of the seal fishery. It was the intention of the government
to protect the seal fishery in order to better manage it and
better protect seaiers in the lawful course of their work. That
was the reason that that particular wording was inserted.
Therefore, the argument is that this motion is in order because
it is in uine with the intention of the government to give greater
protection to sealers as indicated by the arnendment of the
section in the act in clause 19 of Bill C-38.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Again the Chair will take into
consideration the nature of the amendment and the statute to
sec whether or not something can be accomplished at this point
by unanimous consent. 1 think ail hon. members understand
that obviously the intention of the amendment is praiseworthy.
That is not the difficulty. However, what is being donc here is
an attempt to go beyond this amending statute to another
statute that this bill does not seek to arnend. 1 arn not certain
that that can be done even with the consent of the House, and
1 will need some time to consider it.

Motion No. 2 is in the narne of the hon. member for New
Westminster (Mr. Lcggatt). Perhaps the Housc wiil move to
consideration of that motion whiie we reflect on the other
probleins.

Mr. Stuart Leggatt (New Westminster) moved:
Motion No. 2.

That Bill C-38, An Act to amend the Fisheries Act and to amend the Crimiînal
Code in consequence thereof, be amended in Clause 7 by adding immediabely
after lie 22 at page 9 the following.

"( 15) Where fisb have accumulated deleterious substances to an estent that
the healbb of tbe Canadian people is endangered, the Minisier may prohibit
fishing an those Canadian fisheries waters until a time when the level of
deleterious substances bas decreased and no longer constitutes a health
hazard."

He said: Mr. Speaker, 1 take it that at this point in the
proceedings it, is appropriate that we deal with thc substance of
the motion. There is no procedural problem with it. In any
event, it is appropriate that this rnorning's Montreal Gazette
carrîes an interesting story on mercury poisoned fish, the
headline of which reads: -273 Waterways have Mercury Poi-
soned Fish'. The article reads:

At least 273 Canadian lakes and rivers contaîn mercury contaminated fish
posing a health hazard if esten, says a list compiled by thc federal environmeai
department and officially described as incomplete.

1 emphasize the fact that that list is incomplete. The article
goes on to read:

The list shows that most of the affected lakes and streams-roiîghly 160 fln'
la Ontario, Manitoba bas 40, Saskatchewaa and Quebec 22 eacb, the Norbbwe.,t
Territories 12, New Brunswick 6, Alberta 4, Nova Scotia 2, and British
Columbia aad Ncwfoundlaad 1 eacb.

The report rames aine industries wbîcb are knowa to cause mercury pollution
in 21 lakes or rivers.
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