January 15, 1970 HOUSE OF COMMONS JOURNALS 313

There are two other citations which I would commend to honourable
Members. Section (1) of citation 393 of Beauchesne’s fourth edition states,
in part: “An amendment purporting to approve the principle of a Bill and
at the same time enunciating a declaration of policy cannot be moved to
the second reading. It must oppose the principle of the Bill.”

The most pertinent of the two citations, I suggest, is section (3) of cita-
tion 393 of Beauchesne’s fourth edition, which reads as follows: “An amend-
ment which is not adverse to the principle of a Bill but proposes that certain

provisions be added to the Bill cannot be moved on the motion for second
reading.”

It seems to me that this citation is very relevant to the procedural question
that is now before the House. The honourable Member for Parry Sound-Muskoka
suggested in his argument that this amendment is drafted so as to be in
harmony with our new rules. I find it difficult to agree with this suggestion.
It is still possible to amend new sections of a bill in committee. It is still
possible to amend a bill on second reading according to the forms and principles
that are long established and recognized by the practice of the House. In
addition, detailed amendments can still be proposed at the report stage; and
amendments on third reading can be proposed in the same way as they
could prior to the adoption of the new rules.

In my humble view there is nothing in the new rules, I suggest, that
can be taken to broaden the scope of the amendments which can be proposed
to the House and received by the House as in order. To my way of thinking
the amendment proposed to the House is not a reasoned amendment because
it does not, in my view, oppose the principle of the bill.

I am not suggesting that it would not be possible to move an amendment
at this stage which might include some parts of the amendment that has
been presented, and which could be moved in the acceptable form of a
reasoned amendment. I would think that could be done quite easily. But at
that point honourable Members would be called upon to vote for a principle
which opposes the essence of the bill before the House:; and at that point
honourable Members are in fact invited to vote against second reading of the
bill, which is not what this amendment seeks to do.

For these reasons, it seems to me that the Chair has no alternative but
to rule that the proposed amendment of the honourable Member for South
Western Nova cannot be received at this time. Again I do not want to insist
that the same purpose might perhaps be achieved in other ways. However, I
have very serious reservations that the purpose can be achieved in the in-
genious way proposed by the honourable Member for South Western Nova,
and I must refuse to put the amendment to the House at this time.

Debate was resumed on the motion of Mr. Greene, seconded by Mr.
Macdonald (Rosedale),—That Bill C-144, An Act to provide for the manage-
ment of the water resources of Canada including research and the planning
and implementation of programs relating to the conservation, development
and utilization of water resources, be now read a second time and referred
to the Standing Committee on National Resources and Public Works.

And debate continuing;



