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Lake -Centre. To illustrate the point more
p&rticulanlýy I sbould like to de-al witb a specifie
case. The case in question is that of a gentle-
man by the name of Aubrey H. Con-rad, who
lives in Bridgewater, Nova Scotia. Mr. Conrad
became an employee csf the old. Halifax and
Scsuthwestern railway in 1917. That railway
has since become part of the Canadian
National Railways. He was forced to retire
from bis job in November, 1917, after twenty-
six years of service, for reasons of illness. lis
age then was forty-seven.

The railways' pension plan was enunciated
by' tbe bon. member f or Lake Centre. Tbis
pension plan, wbicb was introduced, 1 und:er-
stand i11 1935, was made applicable ta
employces who at tbat time bad fifteeni years
or more of service. Employees under tbe
termas of -tbe pension regulations become pen-
sionable at the age of sixty-five, or earlier in
tbe case of injury or accident, provided that
tbey bave reaobed tbe age of fifty years. But
since Mr. Conrad, tbe man ta whom I bave
referience, was only forty-,seven yeurs of age at
tbe time he was stricken, he was net eligible
under this pension plan, nor was he eligible
under the aid, provident plan.

There is another means of providing bene-
fits to employecs witb long service, andl that is
by gratuitous allowances. That means is
applicable ta tbose men who do not qualify
for pension or provident henefits. It was set
up, and I quote from a letter provided to me
by tbe minister:

* ui order te, take care of emplayees with
long service who were forced to retire before
reaching pensionable age.

I emphiasize, Mr. Cbairman, that term "long
service". For tbe purpose of these allowances,
the definition of long service is twenty years
or mare. Mr. Conrad qualifies fully in this
respect of long service because be bas bad
twenty-six years of service, or six more than
the minimum required.

But there is another requirement in connec-
tien with tbese gratuitaus allowances, which
states that employees must bave reached the
age of fifty years. Here Mr. Conrad is
debarred because he was only forty-seven
ye ars of age at the time of bis forced retire-
ment. If long service is ta be rewarded, or,
ta put it another way, if employees witb long
service are ta be protected, as I believe they
should be, then the age at wbich tbey are
stricken should be a miner consideration.
However, if the age is ta be a factor. then a
formula should be used wbicb would combine
age and service, as is donc in many other
companies. For example, if the qualifyiag
length of service is ta be a minimum of
twenty years and the minimum age is ta be
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fifty years, I submait tbat there shauld be a
formula combining tbe two for a total of
seventy. Tbat is done in some other com-
panies and it works satisfactarily.

Mr. Conrad bad twenty-six years of service.
If the over-ali is ta be seventy, then he could
bave qualified at tbe age of forty-four. In
otber words, with twenty-six years of service,
be being forty-seven years of age, tbe total
would be seventy-three wbicb would qualify
him easily.

Tbere is no otber avenue I know of, or no
otber avenue which tbe railway brotherbaod
or tbe Departrnent of Transport bave been
able ta suggest wbereby this man could qualify
for benefits. I believe tbat every effort shauld
be made ta open tbe door sa tbat be could
qualify under the regulatians applying ta
gratuitous allowances. The minîster is aware
of this case. I bave referred it ta bim several
times, as well as the brotberbood, and in a
letter ta me dated May 17, 1947, he stated:

To extend tbe present arrangement or ta
change the existing formula . . .would cost
the company a very substantial sum annually
and we bave had ta take the stand tbat aur
present retiring allow ances ar e as generaus as
ive can make tbem.

I quite agree tbat thcre are practical limits
witb regard ta baw far any campany can go
in this direction of pension benefits. I knaw
it bas many cammitments and, when dealing
witb anc commitment, it must keep its eye an
tbe over-alI programme. But if, as the corm-
pany itself states, tbe gratuitaus allowances
are "ta take care of employees witb long
service wba were forced ta retire before reacb-
iog pensionable age', then it would appear
that tbe age restriction is not allowing the
campany ta live up ta tbe purpose of these
allowanccs. I would therefore urge upan tbe
wr ýnister that sucb cases as this faîl within the
spirit af the gratuitous allowances, and tbat
w'hen the termn of tbeir service is adequate,
emplovees should be allowed ta qualify. If
the railways do not sec fit ta ignore the age
completely and qualify a man on tbe basis of
long service alane, then they sbould make
age a secandary consideration by applying a
formula which permits service and age ta be
added together. As I bave said before, that
is a formula wbich is accepted in many other
companies and it works satisfactorily. There
î's no ather means wbereby employees of this
class can receive benefits. They bave tbe
greatest difficulty in paying tbeir doctor bills;
for tbe reason tbey bad ta retire in the first
place, even at an early age, was because tbey
were ill. I would again ask the minister if
be will give that problemn seriaus re-considera-
tien, and determine whetber or nlot the terms


