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Mr. HEAPS: I m-ove that the committee
rise and report progress.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No.

Mr. HEAPS: I amn rather in doubt as to
what would ha the effect if we tise adid report
progress now. I arn under the impreesion
that if the committee rises and reporte pro-
grese we will have to proceed with the third
rea.dings of the other bille which have been
reported. If that is the case I would like
the motion to stand, otherwie I would with-
draw it.

The CHAIRMAN: Do I understand that
the hon, gentleman ie moving that the com-
mittec risc and report progress on this bill?

Mr. HEAPS: No, on ail the bille; but
before the motion ie put I would like to know
whether it would mean that the other bille
will receive third. reading now. I do not
want to -preverit them from heing rcadý the
third time, but [ amn opposed t, this bill

The CHAIRMAN: Bill 348 je now befoTe
the oommittee and it will he necessary for the
committee to decide if this bill should stand
while we report progress on the other bills.
Is it the desire of the committce that the
proeeedings in connection with Bill 348 a.nd
Bill 296 should stand for the moment while
progress je reported on the other bille?

Motion agrced to.

CHARLES EDWIN WALKER

The bouse resumed from June il considera-
tien of the motion of Mr. Sanderson for the
third reading of Bill No. 296, for the relief of
Charles Edwin Wa*lkcr.

Mr. FRANKLIN SMOKE (Brant): In the
absence of the hon. member for Perth (Mr.
Sanderson) I beg leave to move the third
reading of this bill. I have read very care-
fully the evidence taken before the senate
committee and I tbinýk it prorves co'nclusively
the charges allcged in the petition. An ad-
journment was asked for by the respondent
for the pûrpose of producing a cousin named
Mrs. Henderson. The ad.Iourmment asked for
was flot allowed but one of ten or twelve days
was granted. Mrs. Henderson did not appear
at the adjourned hearing, and couneel for the
respondent appeared simply to ask for the
cxpunging of certain portions of the evidence.
The sens te committee then heard the further
ev'idencc and found. in favour of the com-
plainant. The evidence wbich it was alleged
Mrs. Henderson would give was in the nature
of an alibi. The respondent and Mrs. Hen-
derson were reeiding together, but it ie not

reasonable to suppoee that Mrs. Hendersn
would have been able to prove where the
respondent was on the tbrec occasions upon
wbich it was alcged offences ocourred. One
might have happened in one month, the next
one two menthe later, and se on; therefore
the evidence as to an alibi could flot be
conclusive. The bull was referrcd by this
bouse to the private bille coenmittee and the
complainant and bis lawyer were present but
no.one appeared for the respondent althougb
the agent in Ottawa was notified. I therefore
beg to move that the question be now put.

Mr. ADSHEAD: I was a member of the
private bille committee-

Mr. SPEAKER: Do I understanýd that
the hon, gentleman is moving the previeus
question?

Mr. SMOKE: Yes.

Mr. GARDINER- Whcn the bill was be-
fore the *house I undcrstanýd that the bon.
member for St. Lawrence-St. George (Mr.
Caban) moved an emendment thereto; bas
Your Honour that amend*ment?

An hon. MEMBER: Thiere wae no sec-
onder.

Mr. SPEAKER: The records show that
there was no amendment. If the hon, leader
of the Progressive party (Mr. Gardiner) will
read 'No. 43 of the order paper he will find
that it reads as follows:

Resuming debate on the motion of Mr. San-derson for the third reading of Bll No. 296,
intitulcd: "An Act for the relief of Charles
Edwin Walker" (Without amcndment).

There is no amendfnent 'before the chair,
but the previous question is always debatable.

Mr. ADSHEAD: Do I undcrstand Your
Honour to rule that it is net debataible?

Mr. SPEAKER: It is debatable.

Mr. ADSHEAD: As I remeniber the case,
there was a inaterial witness who was unable
to appear before the senate committee be-
cause she had undergone a very serions o-per-
ation. This witness was to prove an alibi
for the respondent. It would be a very
serious matter to this lady if a divorce wcre
granted upon the.grounds of adultery without
ber being given cvery opportunity to prove
o therwie.

,Mr. SMOKE: I risc to a point >of order.
If my motion is debatable the subjeet matter
referred to by the hon. memnber who has juet
taken hie seat should nýot be discussed. He
is discussing the merits of the case.


