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mnay appear in person and 80 is the only
qui Iified body to obtain the actual facts, their
decision might weIl be final as far as the comn-
mission was concerned, though stili leaving the
further opportunity te the aflicant of going
to the coujrt of appeal. Expressing my own
opinion, unquestionably this right of appeal
bas been abused. I took the trouble to study
105 appeals taken by the commission against
favourable decisions of the tribunal, and in
102 of those cases the decision.cf the tribunal
was reversed. Going through 'the cases as
carefully -as possible, and trying flot to be toc
sympathetie but to look upon them in a
judicial manner, I could not but believe that
i many cases at least the appeal court seemed
to have ignored the benefit of the doubt
clause to which so much weight had been
attached and which had been looked upen
as a means of correcting many of the weak-
nesses and evils of the old Pension Act. It,
does seemi to me that before long parliament
will have to reconsider the question of appeals,
not only of counsel for the commission appear-
ing before the tribunal, but the whole ques-
tion of appeals fromn favourable decisions of
the tribunal. This has led to great dissatis-
faction and in some cases to an absolute
nullification cf some clauses cf the act.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver): I endorse
the remarks cf my hion. friend te my left and
those cf the hion. member for Red Deer. As
regards the commission counsel, I do not
believe they serve a useful purpose. The
gentleman on the pension tribunais throughout
Canada render good service on the whele,
considering the limitations placed upon their
activities, and they themselves arc jealous of
the interests cf the ex-service men and of the
treasury as well. Se that it is flot at al
necessary that the commission counsel should
appeal on a technicality te the pension appeal
court at Ottawa. Formerly the ex-service
man was granted the right cf appeal, te hear
the evidence adduced in his case. That benefit
is now extended te enable him te bring in
additional evidence, and sometimes the ex-
pense in connectien with the evîdence is
paid fer him. The manner of hearing cases
before the tribunals is therefore much more
advantageous te him than it was seme years
age. But i the old days, as the minister will
recali, there was an appeal te a single member
of the old federal appeal board; then a second
appeal to a quorum of three members of the
board. That system was feund in practice te
be inadvisable. I am convinced that the
systemn of dual appeals to-day will not be
found to work out satisfactorily either te the
nation or te the ex-service men. I do net

mean te be partisan when I say that there is
to-day throughout Canada considerable
dissatisfactien, not with the pension tribunals
or with the pension advocates, but with the
commission counsel, and with the federal
appeal court sitting in Ottawa. I would ask
lion. members te consider the return just
brought down to some questions cf mine.
Censider the number cf cases heard by the
tribunals; the nuniber of those that were
reviewed by the appeal court in Ottawa; the
annual liability in connection with decisions
made by the pension trihunals and in con-
nection with decisiens made by the appeal
court; consider these facts and you are forced
reluctantly to the conclusion that we have
established a very expensive pension machinery
in Canada. It may be premature te condemn
the system, but se far the resulte are net
marked in any benefit te the ex-service men
throughout Canada. My own opinion is that
the tribunals are sincerely desirous of doing
ail they can for ex-service men, whiie they
are anxious te guard the treasury, consistently
with their duties. I believe that a radical
revision cf the entire system will be called for
at least by next year, and that the system
cf commission counsel should be overhauled,
looking te the revisien if net the abolition cf
the federal appeal court in Ottawa.

Mr. MacLAREN: This sure cf 850,500,000
i3 for the pensions. It does net include pay-
mente for cemmaission counsel. Vie must
bear in mind that the aet was amended only
last year by a commîttee who had served on
several occasions previougly a.nd whe brought
in a unanimeus report which was aecepted
unanimously by the houas. The axnendments
have been in operatien enly seven or eight
monthe and one cannot yet judge what their
efTeçt wili be. Sufficient time has net elapscd
te show how the amended act will operate.
1 think there are a number cf instances where
it will fail, and other cases where it will be
object4onable and will require further amend-
ment. StilI, the time has net yet arrived te
cxpress a definite opinion. The crit.icisms
that have been made are valuable, but I do
net contemplate deaiing with the matter this
session. The amendment which it is now
prepesed te make-if I may refer te the bill
that is being introduced-has ne reference
tu the prinjciples of the set or to the various
courts that have been appointed; it is simply
te expedite the hesring of cases. Why? Be-
cause there is such a glaring deficiency to-
day that it is a grave injustice te the men
whe are waiting. I felt that something should
be done te remove se marked a grievance.
That does net require time te decide; it is


