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calling for reference back, I think there is a good chance
that Your Honour would find it in order.

The point I wish ta make is a very practical one and
takes itt account the situation in which we find aur-
selves. I would remtad you, Sir, that it happened that
Your Honour, Mr. Deputy Speaker, was in the chair a
week aga th.is afternoon when we were under closure.
Certain amendments had been moved and Your Honaur
feit it would not be fair for the time of the committee ta be
taken up by procedural arguments but, rather, that with-
out establishing precedents, certain amendments which
had been put forward that day should be allowed.

*(5:30 P.m.)

The point I wish ta make is that again we are under
closure. At the moment, we are debating an amendment
in my name. Presumably, a vote on that amendment will
came soon, but one cannot be sure of that. I know that if
aur amendment is voted on and disposed of in one way or
another we have others we should like ta move. Hon.
members ta the officiai opposition have made no secret of
the fact that they, too, have other amendments they would
like ta move. I do not see any oppartunity for han. mem-
bers -of the Social Credit party ta get in even one amend-
ment ta the motion for third readtag before this debate is
closed off on Friday. I wonder whether Your Honour
might nat take these circumstances itt consideration and
give some thought ta the possibility of allowtag this suba-
mendment, even though it is on a separate subject, s0 that
hon. members ta the fourth party ta the House might have
a chance of a vote on a matter which they feel is
important.

I wish ta say quite candidly that I amn asking for some-
thing which is procedurally irregular. But this is an
irregular week. We are having ta operate under conditions
which are nat normal. Normally, on third readtag of a bin
such as this, we could put forward 75 different amend-
ments propostag reference back ta reconsider one after
another of the clauses. But in the present circiimstances
we shail not have an apportumty ta do that. Accordingly, I
ask whether Your Honour might nat consider making a
ruling ta the spirit in which you made rulings last Wednes-
day afternoon.

Mr. McC1.ave: I think this suggestion carnies with it a
measure of airness, Mr. Speaker. Though I may be next ta
lime, and may be the one who is ta be gored by this
impromptu speech I arn making now, I wouid support
what has been said by the han. member for Winnipeg
North Centre as a reasonable suggestion ta the interests
of ail parties in the House.

Mrt. Deputy Speaker: I indicated I was prepared ta make
a ruling on the procedural point raised cancerning the
acceptabillty of the praposed subamendment. I shail
make such a ruling, naw. But first, I wish ta refer ta the
very reasonable and lucld argument of the hon. member
for Winipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowles) which has just
been ably supparted by the hon. member for Halifax-East
Hants (Mr. McCleave).

Hon. members who put forward arguments of this kind
really place the Chair in a difficult position. I say this
because, after ail, it is not the Chair which has decided
that the Hause of Commons shail operate in the circum-
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stances in which we are operating today. It is hon. mem-
bers who determine that we shall operate under a time
limitation. So, while 1 understand and arn very much
moved, by the appeal put forward by the hon. member for
Winnipeg North Centre and the hon. member for Halifax-
East Hants, I do feel that if I were to base my ruling on
that sort of agreement abuses could arise ini the futurs. 1
have concluded, therefore, that I have to rule in accord-
ance with the prececents binding the Chair.

The hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre mentioned
the situation which arose a week ago today when we were
operating under a time allocation order. I thi.nk there was
some difference, there. As I recail it, the time available
between the end of the question period and the tinie at
which the votes were to be taken, amounted to an hour
and a haif, or, maybe, two hours. I do not recail the
number of amendments which were submitted, but their
number was considerable. As the hon. member has said, I
took some responsibility in my initial ruling as chairman
of the committee, and I think that ruling was followed by
my colleagues with respect to subsequent amendments. I
feit that in this unusual situation, and in order that hon.
members might have an opportunity to express their
views on the amendments, they might be ailowed in those
circumstances. Indeed, there was no time ini which to give
much study ta the procedural aspect. On tis occasion,
however, there are two more days of debate left. I feel
there is considerable difference between the two situa-
tions and I would not want the Chair to be placed in the
position of finding this argument placed before it when-
ever a motion has been agreed ta of the kind under which
we are presently operating.

The other point is this. It is really in the hands of han.
members, nat in the hands of the Chair, as to when the
amendment of the han. member for Winnipeg North
Centre is deait with. When it has been deait with it wiil be
open ta other hon. members ta make amendments ta the
main motion. It seems ta me that this is a matter for
regulation between hon. members, particularly those ta
the left of the chair, ta determine which hon. members
should have the opportunity ta propose further
amendments.

I say at once that if the subamendment proposed by the
hon. member for Abitibi had been propased as an amend-
ment ta the main motion there would be no hesitation in
my mind about accepting it. If I were in the chair, and if
that subamendment were proposed as an amendment ta
the main motion, I would accept it. But the Chair has
responsibilities from a procedural standpotat. What the
hon. member for Abitibi is asking the Chair ta accept is a
very reasonable amendment, but he is dealing with anoth-
er section of clause one.

The hon. member for Lotbinière (Mr. Fortin) has argued
very persuasively that as far as the question of relevance
is concerned the amendment of the hon. member for
Winnipeg North Centre and the proposed subamendment
bath reduce the tax load falling upon the taxpayer. I have
no difficulty in agreeing with that contention. The duf-
fîculty is that when an hon. member proposes a suba-
mendment he is under the constraint that he must not
enlarge on, or differ in substance from, the amendment he
is purporting ta further amend. The amendment now
before the House ta the name of the hon. member for
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