May 3, 1966 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS 133

hen_SiOH that similar instances might have occurred. The Department has since
Tevised its procedures.

d MI‘ HENDERSON: Paragraph 60. Equipment disposed of in error. The case

escribed here represents, of course, a straight mistake. I understand it has not

{) }?en possible to remedy it by securing the equipment from the purchaser and

at now the equipment may, in fact, be largely obsolete. All I can say here is

at you may wish to express concern that a mistake like this should occur. I

Understand no disciplinary action was taken by the department. I mention that
ause some members of the Committee invariably ask me that question.

. Mr. FLEMMING: Mr. Chairman, is the first item in the sale by the Crown

Assets a declaration that the Crown Assets are not required to deliver anything
they find a mistake has been made?

i If it is after delivery, I do not see how they are going to get it back but that
obably is the case at this time.

the Mr. H'ENDERSON: This has been exhaustively examined and it is very much

exception, I am happy to say.

vet ,The next paragraph, item 61, is also a 1964 item. Medical fees improperly
alned by a Service medical officer.

o Sgl-_Medical fees improperly retained by a Service medical officer. Contrary
rQCe_che regulations and orders, an Air Force medical officer retained amounts
& ived from the Group Surgical Medical Insurance Plan for n:ledxcal
aitment provided to dependents of Service personnel in a Service hospltal. In
y deCh 1963 the officer was found guilty of conduct to the prejudice of good
< T and discipline and was reprimanded and fined $200, but no action was
N taken to recover the amount improperly retained by him.
re In Oc‘gober 1963 the officer was released from the Service at his own
q:\‘est, Without restitution having been requested from him or made by him.
d m“gUSt 1964 the matter was referred to the Department of Justice which has
and~ed payment of $4,053 from the former officer.
of $I‘hls case describes how an Air Force medical oﬁ‘xcer retained amounts
rejuc’l(.)53- In March, 1963 this officer was found guilty of conduct to the
mohthlce of good order and discipline and was reprimanded and fined $200. Six
T later in October, 1963, he was released from the service at his own
“Quest, again, without any restitution of the $4,053 having been requested from
Or offered by him. It was not until ten months later that the matter was
f:i?rig from the former officer. The former officer engaged a law firm to
epa:tent his interests, and correspondence epsued. On the advice of thg
fici ment of Justice, the Department of National Defence agreed that this
a;lncy in public funds should be settled for in the amount of $2,500 although
: ount of only $1,000 has been offered by the ex-officer’s solicitor.
o Offey D, August ent of Justice advised that the settlement
fter °f $2,500 ’higsgée?Zc?e?;gmA cheque was forwarded to the Department
Sougﬁ:m.nal Defence. My concern here is that recovery of this money was not
Monty in the initial instance when the officer was found guilty or even SIX
Seryj S later, when he asked for his discharge, and was released from the
Ce. There was such an extensive time 1ag that it seemed to me to work



