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STANDING COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS

Chairman: W. G. Montgomery, Esq.
Vice-Chairman: D. V. Pugh, Esq.

and Messrs.

Badanai Jung Peters
Batten Kennedy Pugh
Beech LaMarsh (Miss) Roberge
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Broome Macdonald (Kings) Rogers
Cardin MacEwan Speakman
Carter MacRae Stearns
Clancy Matthews Stewart
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~ Forgie Montgomery Weichel
Fortin O’Leary Winkler—40.
Herridge Ormiston
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R. L. Boivin,
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ORDERS OF REFERENCE
FriDAY, December 2, 1960.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs:

Messrs.
Badanai, Jung, Peters,
Batten, Kennedy, Pugh,
Beech, LaMarsh (Miss), Roberge,
Benidickson, Lennard, Robinson,
Broome, Macdonald (Kings), Rogers,
Cardin, MacEwan, Speakman,
Carter, MacRae, Stearns,
Clancy, Matthews, Stewart,
Denis, MecIntosh, Thomas,
Fane, McWilliam, Webster,
Forgie, Montgomery, Weichel,
Fortin, O’Leary, Winkler—40.
Herridge, Ormiston,
Jones, Parizeau,

(Quorum 15)

Ordered,—That the said Committee be empowered to examine and inquire
into all such matters and things as may be referred to it by the House; and
to report from time to time its observations and opinions thereon, with power
to send for persons, papers and records.

THURSDAY, December 15, 1960.

Ordered,—1. That the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs be em-
powered to print 1,000 copies in English and 300 copies in French of its

Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, and that Standing Order 66 be sus-
pended in relation thereto.

2. That the said Committee be granted leave to sit while the House is
sitting.

THURSDAY, January 19, 1961.
Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Smith (Lincoln) be substituted for that
of Mr. Macdonald (Kings) on the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs.
kaAY February 10, 1961.

Ordered,—That Bill C-67, An Act to amend the Pension Act be referred
to the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs.

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

THURSDAY, December 15, 1960.

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs has the honour to present
the following as its

FIRST REPORT
Your Committee recommends:

1. That it be empowered to print 1,000 copies in English and 300 copies
in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, and that Standing
Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto.

2. That it be granted leave to sit while the House is sitting.
Respectfully submitted,
G. W. MONTGOMERY,
Chairman.

(The said report was concurred in by the House on the same day.)
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

WEDNESDAY, December 14, 1960.
(1)

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 10.00 a.m. this day
for the purpose of organization.

Members present: Miss LaMarsh and Messrs. Badanai, Benidickson,
quome, Carter, Fane, Forgie, Fortin, Herridge, Jones, Lennard, Macdonald
(Kings), MacRae, Matthews, McWilliam, Montgomery, O’Leary, Ormiston,

Parizeau, Peters, Pugh, Robinson, Rogers, Speakman, Stearns, Stewart, Web-
ster, Weichel, Winkler—29.

Moved by Mr. Macdonald, seconded by Mr. Forgie, that Mr. Montgomery
be Chairman of this Committee. Carried unanimously.

The Chairman then took the Chair, and after having expressed his thanks
for the honour bestowed upon him by the Committee, welcomed the new
member, Miss LaMarsh, noting that her appointment to the Committee con-

stituted a most happy precedent in that she is the first lady to be a member
of the Veterans Affairs Committee.

After having read the Order of Reference, the Chairman called for nomina-
tion of the Vice-Chairman.

Moved by Mr. Parizeau, seconded by Mr. Weichel, that Mr. Pugh, be Vice-
Chairman of this Committee. Carried unanimously.

Moved by Mr. Speakman, seconded by Mr. Parizeau,

That the Committee request permission to sit while the House is sitting.
Carried on division.

On motion of Mr. Herridge, seconded by Mr. Lennard,

Resolved,—That permission be sought to print from day to day, 1,000
English copies and 300 French copies of the Committee’s Minutes of Proceed-
Ings and Evidence. Carried unanimously.

On motion of Mr. Stewart, seconded by Mr. Forgie,

Resolved,—That a subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure to consist of
the Chairman, the Vice-Chairman and six members designated by the Chair-
man be appointed.

The Chairman then designated the six members: Messrs. Cardin, Forgie,
Herridge, Kennedy, McIntosh and Rogers.

The question of inviting various veterans’ organizations to appear before
the Committee was referred to the Steering Committee.

At 10.30 am. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

R. L. Boivin,
Clerk of the Committee.
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TueEspAY, February 14, 1961.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs met this day at 10.40 a.m.
The Chairman, Mr. G. W. Montgomery, presided.

Members present: Miss LaMarsh and Messrs. Badanai, Beech, Benidickson,
Broome, Carter, Clancy, Fane, Herridge, Jones, Jung, Lennard, MacRae,
Matthews, McIntosh, Montgomery, O’Leary, Parizeau, Peters, Pugh, Rogers,
Speakman, Thomas, Weichel and Winkler—25.

In attendance: The Honourable G. Churchill, Minister of Veterans Affairs
and Messrs. L. Lalonde, Deputy Minister, C. F. Black, Secretary of the Depart-
ment; W. T. Cromb, Chairman of the War Veterans Allowance Board. From
the Canadian Pension Commission: Mr. T. D. Anderson, Chairman, Mr. L. A.
Mutch, Deputy Chairman; Dr. W. F. Brown, Chief Medical Adviser; Mr. K. M.
Macdonald, Secretary; Mr. A. L. Fortey, Assistant Secretary, and Miss Dickison.
From the Canadian Legion: Mr. M. McFarlane, Director of the Service Bureau
and Mr. D. Thompson, Secretary, Dominion Command.

The Chairman, after having thanked the Members for having elected him
Chairman of their Committee, read the Order of Reference and called Bill
C-67, An Act to amend the Pension Act.

On motion of Mr. Lennard, seconded by Mr. Weichel,

Resolved,—That permission be sought from the House to print 1,500 copies
in English and 500 copies in French of this day’s Minutes of Proceedings and
Evidence concerning Bill C-67.

The Resolution was resolved in the affirmative—Yeas, 15; Nays, 5.

The Chairman then invited the Minister to address the Committee. The
. Minister explained briefly the purpose of the Bill, and indicated that he would
be available later for further explanations.

The Chairman thanked the Minister and called the Bill. Clauses 1 to 6
inclusive were considered.

Mr. Anderson was called and heard.
On motion of Mr. Winkler, seconded by Mr. Weichel,

Resolved,—That the next meeting of the Committee be called for February
15th, at 9.45 o’clock a.m.

At 12.40 o’clock p.m. the Committee adjourned.

R. L. Boivin,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE

TuEsDAY, February 14, 1961.
10:40 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, the time has come to open the committee. We
expected the Minister would be present. Apparently he has been held up. I
have had no word that he is not coming. I think we should now proceed.

Before I continue with the business I would like to say again that 1 appre-
ciate the honour you have conferred on me by electing me to chair this
committee. I would like to repeat what I said in the house. It is a pleasure to
work with you gentlemen. I see that the group is about the same as it was last
year and the year before that. I have always had good co-operation. We have
had good attendance in the past which I hope will be kept up again. We are
all interested in working out what is best for the veteran, and we get along
very well. I will do my best to try to recognize members who wish to spgak
and will endeavour to see that they are given an opportunity to do so in rotation
when they ask.

Before I do anything else perhaps I should give a short report. At our
steering committee meeting we decided first that our aim would be to try
to complete the hearings on this bill in order to get it back to the house by
the 22nd, a week from tomorrow. In other words we would try to complete
our hearings no later than Tuesday, 2 week today, and that all hearings will
bg confined to amendments to the Dill. Any other matter that delegations
wish to be heard on we will hear later. s :

e have two wires, one from the War Amputations Association. This asso-
ciation would like to be heard next Monday morning. 1 think we should attempt
to accommodate them unless there is some objection on the part of the
majority of the committee. Mr. Hooper who represents the War Veterans
Association of the Canadian Council of War Veterans Associations would
like to be heard on Tuesday. We would hope to hear them and, ha}v_lng in the
meantime studied the act itself, we would be perhaps in a position to get
our report out on Wednesday morning Or late Tuesday afternoon. This is
our aim. It does not mean that anyone will be cut off. ‘

_ Mr. Lennarp: Who is to be the spokesman of the War Amputations Asso-
clation?

The CHATRMAN: I have a letter from Mr. Alan Bell.

Mr. LExnarp: I hope it is he.

The CHATRMAN: The Canadian Legion will be here on Thursday. At the
end of this meeting we can decide whether or not we will meet tomorrow.
It is caucus day and it is difficult to hold meetings. We could meet perhaps at
a quarter to ten and continue for one hour. However, we can leave this matter
until the end of today’s meeting. E ;

At the moment we have three delegations, the Canadian Legion on Thurs-
day, the War Amputations Association on Monday, and on Tuesday of next
week there will be three persons representing the War Veterans Association
of Canada. They have only one item in their brief which they want to speak
on; it is item 8. I have copies of the brief on this. If you would like to have

them delivered to you I can have them passed to each member of the com-
mittee. :

1



8 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. HERRIDGE: You mentioned the War Veterans Association of Canada.
Is that the association which was formerly known as the National Council
of Veterans?

The CHAIRMAN: It is the Canadian Council of War Veterans Associations
and they represent a number of organizations.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I presume it is a new title.

The CHAIRMAN: They have only one item which they would like to discuss
in connection with this bill.

Mr. CARTER: Have you received any brief from the Canadian Legion?

The CHAIRMAN: I received a copy in the mail and I supposed that every
member of parliament had had one.

An hon. MEMBER: I do not have one.
An hon. MEMBER: Will there be another shorter brief?

The CHAIRMAN: I see that Mr. Thompson is here. Are you going to have
a shorter brief in respect of this bill?

Mr. D. M. THOMPSON: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: And will you have a copy for every member of the
committee?

Mr. THOMPSON: Yes.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: The Legion brief appeared in the last two issues of
the Legionary; it was divided into two parts.

Mr. PucH: Could we settle the question as to the number of copies of
our minutes of proceedings and evidence, for distribution.

The CHAIRMAN: That is a very good idea. We have authority to print
1,000 copies. That will give every member of parliament a copy, every member
of the Senate a copy, and certain copies for the officials, also two or three for
each organization. It will not make provision for members who want a number of
copies. Some members like to have twenty-five or thirty copies of some issues.
I would like to know if the committee feel that we should not print a large
number of copies and perhaps have them laying around. Could we confine
it to having printed at least ten copies for each member and then any organi-
zation would have to make its own arrangements.

Mr. Rogers: What is the cost?

The CHAIRMAN: Twenty-five hundred copies cost $606.00.

Mr. CARTER: In connection with the last session of parliament I ordered
a number of copies of one issue which had to do with the brief of the New-
foundland forestry association. I thought that these copies would cost me the
same as copies of Hansard, but I found when I got them that the price was
just about double. I wonder why these reports cannot be made available to
members at the same price we pay for Hansard.

The CHARMAN: Would it be that you did not order them in time?

Mr. CarTER: I ordered them right at the end of the committee meeting.

Mr. Rogers: I understand that these veterans associations do get their
own copies. What is the sense of a member sending out copies of the minutes
of proceedings and evidence to the branches all over Canada, if they are being
sent by the Canadian Legion Association.

: The CHAIRMAN: May I ask Mr. Thompson what the Canadian Legion does
In connection with this?

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in previous years we have
requested that the con:xmittee make available to us twenty-five hundred copies
of the report of the sitting at which our brief was presented. We are happy
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to say that we have been obliged in this respect. We asked for twenty-five
hundred copies and they have been made available. We have mailed these
to every branch of the organization. That has been done for a number of
years now.

The CHAIRMAN: What about copies of other sittings?

Mr. THompsoN: We do not mail them all out. As you probably know
we do include excerpts in the Legionary from time to time and of course
€very member gets a copy of that publication. We do not attempt to send
out the minutes of the other sittings.

The CHAIRMAN: In order to have more than 1,000 copies printed we
Would have to go back to the house to obtain that authority. What do the
members think?

Mr. Taomas: Were those 2,500 copies made available to the Legion free,
or did the Legion pay for them?

E The CHarMAN: I think that was issue No. 7, was it not? That cost us,
if T have the figures right, $606.00. I obtained the figures from the com-
mittees branch.

: Last year it cost us $606, and the other issues cost us around $300 an
issue,

Mr. HerriDGE: Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not think that we should be
hesitating in supplying the Legion with these copies in regard to this very
Important question, which is of concern to the people who are interested
In the subject.

I move that we supply the usual number to the Legion, and the numbers
required by other organizations which request them.

The Cuarman: Mr. Herridge has made a motion and I take it that it
Concerns Thursday’s issue.

Mr. WeicHeEL: Mr. Chairman, I do not think anyone is objecting to that.
We are all satisfied.

The CHAIRMAN: Before any discussion takes place I would like a seconder
to Mr. Herridge’s motion. Is there one? I have no seconder.
Mr. HERRIDGE: Good heavens, no seconder to that motion?
‘Mr. O’LEARY: Mr. Chairman, I think there has been a misunders.tanding.
I think we are on the subject of the number of copies which we require. The
Other has to do with the copies required for the Legion, and this was a
Subsequent motion.

Mr. CARTER: We have a different question before the Committee at the
Present time.

Mr. Bapanar: I will second that motion.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, we were discussing whether we would get
authority to print more than the 1,000, for which we have‘ present authority,
for the use of the members. This is a separate consideration.

The CHAIRMAN: Let me have a motion as to how many copies we will
have for each member, and we will say, that will apply to organizations as
well.

Mr. LENNARD: The question concerns how many copies are to be printed.

Mr. Beecu: What about the price of these copies? That is one matter which
I would like to clear up.

The CuARMAN: Well, I cannot clear it up for you.

Mr. BeecH: Well, there must be something wrong when you can get
Hansard for $3.75 a hundred and it cost around $600 for 2500 pf these others.
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The CHAIRMAN: It depends on the number of copies in each issue. One
issue may cost less than another, and it is dependent on how much evidence
is taken during the sitting.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, could we include in our report a recommenda-
tion that the evidence of this particular committee be made available to
members on the same basis as Hansard is in the house. I would like to move
that motion.

Mr. FANE: I will second it.
Mr. LENNARD: How many copies are you going to print?
The CHAIRMAN: Well, I would like to have that settled.

Mr. RoGgers: How many copies would a member of parliament wish? Six
copies certainly would do me. I am just raising this question in order to find
out what the requirements are. There is no use in printing a great many
copies if they are not used.

Mr. CarTER: I would require ten at the moment.
Mr. BEecH: I move that we have 1,000 copies printed.
The CHAIRMAN: We have that authority already.

Mr. BEECH: As far as I know, there has not been any complaint in previous
years—or has there?

The CHAIRMAN: Are you gentlemen satisfied to leave it at 1,000 and allow
them to be distributed as best they can? However, if some members want
thirty or forty copies, other members will be short.

Mr. BrooME: Well, that happens in connection with everything. You cannot
police it.

The CHAIRMAN: We will allow that to stand for the time being. Now, Mr.
Herridge’s motion for Thursday.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Herridge brings this to a head, may
I say that members of parliament are entitled to a number of free copies of
Hansard. 1 believe it is six.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No, sixteen.
Mr. CARTER: Sixteen is it?
Mr. TuoMAS: In addition to one for his office and one in the house.

Mr. CarTER: There is no such privilege in respect to any committee, and
I think there should be a similar privilege for this particular committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Could we bring that in later in connection with the
report?

~ Mr. Carter: Well, then, that ties in with the number of copies that are
going to be printed, because the number that we would recommend would
have to be sufficient to take care of that. :

Mr. H. F. JonEs (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Veterans
Aﬁazrs_): Am I correct.in saying that, if we print 1,000 copies, these copies will
be avallgble for the use of the members and, say, at the direction of the Chair,
the Legion could be supplied out of that 1,000?

Mr. Broome: No, no.

Mr. Jones: Is that not correct?

_The CHAIRMAN: The Chairman has not authority to say who will get
copies.

Mr. LE?NNARD: As the meetings this year will be very important, I move
that we print 1,500 copies in English and 500 copies in French.

Mr. WercHEL: I will second Mr. Lennard’s motion.
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The CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Lennard and seconded by
Mr. Weichel that we ask for authority to print 1,500 copies in English and 500
copies in French. Is there any discussion on this motion?

Mr. HERRIDGE: Well, Mr. Chairman, my motion was a prior one. What
about this number of 2,500?

The CHAIRMAN: No one seconded it.
Mr. BrooMmE: I did.
Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Broome did.

Mr. LENnNARD: That is automatic. They got them last year. We did not
have to make any motion at that time to that effect.

Mr. HeErrIDGE: You do not get them automatically if the Queen’s Printer
does not know that there are 2,500 copies required for that particular issue.

Mr. LENNARD: He knew last year.
The CHAIRMAN: We had to get special authority.
Mr. LENNARD: Well, we will get it when the time comes. Question?

Mr. THOMAS: Before that motion is put, Mr. Chairman, I think we should
be a little clearer on what we are doing.

I understand that last year we obtained authority from the house to
have 1,000 copies of the evidence printed for each committee. Then, in addition
to that, on certain occasions individuals or organizations had additional copies
Printed. Now, apparently some of the individuals—and I understand that
the member from Newfoundland is one—had to pay for the extra copies
that he had printed. However, there were copies for the Canadian Legion,
and it seems to me we would be better carrying on this year as we carried
on last year, and have 1,000 copies of the report of each committee printed
as a standing order with the Queen’s Printer. Then, when a special occasion
Comes along and the Legion or some other organization or individual wants
extra copies, special arrangements should be made for those copies.

In reference to the work which the Legion is doing, I think it should
be furnished with copies free of charge.

Mr. LENNARD: They are now.

. Mr. THomas: And I think that every organization which is performing
§bmilar services should also be given complimentary copies. However, when
Individuals wish copies I think it might be in order for them to pay the cost.

Mr. Chairman, I think we should be very clear on this because if we
bass the resolution now before the committee, we are more or less binding
our hands. I would prefer to see us carry on under our present authority and
to deal with these special printings as they arise.

Mr. CrLaNcy: Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out something of which
€veryone is aware. Last year I was requested by a group to obtain copies
for them to send to their branches. I had no trouble at all in acquiring these,
as there are so many copies lying around in the House of Commons and
elsewhere. All you have to do is get on the telephone and request them.

Mr. HeRrRIDGE: My motion was that we continue to print the usual number;
hOWever, Thursday is coming soon and in this case we should have printed
2,500 for the Legion. Then, if any other organization comes along and wants
adfiitional copies, we can pass a resolution to meet its need. The Queen’s
Printer has to know the number of copies required.

] The CHAIRMAN: The first motion before us is that we print 1,500 copies
In English and 500 in French. I am going to put the question, and if you
are not in agreement, vote it down.
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Mr. CARTER: Before you put the motion I would just like to clear up one
point made by Mr. Thomas. I did not object at all to paying for the copies
of Hansard that I bought. I thought that was quite all right. I always pay for
the extra copies of the House of Commons Hansard and I am quite prepared
to do the same in respect of the copies of the proceedings of this committee.
The point I was trying to make was that the price of these extra copies should
be the same as the price of the extra copies of Hansard.

Mr. BRooME: We do not set prices here.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps you want to appoint a special committee to deal
with that matter at some later date, but I do not think it should be done here.
All those in favour of the motion that we print 1,500 copies in English in-
stead of 1,000, and 500 copies in French instead of 300 please signify in the
usual manner. Those against the motion signify in the usual manner.
Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: I think that disposes of the motions for today.

Mr. HERRIDGE: What are we going to do about the 2,500 copies of next
Thursday’s proceedings which the Legion will require?

The CHAIRMAN: I would like to move along with the proceedings today.
Could we let that problem stand until tomorrow. I would like to name Mr.
Herridge, Mr. Pugh, and Mr. Forgie to consider a motion in that regard for
tomorrow. Will you gentlemen get together so that we can eliminate the time
wasted discussing this problem in this committee, and bring in some suggestion
at Thursday morning’s meeting?

Gentlemen, the Minister of Veterans Affairs is present. I am sorry we kept
him waiting, but we would like to hear from him now.

We welcome the Minister to this committee for the first time, and I am
sure I speak on behalf of all the members here when I wish him good luck
in his department.

Some hon. MEMBER: Hear, hear.

Hon. GorpoN CHURCHILL (Minister of Veterans Affairs): Mr. Chairman
and members of the committee, I thank you for your welcome. I am glad to be
here with this very important committee of the House of Commons. I have to
express my regrets that I will have to leave within a few minutes because I
am trying to attend four meetings this morning in a very short period. The
next meeting I must attend has to do with a committee called by the Speaker
- of the House of Commons to consider the rules and procedures of the House
of Commons. My remarks, therefore, will be brief on this occasion.

You have before you for study bill C-67 amending the Pension Act, and
I hope you will concentrate on the study of that bill so that, while giving it
most careful attention, you will nevertheless be able to deal with it as expedi-
tiously as possible. There are quite a number of other matters that will crop
up in the course of the discussion which you perhaps will be able to defer un-
til later meetings of this committee.

I am not sure what your practice has been in other years, but I presume
your committee will hold frequent meetings to consider a number of veterans
problems, plus those that are specifically referred to you by the House of Com-
mons. I am not sure of your procedure along that line; however, if you can
find it possible to direct your attention immediately to the various sections of
t}Te bill and then advise the House of Commons as to whether you agree or
d1§agree with the bill, it would be very helpful. We are hoping that this bill
will be returned to the House of Commons very soon, that our discussions there
can be completed and then that it be sent to the other house.

. 1 expect you will be hearing from veterans organizations with regard to
this bill, but may I just point out to you that what you are dealing with in

R,
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this bill chiefly is amending the rate of pension payable to approximately 185,000
People, which includes the disability pensioners plus their dependents.

Taking the figures from the annual report for 1959-60, there are 47,845
disability pensioners of the first war; 104,911 disability pensioners of the
second and subsequent wars, making a total of 152,756.

The dependents of the first war disability pensioners number 14,812; and
from the second world war, 17,546, for a total of 32,358 dependents. This
makes a grand total of 185,114 disability pensioners and dependents. You can
appreciate, then, that it is these 185,000 people you will be keeping in mind
when you are considering this bill.

One of the problems I touched on when we were debating this bill in
the House of Commons, and which many of you perhaps have in mind this
morning, deals with the case of those disability pensioners who are also,
because of circumstances, drawing funds from the War Veterans Allowance
Act. These people number about 13,009 all told and consist mostly of people
?Vhose disability pensions are rather small. About 9,000 of them have pensions
In the category of five to twenty per cent.

The question may be asked, what happens to the war veterans allowance
for which these 13,000 disability pensioners or approximately 9 per cent of
the total number of disability pensioners, would be eligible, in the event that
their pensions were raised? According to the War Veterans Allowance Act, the
Payments under that act are correspondingly reduced because of the ceiling
that has been established. This is an awkward and, to some individuals, an
irritating feature. However, this is something we cannot deal with immediately.

In 1957 the pensions were raised and subsequently the War Veterans Al-
lowance Act was dealt with. It now appears that this will be the case under
bresent circumstances; that we will now deal with the Pension Act and at a
later date deal with the War Veterans Allowance Act as was forecast by Colonel
Brooks when he was Minister of Veterans Affairs. It is considered to be a
mistake to mix up these two acts. The Pension Act is strictly in respect of
Veterans who have suffered disabilities, and the War Veterans Allowance Act
Is for an entirely different purpose.

Recently in the House of Commons when I was dealing with this problem,
because I foresaw that there might be some difficulty, I used these words as
Teported at page 1896:

I have instituted a study of the War Veterans’ Allowance Act to. see
what is required in the way of amendments thereto and to consider
how quickly those amendments might be undertaken. I_ can n:xake no
promises; I am making no promises at this time. I am indicating that
I have the matter under advisement and have instituted the necessary
study, and I am making a study myself of the War Veterans Allowance
Act.

So, this morning, to those of you who may be wondering about this, I
¢an only stand on the statement I made in the House of. Commons. The matter
is under advisement; no promises can be made at -thls siage except to say
this, that, following the commitment made by the Prime Mxmster and Colqnel

rooks, each act under the war veterans charter will, in its turn, be subject
to review and amendment, if that is considered advisa}ble. So, f(_)r‘the 9 per
cent of the disability pensioners, 13,000 people who will be receiving an in-
Crease in their disability pensions, they will then suffer a decreage in their war
Veterans allowances but, because of the ceiling we can, at thls‘stage, make
No actual promises. I would advise you, however, as I have previously statgd,
that the War Veterans Act is under review and, when an anilouncement with
regard to that act is deemed advisable, I shall make it in the House of
Commons.
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1 have introduced this subject because I foresaw that there would be a
little difficulty here, and I expect some members have already been considering
it. But, I return to what I said originally. I urge that you concentrate on the
matter which is immediately in front of you, this bill, C-67, to amend the
Pension Act and, if you can keep that separate from some of these other
problems which we discussed at the resolution stage in the House of Commons,
I think the committee would make very good progress. Perhaps you would
agree with me that it is advisable to keep these two acts separate because
they deal with different aspects of the lives of veterans.

Mr. Chairman, I now shall draw my remarks to a close. I shall return
to the committee at other meetings, if it is at all possible, and be prepared
to engage in discussions with you. In my absence, the parliamentary secretary
will be here and will advise me subsequently as to any action that may be
required on my part. You have the officials of the pensions commission in
attendance for examination with regard to all of the technical details contained
in the bill. There are some other matters in the bill in addition to the raising
of the pensions, which are of very considerable importance and which will
affect the lives of quite a few pensioners though I have talked about only one
aspect of the bill, these other clauses are designed to remove some of the
troublesome arrangements that have been brought to our attention by members
of the house and by veterans’ organizations. If you will excuse me at this
stage, Mr. Chairman; I hate to leave in such a hurry but I notice I was being
_summoned to the Speaker’s room for the other committee I have mentioned.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Minister. We do not want to take up
your time. Is there any question at this moment? I do not want any remarks
unless they are questions.

Mr. HeErrIDGE: May I raise a point of privilege? Before going on with my
point of privilege, however, I wish to express my appreciation of the minister’s
statement and to congratulate him on his fitness as a result of coasting along
for 40 years on a cushion of exercise. This is a rather important occasion, I
should say an historic occasion. The subject I was going to raise was raised
by Mr. Speakman at the last meeting of the committee, but I think it should
be placed on record that we have with us two survivors of the first company
of the veterans affairs committee. The other was Mr. Lennard; but I want
to direct the attention of the committee and others present to the fact that
this is the first occasion on which we have a lady member on the committee of
veterans affairs and, in the terms, the language, of one of the greatest news-
papers in Canada, a statuesque and attractive lady member. I was discussing
this with a veteran of the first world war and he said, “Gor blimey, ‘oo would

ever ‘ev thought you would ‘ev a veteran in petticoats on the veteran affairs
committee?”

I should now like to quote from a national magazine which deals with

I\fiss LaMarsh’s service. It is from the Globe and Mail of January 7, 1961, and
states:

A secondary interest in languages prompted her to study Spanish
through Dalhousie university’s extension courses. This zest for languages
opened an unusual chapter in her life. One day a request came for
volunteers to attend a course in Japanese at Vancouver. No men applied.
Judy applied for a transfer and got it—then lived to regret it when she
learned that the class had a start on her of several weeks.

‘T was so green I even opened my textbook at the front instead
of the back,’” she remembered. ‘The sounds the teacher made and the
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characters on the blackboard meant nothing.’ Undismayed, Judy got
special tutoring, sweated night and day and passed her exam with
a mark of 80 per cent.

With this feather in her CWAC cap, she was assigned to camp
Ritchie, Maryland, where she served for more than a year as linguist
and interpreter at the intelligence centre with American, Canadian and
British intelligence teams. ‘I can’t remember a word of Japanese now,’
she admitted.

In March, 1946, she was discharged as a sergeant, then served more
than two years as an officer cadet with the Lincoln and Welland
Regiment (Militia).

I am sure all members of the committee welcome this first lady member
of the committee and trust she may find among them a happy association.
I believe she will make a special contribution in concert with the somewhat
less attractive members of the committee. 3

Mr. LENNARD: I think there was an omission there. Mr. Benidickson was
also a member of the first committee.

Mr. Herripge: I apologize for that oversight.

The CHAIRMAN: We can now hear from Mr. Anderson, unless there are
any questions.

Mr. McInTosH: I should like to direct a question to the Minister before he
leaves. In his statement he said it was a mistake to mix the Pension Act with
the War Veterans Allowance Act. However, I think he also admitted that
they were mixed, as members of the committee so far as 13,000 people were
Concerned. If we, as members of the committee, do not hear anything from
these 13,000 people I am sure members of parliament are going to hear from
t}}em because they are the ones who are not going to get an increase if this
bill is passed. I am not too sure what he said, whether parliament was going
to consider the War Veterans Allowances Act this session, or did he make
2 comment at all? At any rate, we, as members of parliament, shall have
O answer many letters. I know the government are going to consider the

ar Veterans Allowances Act, but when? I know that will be done as soon
?18 possible. Will it be done this session or next? I would like to know what
appened in 1947.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: The minister referred to 1957.

a Mr. McINTOSH: War veterans allowances need an increase more than
nny o'ther. I am not saying others do not, but they are the ones who actually
eed increases in their pensions.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I made no commitment.
Mr. McINTosH: That is what I was afraid of.

Mr. CruURcHILL: I thought members of the committee would read be-
tween the lines. I am sure I indicated my interest in the matter. I com-
Menced this study of the act, or had my officials commence & study of it in

Ovember, in spite of the previously announced orderly progression—the
tlfnSlOn Act this year and the veterans charter the next. I would expect
h € committee to appreciate the fact that I have initiated this study, that I
ta_Ve previously indicated I am giving it close attention mysglf. I thought
hat statement would show the committee that the matter is under very
close advisement. However, I can make no promises. That is what it amounts to.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Minister.

th Mr: McInTosH: Has the department found out the amount of money
at is involved with these 13,000 individuals, in this 20 per cent increase?
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Mr. CHURCHILL: This can be figured out, Mr. Chairman. But the point
of my remarks was that I think we have recognized this problem. The com-
mittee could spend a great deal of time on this particular problem, about
which I am not in a position to make a commitment at this moment.

Would it not be better to concentrate on the Pension Act as it stands, and
to proceed with it? There will be other problems which I think will arise
also, and which are rather aside or apart from the bill.

I was simply urging that we concentrate our attention on the bill while
at the same time we recognize this other problem which has caused me no
little concern.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Speakman had his hand up, but I shall not allow any
speeches at this time.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: I would like to point out that this is a matter which was
asked to be given priority by all the briefs and representations made to us
over the past year. This appears in other measures. We all recognize that the
War Veterans Allowance is granted in necessitous circumstances, but the
veterans association have asked for pension increases first.

The CHAIRMAN: These things can be argued out later.

Mr. BrRooME: I wonder if the minister might not consider it possible to
take care of these 13,000 cases without very much extra expenditure of money,
if some provision were added to this bill as a temporary stopgap measure
until the W.V.A. Act itself was considered, so that these people will not
suffer?

If there are 9,000 who come under the category of from five to twenty
per cent, it means that the financial commitment would not be too great, and
it would be something which would take away a sense of injustice. It could
simply be a temporary measure until the W.V.A. was looked into completely.

Mr. CHURCHILL: All I can say is that my suggestion concerning the 13,000
is that we recognize them. Actually the bill deals with 185,000, and it is the
91 per cent we are concerned with at the present time.

What I fear is that if too much time is spent on this particular problem—
and I recognize the seriousness of it—you will not get this bill through
committee.

But I was suggesting that in the wisdom of the committee you may feel
that something other than what I suggest should be done. This is a free country,
and people may express their opinions very freely. I have given you mine this
morning.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I think we have had the Minister’s answer
to this question, and I wonder if it might not be discussed later in the com-
mittee, and when we bring in our report? Then, if certain members feel there
should be a recommendation in connection with this, after it has been fully
discussed. But I do not think we will get anything more out of the minister.
He has made his promise and has said what he could say. I do not think we
would gain anything by following this up at the present time.

Mr. Benipickson: I appreciate the frankness of the Minister with respect
to this particular point. I think he was one of the first to introduce the
difficulty.

) 'As an original member of this committee I recall when we have had
Ministers of Veterans Affairs in the past who indicated to the committee that
they were aware of certain difficulties. But we all know that each minister
must present his recommendations to his colleagues, and in due course get
a decision from them.

: _I recall on several occasions in the past when it appeared obvious that the
ministers, and the committee, in connection with legislation felt that before
it left the committee certain improvements should be made to that legislation.
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In the meantime, I know that members of the committee who were
members of the government party in turn did their bit to try to persuade
the government that certain improvements were necessary before the bill
left the committee.

I think perhaps something along that line might be done within the week

or so that we have; and as far as I am concerned, I am prepared, for an
interval at least, to carry on and not waste time on this particular item. But
I do reserve my right to revive discussion of this very important matter prior
to our clearing the bill through committee.
: Time is of the essence. I think we are quite satisfied that the minister
is very earnestly concerned about this particular problem. Perhaps, from the
Po'int of view of procedure, we might just agree upon a moratorium, and discuss
this particular point after perhaps a week.

An hon. MEMBER: I want to support Mr. Benidickson’s approach.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: The Minister has been quite frank with us. So let
us get on with the bill and reserve our right to discuss the matter of a
recommendation in the committee in due course.

The CHAIRMAN: I know Mr. Winkler has had his hand up for some time.
If everybody else is going to say something, then he should have his chance
at this time as well.

Mr. WINKLER: Mr. Chairman, I would prefer it if we might now hear
from Mr. Anderson.

The Cuamrman: I think that is the proper thing to do. I think we should
NOw get our meeting off to a proper start. g

We have with us Mr. Anderson, the chairman of the pension commission,
and we want to get his statement, because as things come along there may be
more light.

Mr. LENNARD: Mr. Chairman, I do not think the parliamentary secretary
should have any place on this committee. He should be seated beside you,
Tepresenting the minister.

The CHAIRMAN: Then we will invite him up to the front and give him a
Place of honour.

Mr. LENNARD: I mean that he should not be on the committee as a mem-
ber, but rather as a representative of the minister at these meetmgs..

Mr. Jones: I think the procedure in the past was for the parhament'ary
secretary to the minister to be a member of the committee. I think Mr. Dins-

ale was a member of the committee.

. Mr. Benmickson: He also was chairman for a while. But I see that we-
have with us a former member, Mr. Mutch; and I remember seeing him at
Most of our meetings in the past.

The CHAIRMAN: We have with us this morning certain officials from the
department whom I want to introduce. They are not here particularly fo take
part in proceedings, but are here merely as observers. However, if anything-
is:!Ould come up, or some question arise, I think they would be willing to answer

We have with us Col Lalonde who, as all the members know, is the
deputy minister of the department. We also have Mr. Black, the secretary of
gle department, and Mr. Cromb, the chief of the War Veterans Allowance

oard.

I think we should welcome Mr. Cromb, maybe for the first time in his
official position. :

These gentlemen are all from the department. And then we have with us
fr_om the pension commission those who are particularly concerned with the
bill, in the person of Mr. Anderson, the chairman, Mr. Mutch, the deputy chair-

24521-7—2
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man, Dr. W. F. Brown, chief medical advisor, and Mr. Kenneth Macdonald, the
pension counsel. Also we have with us Mr. Fortey, who is the commission sec-
retary, and we also have the young lady, Miss Dickison, who is secretary to
the chairman.

Now, Mr. Anderson, I call on you. I believe everybody knows you well,
and we are glad to have you with us. I call upon you to make a statement, if
you have one, or to say whatever you wish to say, and then we may get down
to business.

Mr. T. D. ANDERSON (Chairman of the Canadian Pension Commission):
Mr. Chairman, lady and gentlemen, and members of the committee; I want to
express my appreciation for the opportunity of appearing again before you on
this occasion, and also to introduce the wvarious members of my staff who are
here today.

I have deliberately avoided preparing any long statement and I do not
intend to make one at this stage, because I realize there is some urgency about
proceeding with this measure. I will therefore be prepared at any time to try
to answer any questions which any member of the committee may raise during
these sittings. If the answer cannot be given immediately, I will do what I
can to obtain it for you.

Last year I went to some length to explain the status of the commission.
I think perhaps you all are well aware of that now, and I do not believe there
would be any point in repeating it.

All I would say this morning is that I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the
opportunity of being here. If at any time you feel we can be of any help to you,
we would be glad to do what we can.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Anderson.

On Friday, February 10, 1961, Bill C-67, an act to amend the Pension Act,
was referred to this committee on veterans affairs. The bill has to do with
amendments to the Pension Act. This is what has been referred to us for con-
. sideration.

I am wondering if it is the wish of the committee to spend a few minutes
in discussing the principle of the bill generally, or whether I should read
immediately clause 1, get down to work on that clause first, and then take it
clause by clause.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Mr. Chairman, I have just one question in connection
with the remarks you made at the beginning. You indicated that we could
expect on Thursday to have the representatives of the Canadian Legion be-
fore the committee, but you said something about their presentation being
confined to a particular section. Was it section 8 of the amending bill?

The CHAIRMAN: It is the Canadian Council of War Veterans Associations.
Their submission will be confined to section 8.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Thank you.

Mr. CarTer: I would like to ask for clarification of the procedure. Are
we going to take up the clauses now, clause by clause, starting with clause 1
jcmd then carry each clause? If we do that, are we not going to have to reopen
1‘9 again when the Canadian Legion comes before us, if they have representa-
tions to make on the clauses which we have considered already?

The CrAlRMAN: This is a very good point. My own opinion is that we
sl}ould not carry any clause, but rather that we should go through it now and
discuss the act. What is the opinion of other members of the committee?

Agreed.
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The CuairRMAN: As Mr. Carter has said if we passed each clause, clause
by clause, it would put us in an awkward position when delegations appear
before us. The procedure will be that we will take it up clause by clause, dis-
cuss it, and when we finish with a clause we will close discussion on that clause
for the time being, but will leave it open until we finish discussion on the bill

Is there anything further?

On clause 1.

1. Schedules A and B of the Pension Act are repealed and the fol-
lowing substituted therefor:




ScALE oF PENSIONS FOR DISABILITIES.

“SCHEDULE A,

Percentage of Disability—Class and Annual Rate of Pension.

02

2 Class 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Rank of Rating Range 98-99 93-97 88-92 83-87 78-82 73-77 68-72 63-67 58-62 53-57
of Member of Forces Percentage 100 95 90 85 80 75 70 65 60 55 ]
)
Y
$ cts.| $ cts.| & cts $ cts $ ots. | .$ ‘cts. | $ cts. | $§ ots. | § ots $ cts. g
~
=
Captain (Naval), Colonel (Army), Group Captain (Air), Q
and all ranks and ratingsbelow..................... 2,160 00 | 2,052 00 | 1,944 00 | 1,836 00 | 1,728 00 | 1,620 00 | 1,512 00 | 1,404 00 | 1,296 00 | 1,188 00 -
Commodore and higher ranks (Naval), Brigadier, @]
Brigadier-General and higher ranks (Army), Air =
Commodore and higher ranks (Air)................. 2,700 00 | 2,565 00 | 2,430 00 | 2,295 00 | 2,160 00 | 2,025 00 | 1,890 00 | 1,755 00 | 1,620 00 | 1,485 00 =
=
<
Above ranks—Additional pension for married member =
S ATl e T el SR SR T AR S SR 720 00 684 00 648 00 612 00 576 00 540 00 504 00 468 00 432 00 396 00
Additional pension for children for above ranks—
Chleiah it R T L v b 324 00 307 80 291 60 275 40 259 20 243 00 226 80 210 60 194 40 178 20
o S e et AT S T s B 112 564 00 535 80 507 60 479 40 451 20 423 00 394 80 366 60 338 40 310 20
Each additional child an additional................. 192 00 182 40 172 80 163 20 153 60 144 00 134 40 124 80 115 20 105 60
- - E D - - D L AU S e R S ST oy SO Wy ey




&

€L 125%z

SCHEDULE A—Concluded
Class 11 s ) 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Rank or Rating Range 48-52 43-47 3842 33-37 28-32 23-27 18-22 13-17 8-12 5-7
of Member of Forces Percentage 50 45 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 5
$ cts.| $ cts $ ots.| § cts.| $ cts $ cts $ cts.| § cts $ cts. cts.
Captain (Naval), Colonel (Army), Group Captain (Air),
and all ranks and ratings below..................... 1,080 00 972 00 864 00 756 00 648 00 540 00 432 00 324 00 216 00 108 00
Commodore and higher ranks (Naval), Brigadier,
Brigadier-General and higher ranks (Army), Air
. Commodore and higher ranks (Air)................. 1,350 00 | 1,215 00 | 1,080 00 945 00 810 00 675 00 540 00 405 00 270 00 135 00
Above ranks—Additional pension for married member
o o+ 03 410 P AR (e o (U mdcee SN U A o 360 00 324 00 288 00 252 00 216 00 180 00 144 00 108 00 72 00 36 00
Additional pension for children for above ranks—
@ 1T s A e I O N e Wt 162 00 145 80 129 60 113 40 97 20 81 00 64 80 48 60 32 40 16 20
Bt AR A O N < ot e s b s oy il ohsh i PR 282 00 253 80 225 60 197 40 169 20 141 00 112 80 84 60 56 40 28 20
Each additional child an additional................. 96 00 86 40 76 80 67 20 57 60 48 00 38 40 28 80 19 20 9 60

Class 21—Disabilities below 5 per cent—All ranks—A final payment not exceeding $240.
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SCHEDULE B.

ScALE oF PENSIONS FOR DEATH.

Rate per annum
Rank or Rating of Member of Forces 3 Orphan
= Childor | }ig or
Widow ependent | dependent orphan
parent brother Brothor
orsister | o ister
‘ $§ cts. | § ects. $. cts. $ cts.
Commander (Naval), Lieutenant-Colonel (Army),
Wing Commander (Air), and all ranks and
ratmgs below. .. doosul Vil G Pl WS oo et i 1,656 00 *1,296 00
Captain (Naval), Colonel (Army), Group Captain
AL ) e B s e et e e S ) 1,656 00 *1,512 00
Commodore and higher ranks (Naval), Brigadier,‘
Brigadier-General and higher ranks (Army),
Air Commodore and higher ranks (Air).......... 2,160 00 *2,160 00
Pension for children or dependent brothers or sisters
for above ranks—
One child. 1% ik s o ol A i e o o e LT o e e S *324 00 *648 00
Pwo chaldren . i S o et N N R et o g *564 00 | *1,128 00
Each additional child an additional., ..l = 0 il o e R s *192 00 *384 00

. *Pensions awarded to parents or brothers and sisters may be less than these amounts in accordance
with the provisions of this Act.”

Mr. CarTER: May I ask one or two questions, Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. Carter.

Mr. CarTER: At what percentage of disability does the pension reach the
W.V.A. ceiling? Is it twenty per cent or somewhere in between?

Mr. ANDERSON: The W.V.A. ceiling for a single man is $90.00. Therefore,
it is whenever the amount of pension is at $90.00.

Mr. CarTER: Fifty per cent.

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, fifty per cent would: be the point at which it reaches
$90.00.

Mr. CarTER: This morning the minister mentioned something about from
5 to 20 per cent.

Mr. WINKLER: Before we become involved in this business of considering
pensions and war veterans allowance, I think Mr. Benidickson made a sug-
gestion here that we leave this right out of the discussion on the bill until
the bill has been dealt with clause by clause. I have spoken to quite a number
of the members of the committee. I think the minister clarified quite a
number of the points this morning which were in the minds of a number of
us, namely consideration of war veterans allowance and immediate considera-
tion of these 13,009 people who are dual recipients. Every person to whom
I have spoken is anxious that these be considered, and consequently I am
sure that all of us were happy to hear what the minister said this morning.
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Now, I think we should make a motion in accordance with Mr. Benidick-
son’s suggestion that we leave this out until such time as we are finished
with the bill. ;

Mr. CARTER: On this point of order of Mr. Winkler I would like to state
that I have not asked any questions about war veterans allowance. Is it that
we cannot mention war veterans allowance any more in this committee?

The CHAIRMAN: I think your question, Mr. Carter, was quite proper. I
realize what Mr. Winkler means.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I just meant that we should not get into a lot of
wrangling. I appreciate that many of the delegations which appear before
us will refer to this subject and we should be free to take advantage of their
presence to obtain their views in respect of the relationship of the two acts.
I simply meant that we might perhaps defer our own individual comments.
I think Mr. Carter is perfectly in order in eliciting information as to the point
where this becomes a difficulty.

Mr. CARTER: My question related to the percentage of pension disability,
not the veterans allowance. I think Mr. Winkler was quite out of order in
taking up the committee’s time on this.

Mr. WiNKLER: I did not mean what you have said.

The CHAIRMAN: When the steering committee met it was unanimously
agreed that we would hold the presentations to the amendments to this act
at this time. If the delegations wish to submit briefs on the war veterans allow-
ance, then we would meet with them later. We are going to hold the Canadian
Legion and any other organization pretty well to a discussion of this act at
this time.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Do you mean to the contents of the amending bill,
or the Pension Act?

The CHAIRMAN: The amendments to the act. I think that is what the
steering committee had in mind.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: We will very likely hear from delegations indicating
that this bill falls short in certain respects.

The CuHAIRMAN: That is right.
Did you get your answer, Mr. Carter?

Mr. CARTER: Yes. There is some other information I would like to have.
Does the pension commission, or the department, have any information about
the earning capacity of 100 per cent pensioners? In my mind there are two
categories of 100 per cent pensioners. There is the category which has to
exist solely on what is paid by the pensions commission and another category
which receives this pension but also is able to supplement it by earnings
from some occupation. I am wondering if there is any information in the
department in respect of these two? In other words how many would be
in each group.

Mr. ANDERSON: Disability pensions are paid for disabilities suffered and
in accordance with the disability which is found in the individual from time
to time on medical examination. The pension bears no relationship to the vet-
eran’s income. We feel, therefore, that it is none of our business what they
earn.

The CHAIRMAN: In other words you would not be in a position to tell us
how many who also are working receive 100 per cent pension.
Mr. ANDERSON: That is right.

Mr. HERRIDGE: That has always been the opinion of the committee and the
government.

24521-7—3%
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Mr. WeIcHEL: I think Mr. Anderson’s statement covers us, because we are
not worrying about what the 100 per cent pensioner can earn; we are trying
simply to help him in his 100 per cent disability.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions on clause 1?

Mr. RoGgers: What effect does this increase in pension have on 5 per cent
pensioners?

The CHAIRMAN: In other words how much extra pension will he get?

Mr. ANDERSON: He will get an increase of $18.00 per year.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you have a question, Mr. McIntosh?

Mr. McInTosH: Would Mr. Anderson put on the record under what con-
ditions a pension is reduced?

Mr. ANDERSON: The pension is reduced only if the disability for which the
pension is paid improves or gets better.

Mr. McInTosH: Then a 100 per cent pensioner can be reduced at any time?

Mr. ANDERSON: If his condition improves, yes.

Mr. McInTosH: Is that on periodical medical inspection?

Mr. ANDERSON: That is right.

Mr. McINTOSH: Are they called in so many times a year?

Mr. ANDERSON: In order to make the picture complete, I think I should
point out that there are certain pensions which we call permanent or fixed. I
think the members are quite familiar with the policy adopted some years ago
whereby it was agreed that certain pensions would not be reduced. There are
some which have not been changed for many years because of that policy.
Nevertheless, where they are called in for medical examination from time
to time, it is possible that their conditions may have improved, and if that
is so the assessment will be decreased, and the pension correspondingly. .

Mr. SPEAKMAN: And, conversely, it would be increased if the disability
worsened.

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.

Mr. HERRIDGE: In order that the committee clearly understands the ques-
tion of permanent pensions, could an explanation be placed on the record, as
there have been some misunderstandings?

Mr. ANDERSON: Some years ago the government of the day agreed, in the
case of World War I pensioners whose pensions had been in payment for
three or more years, that these pensions would not be reduced, and unless the
individual so desired, he would not be called in for medical examination.
There is a fairly large group of such pensions in effect now, and they have
remained constant over the years. I think that is the explanation. Perhaps
there is some point on which someone would like to ask me a question?

Mr. McInTosH: That applies only to World War I veterans?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.

Mr. CarTER: Mr. Chairman, I am about to bring up a diffeernt subject.

The CHAIRMAN: First of all, are there any other questions on this subject?

Mr. BrRoOME: In connection with one of the pensions for children in
schedule B, which is all part of clause 1, the percentage increase was well
above the 20 per cent. Would you tell us how this was calculated?

M;. ANDERSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman. The reason for that is that in 1957
the children received no increase, so they were given at this time a 33% per

cent increase to bring them into line with what is being paid as a result of
the two increases.

The CHAIRMAN: Did you have a question, Mr. Carter?
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Mr. CARTER: That was the line of questioning I was going to pursue, and
I want to continue with it.

I notice that the scale goes down for children, as though the children were
disabled, or as though they were in some way affected by the disability of the
parents. The two children of a 55 per cent pensioner receive only $310 as
Compared to $564 for a 100 per cent disabled person. How do you justify that
Principle? It seems to me that children are children and that they are the same
burden on a 55 per cent pensioner as on a 100 per cent pensioner.

Mr. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, I think it should again be pointed out that
the pension paid on behalf of the children is not pension to the children; it is
a payment to the disability pensioner himself to assist him in looking after
his wife and children, and it is assumed that if he is only 50 per cent disabled—
and this is an assumption that was in existence long before my time and, I
Presume, before the time of any of us here—he needs only 50 per cent as much
assistance in looking after his children as does a 100 per cent disability pensioner.
I think that is the basis. However, you will notice that when the pensioner dies
and the children become pensionable in their own right, there is then no dif-
erence; they all receive the same.

Mr. CaRTER: Is there any relationship between the scale for children and
the scale for the basic pension? What I mean is this: The 100 per cent pensioner
With one child receives $2,160, and the one child gets $324. That is about one-
fitth, or 20 per cent.

How is the basis arrived at that it is 20 per cent, and not 25 per cent?

Mr. AnpErson: I suspect, Mr. Chairman, that it was simply an arbitrary
ﬁgu{’e which was reached many years ago. 1 am afraid I am not sufficiently
familiar with the history of the Pension Act away back in those days to know
What the basis was. Although I cannot tell you exactly, I would suspect it
sy an arbitrary figure agreed upon by certain people as being sufficient to
Provide for the maintenance of the child in the case of a disability pensioner.

Mr. PugH: The figure of 33% per cent was mentioned. Were there any
other classes similar to this in 1957 which were not raised?
~ Mr. AnDErsON: The increases which were granted in 1957 varied with
different groups, and some attempt was made here to level those out. _Now,
by ang large, the average increase granted to all groups other than the cp}ldren
Was approximately 20 per cent, although there is some slight variation In the
amounts, The widows received a slightly higher increase than did the de-
Pendent parents, and so on. However, by and large, 20 per cent is the average
of all those ‘groups other than the children. In 1957 everybody except the
children received an increase. But, as I say, the amounts varied from one
8roup to another.

Mr. WercHEL: I was pleased to hear Mr. Anderson mention that amount
Of 33% per cent for the children. 1 was speaking recently to a 100 per cent
Pensioner and he was telling me that he thought his pension involved an
Increase of more than 20 per cent, but he had not taken into account the
3% per cent for the children. .

The CuAmrMAN: Has anyone else any questions?

= Mr. THomas: Do all widows of certain classes receive the same pension?
O amplify that question, does the percentage of disability granted to the

I"Ete}"an have any bearing at all on the amount of pension which his widow
€Celves after his death?

oth Mr. ANpERSON: It has a bearing only if the pensioner dies of something
er than his pensionable disability and the pension is below 50 per cgnt.
1 the case of a pensioner who is in receipt of a 50 per cent or greater pension,

is widow is entitled to a pension on his death, regardless of the cause of
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death; but, if it is below 50 per cent he must have died of his pensionable
disability or from some cause resulting from his war service before his widow
can qualify. Those are the only circumstances under which the rate of pension
has any bearing on the pension for the widow.

Mr. THOMAS: Has the department ever calculated the cost of granting
all widows the same pension rights—and I am referring to the widows of all
veterans who are pensioned—instead of having the break at 50 per cent?

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we could obtain that information later.

Mr. ANDERSON: We have never undertaken to ascertain that.

Mr. HERrRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the chairman of the
commission this question: Has there been any change in the table of disabili-
ties since it was produced in the house on a motion moved by myself for pro-
duction of papers?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes; there have been several changes in the table of dis-
abilities since the event you referred to occurred.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Have those changes been made public?

Mr. ANDERSON: No, they have not been, but they have been made available
to certain groups.

Mr. CArRTER: I would like to obtain a little further information on this
final payment for disability below 5 per cent. How was that administered?
Say, if a pensioner has a 15 per cent disability and he then gets down to 5
per cent, and then below 5 per cent, he ends up with a final payment of $240.
Can a person who has received a final payment re-apply for a pension later on?

Mr. ANDERSON: He never loses his entitlement; it continues indefinitely,
once he gets it. If his condition ever worsened, he could go back to that level
at which the disability was found to exist at that time. That is, if he had for-
merly been a 20 per cent pensioner and the disability cleared up but at some

. later date worsened to the extent that he was again 20 per cent disabled,
he could again receive a pension at that rate.

Mr. PucH: And, he could become a 100 per cent pensioner.

Mr. ANDERSON: Quite possibly he could, yes.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I have another question to ask the chairman
of the commission. Is there any percentage of pension cheques which is un-
delivered because of lost addresses or for other reasons?

Mr. ANDERSON: That does occur occasionally, Mr. Chairman, but I do not
know of any that we have not been able to deliver ultimately.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions on these tables?

Mr. HErrDGE: I have one more question, Mr. Chairman, and it is rather
of interest to me—as I presume it is to other members of the committee when
I ask a question.

An hon. MEMBER: Where are my earmuffs?

Mr. HerriDGE: My question is this, Mr. Chairman. Are there many cases
pf forgery in connection with pension cheques—and I mean by that, the cash-
ing of cheques by someone who is not entitled to do so?

Mr. Anperson: Yes. I can recall one case which occurred since I have
bee.n with the commission, and the cheque was forged outside the country.
So it does occur very infrequently.

Mr. Carter: Mr. Chairman, could Mr. Anderson tell us how many 100
per cent pensioners there are, and how they are divided as between World
War I and World War T1?

Mr. AnpERSON: Those figures could be obtained, Mr. Carter. I do not have
them readily available at the moment.

)
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The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions in connection with pen-
sions for children? You will see this subject referred to at page 4. I would
like to make sure that all questions are asked at this time in regard to ihis
schedule.

Mr. THoMAS: Mr. Chairman, I note at the bottom of schedule B on page 4
there is a footnote which reads:

Pensions awarded to parents or brothers and sisters may be less
than these amounts in accordance with the provisions of this act.

I wonder if the chairman of the commission could explain to us what
those special provisions are?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Section 38 of the act is the section under which pensions are paid to
dependent parents, brothers and sisters, and section 38 is in all cases a dis-
cretionary section which leaves to the commission the discretion to pay a
bension in an amount deemed necessary to the maintenance of the-individual
concerned. Subsection 5 of section 38 of the act directs the commission to re-
view these pensions from time to time and to continue, increase, decrease or
discontinue them in accordance with the amount deemed necessary by the
ctommission to provide maintenance for such parent or person, but in no
Case shall such pension exceed the amount of the pension prescribed in
schedule B; we cannot exceed that amount. But we have a discreti_on and,
in fact, are directed by the act to reduce, decrease, discontinue or increase
the amount to that deemed necessary for the maintenance of the individual
at any time. These pensions are reviewed periodically, I might say, and-
changes are made as they appear to be necessary.

Mr. BeecH: Do I gather from what you have said that the meritorious
Pension will be considered in the light of this new increase?

Mr. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, the pensions paid under section 25 of the
act—that is the meritorious pensions to which Mr. Beech has referred—are
baid again at the discretion of the commission; but again they cannot exgeed
the pensions payable for people in similar circumstances unde_r the varlqus
Schedules. So, there again they can be adjusted up or down as the cir-
Cumstances indicate,

.. . Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, what is the usual practice of the commission
if it finds a pensioner being paid a pension under this section who is earning
an amount exceeding that which is stipulated? :

Mr. Anperson: I would not say there is any particular usual practice,
Mr, Herridge. This is entirely at the discretion of the commission. I know of
Cases where they have been reduced, and I know qf cases where .they have
been left as they were. There is no requirement in t}_le apt which ‘would
Make it necessary for the commission to reduce a pension in those circum-
Stances. The commission may use its discretion. \ :

Mr. HERrIDGE: The commission uses its discretion in light of the ecir-
Cumstances of the individual cases?

Mr. Axperson: Exactly, yes.

Mr. HerribGE: Thank you.

Mr. Pyecn: Mr. Chairman, I would like to know if.these cganges have any
effect on our pensions? Would this question properly arise here? . :

The CrammaN: I do not think it does. I do not think there is any part in
this bin affecting us. Mr. Mutch gave us very good coverage in this regard
last yeqr, In any event, would you leave your question until we reach
Clause 12 of this bill.
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Mr. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, I now have the figures Mr. Carter re-
quested, if I might be permitted to read them to the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: That will be fine.

Mr. ANDERSON: There are 3,000 one hundred per cent pensioners from
World War I and 4,000 one hundred per cent pensioners from World War II
Those figures are, of course, round figures.

On clause 2—Where allowance assistance or relief in payment.

Mr. HERRIDGE: In respect of clause 2, Mr. Chairman, in‘-what manner
is the commission informed of the death of a pensioner or a child, or do they
find that on occasion they are not informed for a period of time?

Mr. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, all pensioners are advised from time to
time, and they have to fill out forms from time to time indicating their
status, for one thing. Any change in their situation which occurs must be
reported to the commission without delay, and it is on that basis that we
receive most of the notifications of deaths, or any other changes, such as age,
and so on.

Mr. HERRIDGE: You do not see much of problem there?

Mr. ANDERSON: There is no serious problem involved.

The CHAIRMAN: I take it that clause 2 is explanatory?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes. It is not a particularly serious amendment, really.

The CHAIRMAN: If there are no further questions in this regard we will
now consider clause 3 which deals with section 26 of the Pension Act.

On clause 3—No pension to children over age limit.

Mr. WEICHEL: There is an exception there in respect of a child over the
age, who is going to university, is there not?

Mr. ANDERSON: Is there any question in regard to clause 3, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. RoGgErS: What is the significance of subsection (9) as referred to in
clause 3?

Mr. ANDERSON: Would you mind if I just take time to read it, please?

You will notice a difference in the way it reads, being that underlined
portion:

in respect of whom additional pension is being paid.

In the old subsection the reference was simply to a minor child or minor
children of pensionable age, and this of course is under 16 years in the case
of boys and 17 years in the case of girls.

What we are doing here is providing for the continuation of a pension
to a child who is attending school beyond these age limits. This has regard to
those to whom an additional pension is being paid under section 26 (1) (a).
We can pay the additional pension, and it can be continued, so long as the
child continues to attend school, up to age 21.

Mr. PETERS: What is the method that will be used to decide this? Will there
be a change in the certificate in order to ascertain that a child is attending
school?

Mr. AnpersoN: Mr. Chairman, even now, we require a certificate signed
by thg principal of the school indicating that a child is attending school and
that situation will continue.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, in regard to this same subject, the purpose
of this amendment is to secure uniformity of these subsections and to provide
thgt the housekeeper’s allowance may be continued so long as there is a
child -under 21 years of age to whom, or in respect of whom a pension is
payable. I would like to know whether, in the case of a child attending school
at 20 years of age, a housekeeper’s allowance would be provided?
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Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, so long as the child attends school and is under 21
years of age a housekeeper’s allowance can be provided.

Mr. WEICHEL: Mr. Chairman, would there be any extension beyond 21
years of age in the case of financial difficulty in a family?

Mr. ANDERSON: No, 21 years of age is the cut-off date with regard to
additional payments for a child who is continuing in school.

Mr. CarTER: I am not quite clear as to the difference between subsections
(9), and (10) of section 26 in clause 3. I take it that it is continued 'if there
is a daughter or some other person who assumes the household duties in the
case of the death of a wife; but what happens in the case of a widow where
the father is already dead? If someone else assumes the mother’s role in
respect of this child, then that pension is continued the same as if the mother
were alive?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.

Mr. Chairman, I might just explain that briefly. You will notice in sub-
section 10 (a), the second paragraph on page 6 it is left to the discretion of
the commission to allow a pension to be paid to a daughter or other person.
The old section 10 did not mention “other person” so it had to be a daughter
and only a daughter, who would assume responsibility in order to continue
the pension. There was a feeling that the provision in section 10 (a) should
be continued in clause 10 of the act, and that is the reason for the amendment.
Either a daughter or some other person can assume responsibility, and pension
will be continued.

Mr. WEICHEL: Are we on clause 4 now?

The CHAIRMAN: We have not reached it yet, unless there are any questions

on clause 3.

On clause 4—wear and tear of ¢

Mr. WEICHEL: Has there been any increase in the amount provided for
Wwear and tear of clothing?

Mr. AnDERSON: No, sir.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions on clause
shall pass on to clause 5 which deals with section 34 of the act.

On clause 5—uveteran deemed to be married.

Mr. HerrIDGE: This is a section in which I am very interested, and I am

sure other members would be glad to know if you could give us any idea

of the number of persons who would be affected by this amendrpent, or any
idea of the number of persons who have been denied a pension previous
to the inclusion of this clause in the bill. ;

Mr. AnpersoN: That is impossible because in most cases those who ap-
Proached us for pensions, and who were in this unusual position, would go
to our district offices and be told by the district pensions a(‘ivocate or by one
of our own people at the district office that under their‘c1'rcurnst‘ances they
could not be pensioned. So there are no records of them. It is impossible to give
4 definite figure on it.

Mr. WercHeL: How about the children, in that case?

e what you mean. Do you m

lothing on account of amputation.

4? If not, we

an, to clarif
Mr. ANpERSON: I am not sur iz, y

the status of children under section 57

Mr. WercHeL: Mr. Herridge was talking about

?;If‘ing if children would get any pension, in the case 0
11e,

the widow and I was won-
f death of a common law
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Mr. ANDERSON: If they were acknowledged and maintained by the pen-
sioner during his lifetime we would pay a pension under section 26 (4), as
long as he keeps them in his own home, and maintains them.

Mr. CarTER: I was wondering about the possibility of a clash between
this legislation and other veterans legislation with respect to the rights
of a woman who is living with a man and who would qualify under this
act. I was wondering would she qualify, if challenged by the woman to whom
the veteran was married. Does this take away all rights from a woman who
is-not a legal wife?

Mr. ANDERSON: I think I should draw your attention to the fact that this
provision is different to that contained in section 30 (11) (b) in the Veterans
Allowances Act in that it is at the discretion of the commission. It was exactly
because of the possibility mentioned by Mr. Carter that the section is made
discretionary.

Mr. CARTER: Each case will be dealt with on its separate merits?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.

Mr. McIntosH: I was just wondering whether this was retroactive or not?

Mr. ANDERSON: I think the last paragraph of the bill will answer your
question.

Mr. McInTosH: This clause says that if a man enlisted and had a common
law wife he can draw a pension for her?

Mr. ANDERSON: No, it is at the discretion of the commission.

Mr. HERrRIDGE: There was no doubt about it. In my opinion the section

is well drawn. It is the circumstances of the veteran which have to be consid-
ered.

Mr. PeTERs: Will this allow the re-opening of all these cases, where a
person at the time of enlistment had a common law wife and his pension is
on that basis. Then subsequently he dies, and the common law wife would
not be entitled to a pension although he had always supported her. Will those
cases now be re-openable?

Mr. ANDERSON: I would say we will receive a fair number of applications.

Mr. PucH: Are you not using the term “common law wife” a little loosely?
This section deals specifically with one being barred through previous marriage.

Mr. Jones: I wonder could I say a word on that point? As I understand
it, where the validity of a marriage is in some doubt it is difficult for the
pensions commission, or any tribunal, to determine the exact status of the
marriage. I am informed this clause will allow them to go ahead and make
these payments where there is that doubt. Mr. Pugh, as a lawyer, will have
been conversant with this on many occasions that great entanglements arise
on the question of the validity of marriages consummated in other juris-
dictions, and divorces taken out in other jurisdictions. So it is not just a
question of a common law wife.

Mr. PugH: That is what I meant precisely. It is not just a question of
the propriety of the thing. This goes further because, if the so-called wife
becomes a so-called widow, then she is entitled to a pension.

. Mr. RoGers: I know one or two people who are living together and there
T‘.; nc; reason for their not getting marired. Does this section cover cases like
at? ;
Mr. ANDERSON: No, sir, it would not. The persons involved must be barred
from celebrating a proper marriage, as prescribed by the act.

On clause 6—Maximum amount.
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Mr. HERRIDGE: This clause states that “the department may furnish and
erect a standard headstone if the burial is carried out in Canada.” If a veteran
dies in a small community, what is the delivery procedure in regard to the
headstone, and its erection?

Mr. ANDERSON: That information would have to come from the department.
We have nothing to do with that. They provide the headstone if we give the
burial grant.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps Mr. Lalonde could help.

Mr. LALONDE: This is done locally by the district staff. When they have
established eligibility they give an order to a person, a contractor, who ha}s
a yearly contract with the department, for each area. That contractor is
responsible for erecting the stone. A contractor gets such a contract only if
he has submitted the lowest bid among a number of contrac.tors.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I am speaking of this from some experience. I know of
a small Legion cemetery where the Legion have a caretaker, and someone
turns up at the cemetery to erect a headstone withqut even the caretaker
knowing about it or knowing whether the person arriving with the headstone
has authority to erect it. I am just wondering if, in these smaller places, ths
district offices make certain they are doing this work through proper cll1annels.

Mr. LALONDE: Our staff can only advise the cemetery, in the first instance,
that we will bear the cost of the funeral and burial and that the contra(;tor
making the stone will be there to erect it after the person has been bur_1ed.
We have to contact the cemetary authorities to arrange funerals and burials,
and notify them that the contractor will come in later to erect the headstones.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Are these stones made locally? :

Mr. LALONDE: Yes. They do not come from a central establishment. They
did until about three years ago.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Oh, that alters the situation, then. :

Mr. CARTER: May I ask how the $75 expenses are a;ffected by the regular
health schemes which are in effect in certain provinces: : : .

Mr. ANDERSON: We do not take things of that nature mtq con.stldsglxl'tuix;
if 2 man is a pensioner. If his family have bills they have to ’su?mlthelczm-
qualify for this grant. If they submit accounts _whlch indicate to i e
mission that in its opinion the bills should be paid, then they are p e
the statutory maximum. _

~ Mr. O’Leary: This, of course, relates to medic
Sickness?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes. ; .

Mr. BeecH: May we have the amounts at present being paud by, the Jee
Partment of Veterans Affairs? g

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Lalonde, could you furnish. those details. 5

Mr. LALONDE: You wish to know what the amount is at the moment, under
the Department of Veterans Affairs Act?

Mr. BEgcH: Yes.
= Mr. LaLonpE: I believe it is $17EIJ iff ther?

al of $225 if there is an additional funera .
as beer? transported from one place to another for bumal.' - ¥

Mr. Perers: Does the department pay the transportaglon ezt
body, let us say, from a veterans hospital to the home area:

Mr. Lavonpe: Yes, we pay the transportation. ¢ T save: % the
Mr. HerripGe: I have one more question on t;uts ;Lause'n ARl
Department may furnish and erect a standard headstone . . .

al expenses for the last

is only one funeral director, and a
director in a case where the body
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That use of the word “may” bothers me.
Mr. ANDERSON: What is that again, please?
Mr. HERRIDGE: In clause 6 it says:

. . . the department may furnish and erect a standard headstone if
the burial is carried out in Canada.

Why the use of that word “may”?

Mr. ANDERSON: I think it is possible that a man may not want a headstone.
I cannot think of any particular instances under which that word “may” would
come into effect but I am sure there might be some where you would not want
it to be obligatory, because there might not be a need or a request for a head-
stone.

Mr. HERRIDGE: People might want a more elaborate stone.

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, that is right.

Mr. PETERS: If they do want a more elaborate stone, would the department
pay this amount towards the cost of it?

The CHAIRMAN: In other words, can this be a contribution towards a more
expensive stone?

Mr. PETERS: Yes.
The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps Col. Lalonde might answer.

Mr. LALONDE: No, Mr. Peters. We erect a marker ourselves; and if the
next of kin does not want our marker, then he must erect one at his own
expense.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I have one more question on this clause. It is in connection
with a pensioner who receives a grant—or rather whose relatives receive a
grant of $75 towards the expenses of his burial. Let us say that pensioner
was in very poor circumstances. How is this related to his application for assist-
ance under the Last Post Fund?

The CHAIRMAN: What is that again, please?

Mr. HERRIDGE: I am sorry. With respect to a pensioner who may die in
circumscribed circumstances financially, and whose relatives receive $75 assist-
ance towards his burial: how is that related to an application to the Last Post
Fund for further assistance? It does not prevent that application, does it?

Mr. LALONDE: I cannot visualize the type of case you are referring to. If
a veteran is to be buried by the Last Post Fund, an application will be made
there directly; and if he is eligible, he will be buried entirely at the expense of
the Last Post Fund. But how could his next of kin receive a contribution when
they have not paid the cost of the funeral and burial? I do not know how
that could happen.

Mr. HeErriDGE: The next of kin could not accept the $75 and then ask the
Last Post Fund to make up the balance of the cost of burial in certain cir-
cumstances?

Mr. AnpErsoN: May I clarify this matter somewhat by pointing out that
the $75 is for the expense of the pensioner’s last sickness and has nothing to
do with his funeral.

I am not aware of what restrictions may be contained in the Last Post
Fund regulations. But we, as a commission would not enter into the picture
there. We would simply pay whatever the bills there were up to a maximum
$7.5. If they were to be paid under the provisions of clause 6(2) (¢), and if the
widow were to apply to the Last Post Fund, I am not sure what would happen.

Mr. HERRIDGE: You have nothing to do with it?
Mr. ANDERSON: No.
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The CHAIRMAN: Lady and gentlemen, is there anything else on clause 67
If not, and since it is now twenty minutes after twelve, and I see some restless
members, what about tomorrow? I think we should adjourn now, but what
about a meeting tomorrow? I know it is caucus day, and if we have a meeting,
I think it would have to start at quarter to ten and wind up at quarter to

eleven.
We have not got too far, and I personally would like to see us have a

meeting. What is the wish of the members?

Mr. WINKLER: Mr. Chairman, I move that we meet at quarter to ten
tomorrow morning.

Mr. WEICHEL: I second the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: You have heard the motion. Is there any discussion?
Is it satisfactory? Then it is settled that we do have a meeting on Wednesday
morning at quarter to ten.

Mr. WINKLER: What room will it be in?

The CHAIRMAN: I shall have to find out. We now stand adjourned until
tomorrow morning at nine forty-five.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

WEeDNESDAY, February 15, 1961.

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs has the honour to present its

SECOND REPORT

Your Committee recommends that it be empowered to print, from day to
fiay, 2,500 additional copies in English and 200 additional copies in French of
its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, and that Standing Order 66 be
Suspended in relation thereto.

Respectfully submitted,
G. W. MONTGOMERY,
Chairman.

(The said report was concurred in by the House the same day.)
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

WEDNESDAY, February 15, 1961.
(3)

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs met this day at 9.50 o’clock
am. The Chairman, Mr. G. W. Montgomery, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Badanai, Batten, Beech, Broome, Carter, Clancy,
Fane, Fortin, Herridge, Jones, Kennedy, Lennard, MacEwan, Matthews,

cIntosh, Montgomery, O’Leary, Parizeau, Peters, Pugh, Robinson, Rogers,
Smith (Lincoln), Speakman, Weichel, and Winkler.—26.

In attendance: Messrs. L. Lalonde, Deputy Minister, C. F. Black, Secre-
tary of the Department; W. T. Cromb, Chairman of the War Veterans Allow-
ance Board. From the Canadian Pension Commission: Mr. T. D. Anderson,
Chairman, Mr. L. A. Mutch, Deputy Chairman; Dr. W. F. Brown, Chief Medi-
cal Adviser; Mr. K. M. Macdonald, Secretary; Mr. A. L. Fortey, Assistant
Secretary, and Miss Dickison.

On motion of Mr. Herridge, seconded by Mr. Pugh,

Resolved,—That the Committee seek permission to print‘ a maximum .of
2,500 additional copies in English and 200 additional copies in French of its
P Toceedings and Evidence and that Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation

thereto. Carried unanimously.
The Committee then considered clauses 7 and 8.

At 10.45 o’clock a.m. the Committee adjourned until 10.30 o’clock a.m.

°n Thursday, February 16th.
R. L. Boivin,

Clerk of the Committee.
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WEDNESDAY, February 15, 1961.
9.45 a.m.

ill you please come to order. Before we

proceed with today’s business I would like to clear up this matter in connection
with the number of copies to be printed. We got a little mixed up yesterday
and I asked Mr. Pugh, Mr. Herridge and Mr. Forgie to look into it. At this

time I am going to make a statement, and a motion will follow.

At yesterday’s meeting, as you will recall, a resolution was passed seeking
English and 500 copies in French

to obtain permission to print 1,500 copies in
of the proceedings. The committee also deferred consideration of another motion
to supply the Canadian Legion with 2,500 copies of the proceedings for
Thursday’s sitting.
Should the committee decide to supply the Canadian Legion with these
extra copies, as it has done in the past, then it would have to submit another
report to the house in order to obtain the required authority.
May I suggest that we present only one report to the house and obtain

permission to print the maximum number of copies that we will require.
The committee would then be in a position to order from day to day the
ial occasions, the

numbgr of copies that it feels expedient to print. On special O
committee could order supplementary copies up to a given maximum. I take
it that on all other occasions, the committee would order the number of copies

Wwe were authorized to print in the first motion of the House.
taken in the past. When we felt

This is the course of action we have 4 .
we needed extra copies we went back and asked for them. I feel that it will
save us a lot of trouble if we do not have to g0 to the house each time we
wish to increase the number of printed copies. Is that understood?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. HerripGe: I might point out, M
Yyesterday.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, and it was- deferred.

: Mr. LENNARD: Mr. Chairman, I made a motion yeste
© go along with this in order that we do not waste a
mittee’s time.

h The CHAIRMAN: Yes. I spoke to Mr. Lennar
ouse for 1,500 copies, that might not do us another day.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I have a sadtion. Acting’in the mature of
s empowered the com-

3 robot, in view of the fact that the house already has

Mittee to print 1,000 copies in English and 300 copies 1n French, I move that
the committee seek permission to print a maximum O 2,500 additional copies
in English and 200 additional copies in French of its proceedings and evidence,
and that standing order 66 be suspended in relation thereto. S}lould the com-
Mittee agree to this motion and should it obtain the required permission
from the house, it could then order the printing of a total of 3,500 copies in
English and 500 copies in French.

My motion is seconded by Mr. Pugh.
39

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, W

r. Chairman, that that was my motion

rday, and I am willing
ny more of the com-

d about it. If we went to the
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The CHAIRMAN: The motion has been read by Mr. Herridge and seconded
by Mr. Pugh. Gentlemen, you have heard the motion; is there any discussion?
If not, all those in favour?

Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: We will proceed now with the business we have. Do you
have a question, Mr. McIntosh?

Mr. McInTosH: Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like to go
back to paragraph 2, and ask one question.

In respect of the explanation on the page opposite page number 5 which
reads:

The purpose of this amendment is to authorize the recovery of any
overpayment of war veterans allowance to a pensioner that results
from the award of a retroactive pension or a retroactive increase of
pension.

I wonder if Mr. Anderson could explain the last portion of the sentence, being
“award of a retroactive pension or a retroactive increase of pension”? It would
seem that recovery had been made previously but without authority, and
this now will establish that authority.

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is right. As you may realize,
awards are frequently made to individuals who are in receipt of war veterans
allowance, and the awards can be made retroactive for a period of up to three
years. This means then that during a certain period of time the veteran in
question has been receiving both war veterans allowance and pension. Of
course that is not permitted under the legislation, so there has to be a recovery
made. Actually the provisions of subsection 9 of section 24 have been used
by the treasury people to make recovery. It has been questionable up to now
whether clear authority existed in this legislation for them to do so. We. feel
that this amendment will provide that authority, and that is the basis for it.

Mr. McInTosH: You mean the veteran would have been receiving more
than the maximum he would have been allowed under war veterans allowance?

Mr. ANDERSON: That is correct.
Mr. McInTosH: There would have to be a recovery made in that event?
Mr. AnpERSON: That is right.

On clause 7—Date for entitlement.

Mr. HErRrRIDGE: This just brings the terminology into line with the words
used in the other sections?

Mr. ANDERSON: That is right.

Mr. CARTER: I take it the only change is in respect to the words “in any
of the classes one to eleven”? That is the only new part of this, am I correct?

Mr. ANDERSON: Section 36 (3) in the existing act reads:

Except as otherwise provided in this act, the widow of a member
of the forces who was, at the time of his death, in receipt of a pension
at the rate provided in schedule A for any of classes one to eleven.

This would mean that the veteran had to actually have been in receipt
of a pension at that rate.

Mr. CARTER: Yes.

Mr. AnpErsoN: That was inserted in 1957 and we are now changing it
baqk to the way it was before 1957, which provided that if a veteran had
gntltlgment in any of these classes the widow was eligible. This will bring it
into line with the other sections of the act, as stated in the explanation.

-
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Mr. SmitH (Lincoln): I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that I was not here
yesterday. This is the first time I have been a member of this committee.

I believe it is section 36 that provides that a pension paid to a widow
ceases if it is not 50 per cent or over; am I correct in that?

Mr. ANDERSON: That is right, sir, yes.

g Mr. SmrtH (Lincoln): Is there any change made in that section or does
it remain as it was?

: Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, there is a change. The words which are underlined
in clause 7 of the bill are different from those words in section 36 (3) of
the existing act.

Mr. CARTER: I am at a loss in understanding or drawing a distinction
PEtW’éen what is underlined here and what it was before. It now says; if he
is in receipt of a pension in any of the classes one to eleven. Could the veteran
be in receipt of a pension in any of the classes from one to eleven and not be
at the rate in respect of one to eleven?

Mr. ANDERSON: Perhaps I had better explain just what the problem 1s.

You will recail that under sections 20, 21 and 22 there was a provision
whereby if a claim is entered against a third party and damages are col-
lected, or in the case of a claim being paid, the amount of pension 18 reduced
to only the amount of the difference between the amount collected from.th_e
third party and what he would otherwise have been paid as pension. If it is

- stipulated that it definitely must be the sum of money the veteran would

receive in classes one to eleven, the veteran would be ruled out for pen.sion;
but if you simply say that the veteran is in receipt of a pension, even if he
is getting less than what is provided in classes one to eleven, but is In one
of those classes originally, then the benefit is continued. ;

Mr. Smrta (Lincoln): I take it that there is no great difference in that,
and where the pension was less than 50 per cent it will still cease when
the husband dies?

Mr. ANpERSON: That part of it has not been changed.

Mr. Smrth (Lincoln): I understand there is no intention to change that
Portion at this time? '

Mr. ANDERSON: There is nothing in this bill which would change it, no.

ideration given to that

Mr. Syt (Simcoe North): Was there any Cconsl
situation at the last meeting, or has it been discussed? :

The CHAIRMAN: We have just begun the consideration of this clause. ‘

Mr. HerribGe: I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that these problems in
respect of further amendments can be dealt with after we have heard from
the veterans organizations.

n to parent in certain cases.

Mr. Chairman, is that the in-
r. Anderson give us an expla-

On clause 8—Discretionary pensio

Mr. O’Leary: The first thing I note here,
Crease only amounts to 123 per cent. Could M
Nation in this regard? :

Mr. McInTosH: If you refer to schedule B, the 1957 scale of pension, you
will notice that for a child or a dependent it was $240, and for an orphan
child it was $480. Referring to clause 8 you will notice that it has been in-
creased to $540. Could you explain this difference?

Mr. O’Leary: The actual difference is the increase from $480 'to $540. :
§ Mr. Axperson: I think perhaps Mr. Chairman I should exgla.m that this
1s a secondary benefit. The widow of the veteran could be receiving her fu}l
Pension and a dependent parent could still receive $540 on top of that. This
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would mean that two people would be receiving a pension here. This is not
a question of paying only a dependent mother, but involves provision for a
dependent mother when there is a pension being paid to the widow as well.

Mr. McInTosH: Where does the figure $540 come from?

Mr. ANDERSON: It is the increase over the $480, or whatever it was in the
old bill.

Mr. O’LEARY: It amounted to $480.

Mr. McInTosH: The $480 was actually double what a single child would
receive?

Mr. ANDERSON: There is no relationship between this and what a child
receives, Mr. Chairman. This is a separate matter which provides a measure
of protection to a dependent parent where the veteran or pensioner also left
a widow, or a child, or children.

Mr. O’LEARY: It is obvious from what Mr. Anderson has said that this
particular dependent’s pension differs from all others in respect of the increase.

Mr. ANDERSON: The only way I can answer that question, Mr. Chairman,
is by saying that it always has been different. I think it should be remembered
also that if a widow, who is receiving a pension, either remarries or dies,
then the dependent parent can receive a pension at the rate set out and pro-
vided under section 38.

- Mr. CaArRTER: This clause just increases the amount from $480 to $540,
is that right?

Mr. AnpERSON: That is all it does.

Mr. Rogers: Do many cases of this type exist?

Mr. ANDERSON: I believe there are a fair number of them, but I would
not like to quote a figure off-hand.

Mr. PeETERS: They would be expected to live with the other recipients of
the pension, would they not?

Mr. ANDERSON: I am sorry, could I have that again?

Mr. PETERS: Under this clause, would the parent be expected to live with
the other recipients of the pension?

Mr. ANDERSON: In some cases they do, but I think in the majority of
cases they do not.

The CHAIRMAN: They are not required to?

Mr. ANDERSON: Not under the legislation, no.

Mr. CARTER: The thing that bothers me a bit is that this increase from
$480 to $540 does not seem to be in proportion to the other increases that
have been set forth in the scale, in the schedule.

Mr. AnNDERSON: Of course, that is a matter of policy over which I, person-
ally, have no control. It is not my prerogative.

Mr. CarTeR: If the $480 was established on a sound basis, and the same
reasons apply to this case as apply to justify the other increases, then we
would'expect this increase to be in the same proportion. I think that is the
reasoning of most members. That $540 is a little less now than an old age
pensioner would get.

The CHAIRMAN: Was this amount raised in 1957?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, I believe it was. Yes, there was an increase granted.
I had better check that because I am not quite sure.

Mr. Rogers: What happens to the dependent when she gets the old age
pension? Is she allowed to carry on with this allowance as well?

Mr. ANDERSON: She can. It is possible.
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Mr. RoGeRs: It is not reduced?

Mr. ANDERSON: Not necessarily.

Mr. PuGcH: What do you mean by “can’?

Mr. ANDERSON: This is discretionary.

Mr. PucH: In any case where it has been carried on, has there been a
Compassionate reason for it, or what?

Mr. ANDERSON: I would have to check that but I think there would be
Cases where, perhaps, there might be other income besides old age pension,
the two together might put her in a class where she would be receiving an
amount in excess of the total amount we can pay, which is the maximum
under the schedule.

Mr. RoGERs: Do you not pay to the maximum always?

Mr. ANDERSON: Not necessarily.

Mr. ROGERS: What would be the considerations involved?

Mr. ANDERSON: If you are speaking now of section 38—

Mr. ROGERS: We had better straighten this out. What is the maximum
allowed under this?

Mr. ANDERSON: Are you speaking now about this particular section 38 (2)?

Mr. ROGERS: You brought the point up about the maximum and I am just
Wondering what you meant by it.

Mr. ANDERSON: It depends on what you are speaking about. I{ you are
Speaking about this, then the maximum is $540; and if you are speakmg about
Pensions to dependent parents under section 38, the maximum is the amount
Provided in the schedule for those classes. :

Mr. PuGH: To go further with this, you say “we m.ight”, and I be1.1eve you
also said where an old age pension was paid, then this allowance might still
80 on. T was wondering what the considerations were. i .

Mr. ANDERSON: It would depend on what total income was, including old
age pension and income from all other sources. '

Mr. PUGH: The chief consideration would not be anything in the nature
of a compassionate grant? e .

Mr. ANDERsON: No, this is not compassionate legisla-tion.. T}us is strchly
designed to ensure that the dependents of a man who lost his life on service
Will not be in need; and it provides, as I pointed out yesterday, section 38 (5)
States that the pension to any parent or person in the p.la‘ce of a parent is
Subject to review from time to time and shall be continued, increased, decreased
or discontinued in accordance with the amount deemed necessary by the com-
Mission to provide a maintenance for such parent or person, ej‘ c'etera.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, it is correct te say that this is a compas-
slonate pension based on need?

Mr. ANDERSON: That is right. :
Mr. HERRIDGE: You have to take into account the income of the pensmnsr
and, if the person has income from other unexpected sources, that has to be
taken into consideration? T
Mr. ANDERSON: This is not a pension as of right, in the way ﬂ;ﬁt addlsabéht);
Pension is a pension as of right. This is a pension to protect the dependen
Parent or widow or someone related to the veteran. : ;
Mr. Rogers: Mr. Herridge is not quite right in that. This $45 a month is

Dot sufficient to keep anyone alive. r th i h
Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I am not suggesting $45 a‘ month is enough.

Lam suggesting the principle behind this clause.
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Mr. Rocers: That principle is not quite right. If the aim is to see that no
dependent is in need, then $45 a month is not sufficient.

Mr. ANDERSON: In this case ‘the dependent parent would of course have
to have other sources of income; but this legislation, as I said at the beginning,
provides additional assistance to a parent where there is a widow or children
in receipt of pension as of right.

Mr. Rogers: I think that clarifies it.
Mr. PucH: Is the maximum $45 a month?
Mr. ANDERSON: When this becomes legislation.

Mr. PugH: To take this a little bit further, I still have not got it right. Is
it the money ceiling or the compassionate level or what? Suppose a dependent
is totally dependent on the receipt of this money and the maximum is $45
a month, is there any other act under which she may qualify through the vet-
erans charter?

Mr. ANDERSON: Not under the Pension Act. As you know, there are pro-
visions in provincial legislation, and so on, whereby these people can receive
assistance.

Mr. PETERS: May I ask, is the maximum laid down by the department con-
sidered satisfactory? You mentioned that the pension could go this high but
that it need not necessarily go this high if the recipient had the $45 old age
pension. Would that be considered to be above the amount that person would
be entitled to?

Mr. ANDERSON: No. She could receive those two sums without any reduc-
tion.

Mr. CARTER: Could you give us any idea of—
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Broome has his hand up.

Mr. BRooME: I should like to ask three or four questions on this. Mr. Ander-
son, let us take a hypothetical case, which is not quite as hypothetical as it
might be. If a veteran is granted entitlement but dies before the day of
entitlement and his case goes through the various appeals, and so on, and he
is adjudged 5 per cent, 10 per cent, or 15 per cent, or whatever it may be,
is this the section under which the commission has a discretionary power to
give a compassionate pension to the widow? In other words, I am referring to
a specific case of which you have a certain knowledge and about which I have
talked to you. Is this the section under which I would be asking for considera-
tion there?

Mr. ANDERSON: No. Section 25 is the section under which you would be
asking for consideration.

Mr. BRooME: Why could I not ask it under this too?
Mr. AnpErsoN: This applies only to dependent parents.

Mr. BrooME: The clause says, “where a member of the forces has died
leaving a child, widow or divorced wife.” It starts off, “child, widow—"

Mr. AxpErsoN: It deals only with dependent parents.

Mr. HerrIDGE: This provision was placed in the act some years after the
act was first established, at the request of various organizations, the widows
already having pensions. Then these cases were brought to the attention of
veterans’ organizations. Representations were made and it took some time to
get this section in the act. Now, if Mr. Rogers wants to increase it to a higher
percentage, I shall certainly support him. What I was trying to do was to indi-
cate the principle behind it. The widows were already receiving pensions and
this is some additional assistance to the dependent parent.
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Mr. JoNEs: If there were two parents receiving pension, each of the par-
ents could receive the $540.

Mr. CaRTER: What I should like to find out is why it has not been felt
Necessary to increase this amount by the 20 per cent increase, the same as has
been done for other pensions provided for in the bill. We have made changes
in pensions which amount roughly to 20 per cent across the board and here
We come to a case where- it is less than 20 per cent. Is there some good reason
Wwhy this increase should not be the same as the others?.

Mr. ANDERSON: I am not prepared to give a deﬁmt'e answer to that but
I would suspect this is because of the fact, as Mr. Herridge has stated, there
is full pension payable to widows and children; for a widow the increase is
20 per cent and for a child 3334 per cent. Therefore, wh}le this was never
deemed to be sufficient to maintain a person, .and' even if you mal;e it 20
per cent it still would not be sufficient to ma;r;tam thgm at a satisfactory
standard of living. This is designed only as additional assistance to dependent
barents and it was felt, I presume, that there was no justification for in-
creasing it by a similar amount. g3l

Mr. CarTER: Do you have figures of how many people are receiving
assistance under this section? War I

Mr. ANDERSON: We could get them. They are—mothers, World War I,
609; World War II, 5,139. |

Mr. CARTER: That is quite a sizable number of people.

Mr. ANDERSON: The figure for fathers is 66 from World War I and 495
from World War II. ;

Mr. WEICHEL: May we have those figures again, please.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: This is a pension as of right.

Mr. ANDERSON: Oh no. e

Mr. SPEAKMAN: This is additional to pension as ‘of right? €

Mr. Jones: I think it should be pointed out that since th(f Veter:fsi%gigtlix;;
ally supported his parents, he himself took on addltlonfa ,:;e:ﬁ pension;
by marrying, this would ordinarily have cut out his parents fro lfy there is’
S0 that now, with the veteran having made that qe?lswn h1msue ’ort when
still provision for providing for those originally receiving some supp
he joined up. ¢ :

Mr. BEECH: Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out 11;1 Slléb%lau::rx?-’
Where the commission assumes that there are cpildren who s ouort Sf A
ing g sufficient amount to permit them to conﬁrlbute t? t? = :: ?II: many cases
Parents, that while they should peI‘hap(S1 be eailgzmg S )
they may not; they may be unemployed, or sick. : s

ySo ;’ wonder yif w}; should not change it to “children Wﬁfilo_ ?;ivre&dlng
With him or her, and who are earning an AT thar nc:ae bé reasons
It is all right to say that they should be earning, but there may

Why they cannot.
The CHAIRMAN: You are on subclause 2?

Mr. BEECH: Yes. . °

The CHaRMAN: I wonder if we have finished with subcla;il sﬁrele; which I

Mr. Anperson: I would like to correct the.recordi "Iglsisihoie under this
Quoted were for all parents in receipt of pension, not j

Particular section 38 (2). i i
We do not have the breakdown, but it can be obtained. We can get it

for you at a later date.
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Mr. CARTER: I would like to establish one fact. Nobody receives assistance
under this section without having some other source of income. This is just
a supplement to other sources of income.

Mr. ANDERSON: We would not necessarily know whether or not they had
any other source of income. We would have to carry out an investigation to
find that out. No, I do not think it can be said that this is only paid when
we are assured that they have some other source of income.

Mr. CARTER: My point is that it is possible that some would be in a posi-
tion of having to exist on this payment, and that this would be the only
source of income they had.

Mr. ANDERSON: That is possible, yes.

Mr. PETERS: They will be dead very shortly, if they have to.

The CHAIRMAN: Back of all this, gentlemen, is the fact that if the veteran
had lived, he might not have been contributing anything to their support.

Mr. JonES: This is antedating the entitlement back to the veteran at the
time of his enlistment. If he, at the time of his enlistment, was making pro-
vision for dependent parents, and then the veteran decided to get married,
that would ordinarily have cut out the parents from any pension at all.

So, under this section such a parent will get $540. The last change made
in this section was in 1948 when it was increased to $480 per annum at that
time. :

This section has not been amended since 1948 until the present time.

Mr. McInTosH: I still cannot understand this 123 per cent. Commencing
in 1957 there was no increase in the dependent’s allowance.

Mr. ANDERSON: You mean this particular section?

Mr. McInTOsH: Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON: No, there was no increase in section 38 (2).

Mr. McInTosH: To bring it up you decided there should be an increase
of 33% per cent?

The CHAIRMAN: It is not fair to say that the commission decided.

Mr. McInToSH: Well, the government, or parliament, or the minister,
or whoever you want. So it was decided to bring it up to 33% per cent. Why
set an arbitrary figure of only 12} per cent then?

Mr. JonEgs: I think there are special considerations here, because no change
was made in 1957, or in 1952 when the last changes were made in the Act
as a whole. But I will look into the matter to see what consideration has come
to bear on this particular section.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you wish to add anything?

Mr. ANDERSON: No, it is out of my field.

The CHamRMAN: I guess we cannot help you any more.

Mr. McInTosH: We will take it up again.

The CuHAIRMAN: The parliamentary secretary said he would look into it.

Mr. Svara (Lincoln): A widowed mother had two sons killed in the last
war. She is now getting the veterans allowance. Would she be entitled to
that money?

Mr. AnpersoN: Under 38, yes, she could certainly apply under the section.

Mr. SmiTH (Lincoln): This case comes to mind because it is a very urgent
one. Another son, who is alive, started to give $40 a month to help her along.
That sum was immediately deducted from the veterans allowance. Could she
come under that section here?

_ Mr. ANpERSON: She could certainly apply to the commission for considera-
tion under this section.
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Mr. SMmiTH (Lincoln): They say she would then receive the full amount
of the mother’s allowance as well as $40?

Mr. ANDERSON: Oh no.

Mr. SmrtH (Lincoln): The $40 would be deducted from the mother’s
allowance?

Mr. ANDERSON: As I said a few minutes ago, going back to section 38 (5):

The pension to any parent or person in the place of a parent is
subject to review from time to time and shall be continued, increased,
decreased or discontinued in accordance with the amount deemed neces-
sary by the Commission to provide a maintenance for such parent

or person, . . -,

So the commission must take into consideration income from other sources,
in deciding what shall be paid. The basis on which the commission must
decide is the amount required to maintain the individual.

Mr. Smirte (Lincoln): So the possibility is that she might qualify for
part of it?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.

Mr. BROOME: On that same subject, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Andersop,
I have an actual case. I am thinking of a woman who had two sons in the air
force. Both were killed on the same day. Her husband was under the war
Veterans allowance and he died.

This is subsequent to the death. The two children would‘have been hgr
only support. In that case would she have any consideration under this
Section? }

Mr. ANDERSON: I believe so. She could apply for assistance under se'ctmn 38.

Mr. BROOME: As well? In other words, she could not get—she ,1s ugder
the war veterans allowance now of course, because of her husband’s dying,
and he was under the W.V.A.; but actually, she would have been much better
Off if she were considered to be a dependent of the two boys who were killed.

Mr. ANDERSON: It is possible. And she is quite eligible to apply to us for
& pension under section 38. i

Mr. HERRIDGE: I understood Mr. J ones, the parliame_ntary secretary, to say
he would look into section 38 (2); I mean, he will bring it to the atten:}on
of the minister, and say that the committee would like to have an explanation
Why these widows, these dependent parents have not recelveq th_elsame per-
¢entage increase that other pensioners would receive under th.ls bill.

Mr. Jones: I will look into the whole situation, including the reasons
Which originally motivated this section, and the reason it was not in-
Creased in 1952 and in 1957. _

Mr. CarTer: It seems now, from what has been said of thgse figures tpat
$540 is more or less a ceiling on the discretionary payments which the pension
““Mmission may make in various cases. ;

If that figure were raised to $640 or $740, it would not necessarily mean

that there would be any additional charge on the crowna Ift :;lgﬁd lelfé
1t would pe only in very exceptional cases where the dependan

i ept
0 other source of income, and could not get any other assistance excep

from this source )
I think this is one of the figures which could be increased without

INcreasing the public liability to any extent, or at least to an appreciable
€xtent, - : : %
The CuarMaN: May we not wait until Mr. Jones brings in his report?

We can discuss that part of it later.
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Mr. O’LEARY: I appreciate what is going to be done; and since I raised
the question, I have just this one final question: Is this the only type of
dépendant’s pension that is qualified as not of by right?

Mr. ANDERSON: All of section 38 is in that category, Mr. Chairman. There
are 8 subsections.

The CHAIRMAN: Let us pass on now to subclause 2 of clause 8 on page 8
of the bill.

Mr. O’LEARY: I asked that, because that seems to be within the argument
used, that it was not of right.

Mr. BeEgcH: Mr. Chairman, do I understand that we are now on clause
2 of subsection 6 of section 38 on page 8?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. BEecH: The point I am trying to raise is that they have changed it
now to “children” from ‘“unmarried children”. I understand that is the change.
The thing that concerns me is that it says “residing with him or her who
should”. It is all right for us to assume they should be earning sufficient
money to contribute, but I do not think that is fair. I think it should be
those who actually are earning that amount rather than that we should as-
sume they are, and make the deduction on the basis that they should be
earning that money and should be contributing.

Mr. CARTER: Yes. The trouble is ‘“‘should be contributing” and “is con-
tributing” are different things. It says “should be earning”. The person may
not be able to work.

Mr. ANDERSON: I would like to speak very briefly about this problem
because it is a problem. We have come across cases, not an unlimited num-
ber but a fair number, where it is pretty obvious that the children would
not work. So long as they could stay home and have the parent support
them from the pension they would stay at home. This is designed to stop
that sort of thing.

Mr. BEEcH: On the other hand they may be wholly unemployed.

Mr. ANDERSON: If there are mitigating circumstances there will be other
provisions made for them. The purpose behind this is to ensure that several
children, including their wives and families, do not go home and stay with
their parents who are in receipt of pension and are barely able to support
themselves. Sometimes such parents find they have to support all these other
people who can and should be working.

Mr. HeErriDGE: Could we change the word from “should” to “can’?

Mr. McIntosH: It says “not less than ten dollars a month”. We are on
clause 2, subsection 6 of section 38 on page 8?.

The CuamrmAN: Clause 2, subsection 6 of section 38 on page 8.

Mr. McIntosH: It says “such child shall be deemed to be contributing not
less than ten dollars a month towards such support”. Who determines the
maximum?

Mr. AxpersoN: The commission determines that.
Mr. CarTeER: That is the minimum.

Mr. AnDERSON: Yes. The question was who determines the maximum.
The commission does that. But they can adjust it if they wish.

Mr. CarTer: Do we understand that if there is a dependent person who
has a child who the pension commission thinks should be working, because
that child is not working the $540 is now reduced by $120? Is there any con-
nection between this and the other one?
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Mr. ANnDERSON: This does not relate to 38(2). The section says:

When a parent or person in the place of a parent has children
residing with him or her who should, in the opinion of the commission,
be earning an amount sufficient to permit them to contribute to the
support of such parent or person, each such child shall be deemed to be
contributing not less than ten dollars a month towards such support.

It is assumed that if this child is of age, is fit and so on, that the child
sh9u1d be discouraged from staying home and living on the parents who are
bgmg supported by a pension, because it is little enough for the parents to
live on, as it is.

Mr. CARTER: Do you mean the $540 or any pension?

y Mr. ANDERSON: Any pension under section 38. It has nothing to do spe-
cifically with the $540. It is any pension under 38.

Mr. PeTERs: What I wanted to know is whether the $10 comes off the
$45 a month. What is the total earned income by the parent in this case?
Could we have that figure?

Mr. ANDERSON: Do you mean the maxim

Mr. Perers: Yes, for a person with the maximum of $540.

Mr. ANDERSON: Under the new legislation there will have to be some
changes made in our maximums. There is no maximum established by the
act. Since all these charges under section 38 are at the discretion of the com-
mls;ion, it is the responsibility of the commission to establish maximums
which are strictly for guidance.

‘Mr. Perers: Could we have a copy of the regulatio
for the maximum?

Mr. AxpErRsoN: We can provide you wit
now under the existing legislation, but we hav
the new legislation.

Mr. PeTers: How were they established 0
be some relationship between the establishme
use and the new figure. :

Mr. Axperson: Yes. They were established on the basis of what was done
under other similar legislation such as the War Veterans Allowance Act, but
they are established by the commission.

Mr. PrTers: Are they regulations whic

Mr. AnpErsoN: No.

Mr. Perers: Are they available to the advocates?

Mr. Anperson: The advocates certainly are aware of what. the}f are. '

Mr. Carter: It seems to me there is a clash of principles i this section.
If this section applies to all pensions, which would include pensions as of
right, then certainly those pensions as of right should no
the parents choose to share it with their children.

Mr. Anperson: These do not apply to pensions as ©
38 applies to pensions as of right.

Mr. CarTER: To what does this apply?

Mr. AnpERsON: Pensions paid to depe
the discretion of the commission.

Mr. CarTer: The $10 a month will be consi
parents. Does that mean income to the parents?
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Mr. ANDERSON: Suppose we decide the parent needs a certain amount to
maintain him or her and there is a person living with them, a son or daughter,
who is old enough and should be capable of earning. In that case we simply
deduct $10 from the total amount.

Mr. CARTER: That question was asked and I thought the answer was no.
So in other words that $10 a month or $120 a year would be deducted from
the $540 or whatever is being paid.

Mr. MuTcH: There is a little confusion here I think. This $540, which is
an arbitary legislative sum, is fixed for one reason and one reason only. That
is the maximum amount which a parent may receive on behalf of the son
or daughter who was in service, and a pensioner. Where there is a widow
or pensioned children in the case of a deceased veteran, subclause 2 simply
concerns a change by legislation in the arbitrary ceiling. When you come to
subclause (2) of section 38 all you have said with respect to that subclause
would be applicable to 38 (6), the section which deals with the money paid
under a ceiling established by the commission under statute. The amount in
subclause (6) is limited arbitrarily here in the statute where it says that
when we are considering whether or not a parent or parents require a certain
amount of money the amount we can pay must be reduced by at least $10
for each unmarried child—in the old act, before the present act—whether or
not that child in fact is contributing $10 a month.

The change is that hitherto there have ben married children hvmg at home.
The act apparently has precluded us from making any deduction on behalf
of a married child who is living at home. If this amendment goes through
we will be able to assess that $10 against a son who marries, brings his wife
home, shares in the home and makes no contribution. If that situation exists
the commission will have to say that there is in fact a statutory deduction
of $10 a month. There is no reference to $540. It is whatever is deemed nec-
essary under 38 (6).

Mr. BEEcH: The amount is deducted whether or not it is collected from
the children.

Mr. MutcH: Hitherto parliament in its wisdom said you must charge $10
for each single child living at home whether or not that single child is con-
tributing—that is, if it was of an age to work. Actually there are income
ceilings, and these deductions which are made here are made under those
ceilings. The income ceiling for a single parent is $110. The income ceiling
for a widowed mother is $120. For two parents it is $145. Those are the
figures you were asking about a moment ago, which are fixed by statutory au-
thority by the commission.

We will get along better if you do not try to confuse subclause (6) of
section 38 with subclause (2). Subclause (2) simply deals with a widowed
mother, in most instances, or any parent who falls into a prospective depend-
ency if the commission is satisfied that the son, had he lived, would have
done something for them, formerly we, in our judgment, could pay up to
$40 a month. Now, under the proposed amendment, if we were satisfied he
would have done it had he lived, we could pay another $5. It is as simple
as that.

The CuairMmaN: Does that explain it to your satisfaction?

Mr. MuTtcH: If I could say one more word, I would say that the place to
take your dissatisfaction is not to the commission, as we did not fix it.

The CHARMAN: I understand from what Mr. Mutch has said that the

cgrrllémssxon is obliged now to deduct $10 a month if there is a dependent
chi

Mr. MuTcH: A statutory deduction.

T
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Mr. JoNEs: At the present time, if it is an unmarried child the deduction
is made. This amendment will result in the deduction being made if a married
child brings home a spouse.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I think we have had a very clear explana-
tion and a good discussion on this section. After we have heard the veterans’
Organization the committee will be in a position to make recommendations with
Tespect to this or any other section.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall we pass on to section 9?

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, it is now 10.45.

The CHARMAN: I was not aware of that. We did not get very far this
morning,

Mr. BeecH: I think we accomplished a good deal.

The CHAIRMAN: What time shall we meet tomorrow morning?

Mr. BrooME: Do you want to go on this morning?

The CHARMAN: It is now a quarter to eleven and caucus morning for
Some of the parties. We said we would sit only an hour this morning.

What is your wish in connection with the time we will start tomorrow
morning?

Mr. SpEaARMAN: I suggest ten o'clock. )

The CHAIRMAN: I understand notices have gone out for 10.30, so we will
Meet tomorrow at 10.30.

Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: I understand the Canadian Legion will be with us to-
morrow morning.

—The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, February 16, 1961.
(4)

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs met this day at 10.30 a.m.
The Chairman, Mr. G. W. Montgomery, presided. \

Members present: Miss LaMarsh, and Messrs. Badanai, Batten, Beech,
Benidickson, Broome, Carter, Clancy, Fane, Forgie, Herridge, Jones, Kennedy,
Lennard, MacEwan, Matthews, Montgomery, O’Leary, Parizeau, Pug}l, Roberge,

ogers, Smith (Lincoln), Speakman, Stearns, Stewart, Weichel, Winkler.—28.

In attendance: Mr. L. Lalonde, Deputy Minister of the Departmgnt_ of
eterang Affairs; Mr. T. D. Anderson, Chairman, Canadian Pension Comm1551pn.
rom the Canadian Legion: The Very Reverend J. O. Anderson, representing

the Dominion President; Mr. D. M. Thompson, Dominion Secretary; Mr. M. L.
acFarlane, Director of the Service Bureau, Mr. L. Mapchester, of the
€gionary, and Messrs. D. A. Knight and E. H. Slater, Service Oﬁ'icef's.

L The Chairman welcomed the delegation from the Canadian Legion and

mtroduced its members to the Committee. R

The Reverend Anderson having expressed, on behalf of the Canadian

Legion, his appreciation of the Committee’s invitation, Mr. D. Thompson read

€ Legion’s brief.
Moved by Mr. Herridge, seconded by Mr. Broome,

Resolved,—That the committee proceed to the consideration of the Bill

and, before adopting the Title, hear further recommendatmn§ from the
anadian Legion with reference to possible amendments to the Bill.

The question was put and resolved in the affirmative. (Yeas, 23; -Nays, 1).

The Committee then considered paragraph by paragraph the brief of the
Canadian Legion. .

Mr. Thompson and Mr. Anderson gave the Committee explanation on
. " Thomg dations of the

M. ined some of the recommendati
Canadian TLI:?(;riréIr)ls?;lhiglllszveizpclsggined in their brief of December 12, 1960.

At 12.30 o’clock p.m. the Committee adjourned to meet again on Monday,
February 20, at 10.30 a.m.
: _ R. L. Boivin,
Clerk of the Committee.
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THURSDAY, February 16, 1961
10:30 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, let us now come to order.

We have with us this morning the Canadian Legion.

I would like to ask Dean John Anderson, and Mr. Don Thompson to come
up to the front and be seated at the head table.

I think that Mr. Anderson, the chairman of the pension commission,
might also take a chair up here.

Now I shall introduce to you these gentlemen. I believe Mr. Wood, the
president of the Canadian Legion is unable to be present today, so Dean
Anderson is here in his place.

The Canadian Legion brief will be presented to us by Mr. Thompson. Apd
of course we have with us as well Mr. MacFarlane, the director of the service
bureau.

Now I shall ask Dean Anderson if he cares to say a few words to us. I
think you all know him very well. Then we will ask Mr. Thompson to proceed
with his brief.

The VERY REVEREND Dean J. O. ANDERSON (Past Dominion President of
the Canadian Legion): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlex;aen. I would
like to express just a word of appreciation for this opportunity _to appear
before the committee. It does not happen very often to a pgst president that
he can have this chance. It is an opportunity to see old frlgnds and fco f_eel
that I still continue a real interest. I hope I may make some little contribution
to the good cause which I think all of us have in mind, and very much at
heart.
My interest through the years has been in the whole veterans field, just
as it was in the service. There have been a number of people who were not
able to say too much for themselves for one reason or another, and I glways
felt that if it were possible to do anything to help them along, that it was
our duty. .

And when our service was over, again there were those voiceless people,
the rank and file, that are not always able, or that do not always have the
opportunity to speak up for themselves, and who need someone to speak for
them; and again it is our duty to do all that we can for those in need.. .

I am very grateful to the members of the committee for their continuing
interest, and for what the government has done for us. :

We are very glad that they have accepted so mu{:h of the good advice we
have offered to them so freely. We hope you will contlpue to do‘ so, sir, because
We will certainly be very happy to supply any lack in that dlrec'tlon.

Now without taking up any more of the time of the committee and of
yourself, again I offer you my thanks. Mr. Thompson, the dor‘mnlon secretary,
Will present our brief, and will be glad to answer any questions on it.

Thank you very much. A ¢
think what we wi
The CHARMAN: Thank you, Dean Anderson. Now, I :
do is to allow Mr. Thompson to go right through his brief, and we will make

hotes on any questions we may wish to ask him.
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This brief is confined to amendments and any questions you have will
be confined to amendments to the bill at this time. Later on when the esti-
mates are before us, we hope to have the Legion come back again, if they so
wish, when other matters may be considered. Now, I call on Mr. Thompson.

Mr. DonaLp THOMPSON (Dominion Secretary of the Canadian Legion):
Mr. Chairman, Mr. Jones, and members of the committee:

We welcome the opportunity to appear before this Standing Parliamentary
Committee on Veterans Affairs, and appreciate the sincere interest shown by
Parliamentary Committees throughout the years. We believe that our combined
efforts have resulted in continuing improvements in Veterans’ legislation
thereby enabling Canadian veterans and their dependents to share more
equitably in the increased prosperity of our country.

We congratulate the Government and all members of Parliament for the
realistic approach to the question of increased pension rates indicated by
Clause 1 of Bill C-67. This action has restored pension to the position of equality
with Civil Service and Armed Forces pay that originally existed. We sincerely
trust that this equality, having been finally restored, will be maintained.

It is unfortunate, however, that many pensioners who are also recipients of
War Veterans’ Allowance will not benefit from this increase in rates. We urge
the Government to take immediate steps to rectify this situation.

We appreciate that any delay in the passage of this Bill will serve only
to deprive pensioners and their dependents of early financial benefits, therefore,
our presentation today will be limited to those items contained in Bill C-67.
We regret that this Bill makes no reference to many other items on which we
made recommendations in our Brief of December 12, 1960 to the Prime Minister
and Cabinet and on other occasions. We refer specifically to:—

The Benefit of the Doubt

Retroactive Awards

Conditions not Recorded on Enlistment

Renewal Hearings

Increase in Clothing Allowance

Gratuity for World War I Decorations (D.S.M. & M.M.)

Composition of Appeal Boards

Pension Commission Directives and Instructions

We realize that some of these problems may be remedied by a change
in Canadian Pension Commission interpretation or policy. We still feel strongly,
however, that it is the responsibility of the Government to ensure that the
injustices referred to in our Brief are rectified one way or another.

We have been assured by the chairman of the committee that although our
representations at this time should be confined to the bill, we will have ample
opportunity at a later date to submit our recommendations on matters relevant
to our brief and not dealt with in this Bill. Also the Minister of Veterans
Affairs in commenting on the 1960 dominion convention resolutions said in
respect of that resolution dealing with retroactive awards: —

Opportunity to discuss the question of retroactive awards, and the
specific suggestion of the Legion, will be afforded when the Pension
Act is before the standing committee for review.

er are at a loss to understand how, under the existing terms of reference,
this can be accomplished and would appreciate clarification from the Minister
and the chairman on this point.

Before proceeding with the clauses of bill C-67, upon which we wish to
make recommendations, we would like to record our appreciation for the im-
provements proposed by clause 6 dealing with last illness and burial grants,



VETERANS AFFAIRS 59

and clause 10 concerning supplementation. With respect to the latter, it appears
the proposed amendments will put all Newfoundland veterans, and allied
veterans with the necessary domicile, on the same footing as Canadian veterans.

Clause 8:

The one exception to the general increases in all rates is contained in
clause 8. This amendment provides an increase of only 12} per cent for those
dependent parents dealt with by section 38 (2) of the Pension Act. Since
the present rate is the equivalent of the award paid to a single orphan, we
fail to understand why the new rate is not the same as that for the orphan.
In addition, The Legion has for many years requested that on the remarriage
of the widow or divorced wife, the award for such dependent parent be the
maximum permitted for dependent parents under schedule “B”.

The Canadian Legion Therefore Recommends—

(1) That clause 8 be amended by deleting the words “Five hundred and
forty dollars per annum” and substituting therefor the words “Six
hundred and forty-eight dollars per annum”, and

(2) That clause 8 be further amended to provide that sect}on 38 (2)
of the Pension Act be amended so that on the remarriage of the
pensioned widow, a dependent parent of a deceased member of the
forces would become eligible for the maximum rate upder §chedu:1e
“B” for dependent parents, even though pension is still being paid
on account of a child.

Clause 9:

This clause constitutes an amendment to section 42, a section which,
together with section 31, we have been seeking to have arr'lended for many
years. Our request has been based on many cases which indicate clearly that
a large number of pensioners and dependents have lost many thousands of
dollars because of the present restrictiveness of these two sections.

The Canadian Legion Therefore Recommends—

That clause 9 be amended by adding thereto a p'rovision.to amend
sections 31 and 42 of the Pension Act so that all disability pensions, when
granted become effective from the date of application, but in orde.r.to
allay fears of excessive awards going back to World War I Jgopardmmg
the chances of the applicant we suggest the following s'avmg clause:

“This provision shall not apply to claims granted prior to J anuary
1st, 1946, and no retroactive payments shall be made for a period
prior to that date”.

Clause 13:

This clause determines that the effective date of the increase in rates
shall be the first day of the month next following royal assent to the passage
of the bill. Our previous briefs have indicated these increases are long overdue.
The former Minister of Veterans’ Affairs advised us that it was 1fhe intention
of the government to have this legislation before parliament during .the 1960
session. The speech from the throne in November brought the fact of increases
closer to realization by announcing this pending legislation. We feel that the
unfortunate delay which has already occurred has been very costly to Canada’s
pensioners and their dependents.
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The Canadian Legion Therefore Recommends—

That clause 13 be amended by deleting the words “of the month
next following the day on which this act is assented to” and substituting
therefor the words “of January, 1961”.

In conclusion, may we again express our appreciation for improve-
ments to the Pension Act. We respectfully ask that our recommendations
receive the endorsement of this committee and we reiterate our request
for clarification as to how we may effectively present our other recom-
mendations concerning veterans’ legislation during this session of parlia-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Thompson. We will start with
the questioning if any members have questions.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Mr. Chairman, I want to direct the attention of the com-
mittee and the witnesses first to the top paragraph on page 2 where the brief
says “We appreciate that any delay in the passage of this bill will serve only
to deprive pensioners and their dependents of early financial benefits”, and so
on, and for that reason the Legion does not feel that perhaps it could take up,
without prejudice to the pensioners, the matters in the brief which they sub-
mitted to the government on December 12, 1960, with regard to the Pension
Act.

I simply wish to raise the point that I have been a member of this com-
mittee for a great number of years and I cannot recall any occasion when we
have been amending an act such as the Pension Act or the War Veterans
Allowance Act where by pressure of time, or a gun at the heads of the com-
mittee by reason of time, witnesses are precluded from an adequate opportunity
to tell us what should be in the bill which is not in the bill.

The Legion, therefore, apparently after consultation with the chairman,
have felt obliged under these peculiar circumstances to confine themselves to
the clauses of the bill. We all know that a much larger presentation in respect
of the needs for amendment of the Pension Act was contained in this brief of
December 12.

I say that this is unprecedented. I think invariably when we have had a
statute up for amendment we always felt free and time has not been so mini-
mized that they have had an opportunity to speak only on the clauses con-
tained in the bill. In the past they have had an opportunity to tell his com-
mittee the kind of clauses they believe should be added to the bill. I say that
this is unfortunate. I think that clause 13 with its rather peculiar wording is
the cause of this. As the Legion said, this legislation was announced as forth-
coming on November 16 in the speech from the throne. The resolution, I believe,
was introduced on December 12, the debate was adjourned, and only a couple
of days, I believe, were required on second reading. Other matters, which I
suggest were of less importance and perhaps under less of a time gun than this
appears to be, have been given plenty of time. I think this is unfortunate.

Also, I would like to draw to the attention of the committee clause 13,
which is the clause which sets out the effective date of payment and which,
of course, is what I call a pressure clause because the pensioners will lose a
month’s pension unless this committee finishes its work and then again that we
get a place on the agenda in the House of Commons and an appointment is
made with the Governor General for assent. All this has to be done prior to
March 1, otherwise 180 some odd thousand pensioners will lose one month’s
pension. I suggest this is unprecedented pressure.

3 When the rates were increased last in July of 1957 it was done in a very
51mpl(.e fashion in so far as the effective date was concerned. It could have been
done in a similar manner this time without this unusual clause 13. In 1957,

.|
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when the schedules were increased members of the committee, if they examined
the amending statutes of that date, will find that it was done, as I say, in a
most simple fashion which could have been done this time. The precedent is
there. On the schedule attached to the bill it just had three or four simple
effective words. It said that the rates are effective backwards to July 1, 1957.

Mr. PucH: What was the date of the original order?

Mr. BENIDICKSON: July 1, 1957, but the bill was presented in December,
1957. All that was required was a date set, not a date under pressure.

Mr. PucH: I thought there was an order in March, 1957, prior to July.

The CHAIRMAN: I think what you are referring to is there were arrange-
ments made in the estimates for that year.

Mr. PucH: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Is that not so, Mr. Benidickson?

Mr. BENTDICKSON: T have a copy here somewhere of the schedule. I looked
up the statute. At the top of the schedule you will find it says effective July 1,
1957.

Mr. CARTER: In this bill it is shown in that way in the old schedule,
“schedule A effective July 1, 1957”.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Yes. I am prepared to see if we can mgke progress,
Mr. Chairman, but I do say that this is quite contrary to anything we have
done in the past. As we know it is very infrequently that the Pensions Act
is opened up and it is only periodically and infrequentl‘y that the War Veterans
Allowance Act is opened up. This is not something which comes up every year.
Surely when a bill is before us for general debate that is tl}e time when
organizations should be free to speak with regard to deficiencies as well as
amendments in the bill.

Mr. Puch: I have a comment to make. So far as a time gun is concerngd
that does not apply. The brief presented by the Legion §hou1d be hgard in
full even if it takes a month or two. Everything in the t.nll about which the
Legion wishes to speak is listed in the brief. If the committee wapts to spend
a long time, I would be all in favour of it. I do not go alopg_wnh the 1de_a
put forward by Mr. Benidickson of a time gun. 1f indeed it is felt by this
committee that we cannot conclude this in time for royal assent by the efnd
of this month, then the committee can Very easily make a recommendation
to the house as to the date of payment. There is no reason V\(hy we car_mot
do that. We do not amend this Pension Act very often. The original hearings
were in 1951, then in 1957, and now in 1961.

The suggestion was made that the date of July 1, was set. It runs through
my mind that prior to June 10, 1957, the twenty per cept increase was
announced and that there would be changes in the Pension Act. It was
announced before it was brought before the House of Commons. In other
words, it was not heard until December, 1957, although the initial announce-
ment came in the spring of 1957 prior to going to the _cougtry for an election.
It goes right back. I would like to reiterate for the “chu‘d‘ time that we s'h01.11d
now spend all the time that is necessary to hear this brief without prejudice
to the date of payment to the veterans.

Mr. Crancy: I think this is a working committee and we should save
the political speeches for the floor of the house. Let us get on with it.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I wish to give my bengdxct}on to Mr.
Benidickson’s proposal and argument. That has been the practice in the past.
There is no necessity for me to repeat this and take the time of the commltt'ee.

d deal with the bill and then hear the Legion

I do suggest, however that we coul _ ;
, on the omissions in the bill before we pass the title. I think that would



62 STANDING COMMITTEE

enable us to deal with the whole subject in order and we have the time to
do that.

Mr. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I want to reply to what Mr. Pugh has said
about pressure. I think the facts speak for themselves in that regard. We sat
on Tuesday, Wednesday morning and now, this morning.

Some hon. MEmBERS: Would you speak up, please.

Mr. CARTER: I am talking about the pressure. Mr. Pugh said he was not
aware of any pressure.

Mr. PucH: I said no such thing.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: He said just the opposite, that he did not want to be
under any pressure.

Mr. CARTER: But we are under pressure—the fact that we are having
committee meetings in such rapid succession makes it almost impossible for
many of us to be present at all these meetings. They are unable to attend
them all when they come in such rapid succession.

Mr. BRooME: Why can they not? There are no other committees.
Mr. Forcie: There is. The broadcasting committee is sitting this morning.

Mr. CARTER: We would like to be in a position to attend all the meetings,
but I have a committee at 12.00 o’clock which clashes with this one.

There are a couple of other matters about which I would like to ask
Mr. Thompson, How does he reconcile the statement, on page 2:

We appreciate that any delay in the passage of this bill will serve
only to deprive pensioners—

with his recommendation at page 7, that the bill be made retroactive to the
1st of January, 1961. It seems to me that he is pessimistic that his recom-
mendation is not going to receive very favourable consideration. Do you feel
that way about it?

Then, at page 2 of the brief the question is raised as to the procedure
under which they could put before the committee those parts of the brief,
particularly these things they have listed here—the benefit of the doubt, retro-
active awards, and so on. That is the question to which Mr. Herridge addressed
himself. A ruling is required from the chairman as to when we are going to
deal with these things that are not particularly applicable to the present bill.

Mr. HERRIDGE: In order to clarify the situation, Mr. Chairman, I move that
the committee now proceed to deal with the bill before it, and then before
the title of the bill is passed, that they hear the further representations of the
Legion with respect to amendments to the Pension Act.

Mr. BrooME: I second the motion. :
Mr. BENIDICKSON: I am satisfied with that.

The CHAIRMAN: Just before we proceed with that I would like at least to
draw your attention to the fact that the only thing which has been referred
to us now is consideration of this bill. The steering committee have gone over
this matter and have suggested that the only briefs that should be presented
are those in connection with bill 67. I do not think we have authority to hold
up t}}e bill and to listen to other parts of the brief in connection with the
Pens1qn Act at this time. While I do not like to hear the word “pressure”,
there is no question about it but that we are anxious to get these amendments
through as soon as possible.

As I' have said before, they will be given an opportunity to bring up all the
matters in the other brief when the estimates are referred to us. I do not think
I can go any further than that. Even though you pass the motion which has
been made, as far as I am concerned, as chairman, I am going to try and hold
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the discussion to what has been referred to us at this time. I think I have the
steering committee’s authority for that, and I am of that same opinion.

Do you wish to say something, Mr. Forgie?

Mr. Forcie: Not on this, Mr. Chairman. s

Mr. CARTER: Are you ruling the motion in order?

The CHAIRMAN: Well, the point is, I do not think I can rule the motion out
of order. But, even though you pass the motion, I do not see how we can go
ahead and consider something not related with the bill. Possibly you could,
but I do not think that it would be good business to consider something at
this time which has not been referred to us for our consideration.

Mr. BrooME: I suggest the motion was simply to stop all this verbiage in
order to get on with the consideration of this brief as it applies to this bill.

The CHAIRMAN: I thought the motion was to the effect that we should
consider all the other matters in the Legion’s brief.

Mr. HERRIDGE: No, no.

I move now that the committee proceed to deal with the bill before it,
dealing with the amendments to the Pension Act, and then before passing the
title that we hear representatives from the Canadian Legion with respect to
further amendments to the Canadian Pension Act which they suggest.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, that covers their original brief. If I understand your
motion correctly, it would open it up so that all matters in connection with the
Act would be heard.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No, no.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, if I am mistaken, on that, I wish you would write
out your motion.

Mr. O’LEARY: Perhaps we could have it read back in the way that it
originally was presented.

Mr. HeRrIDGE: This will clarify the situation. The Legion mentions half
a dozen omissions. We can proceed to deal with those matters which concern
the bill, and in that way we will not get into the cross-fire and unnecessary
chatter. Then, at the conclusion, before passing the title, we could ask the
representatives of the Legion to deal with those matters mentioned in their
brief to the committee that they consider are omissions in the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN: You mean the brief brief?

Mr. HERRIDGE: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: You are not referring to the original brief?

Mr. HERRIDGE: No.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Herridge and seconded by
Mr. Broome that after we deal with this brief and consider the bill, we hear
the Legion concerning the items set out at page two, which they claim have
been left out of the amendments which they would like to have considered.
Am I right in my understanding of that?

Mr. CARTER: Does that mean that we recall the Legion at a later date?

The CHAIRMAN: Well, I thought if we could get along with this, that we
might hear them while they are here today? Would that be your thought?

Mr. HERRIDGE: I would think so.

Mr. RoGeRrs: I do not see any sense in the making of the motion. We have
a steering committee. We have outlined what the steering committee has said,
and I think it is just carrying out that function.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I would like to raise a question about the steering com-
mittee’s decision. A committee does not automatically do what a steering
committee recommends. I was a few minutes late in arriving at the Tuesday
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meeting, and I was going to ask the question as to whether or not the steering
committee reported and, if so, has this committee assented to or approved of
such report?

Mr. RoGers: Well, I think the chairman can outline what the steering
committee said.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I think I will entertain this motion. In this
way we will get along faster.

Mr. BrRooME: Just on a point of clarification, is Mr. Benidickson on the
steering committee?

The CHAIRMAN: No.

Will all those in favour of the motion please signify by saying yea?

Mr. BENIDICKSON: This is Mr. Herridge’s motion?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Now, the nays.

Yeas, 23; nays, 1.

The CHAIRMAN: I declare the motion carried.

Are there any further questions in connection with the Legion brief?

May I interrupt for just a moment at this time. The Canadian Legion said
that they would like to have a picture taken of the veterans affairs committee,
and the hour of eleven o’clock was mentioned. It is now a little after eleven
o’clock. They have a photographer here. Is it agreeable that I declare a recess
of five minutes so that this photograph can be taken?

Agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN: I declare a recess for five minutes.
—Whereupon the committee recessed.

—And the photograph having been taken, the committee resumed.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, are we ready to proceed now?

Mr. CARTER: I take it that the legion is satisfied with the general increase
of 20 per cent in the basic rates for dependents?

Mr. THoMPSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is very definitely so.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the parliamentary secretary
to the minister would give the explanation which was given in the committee
yesterday regarding clause 8 in the Legion’s representation in this connection?

Mr. JoNES: Mr. Chairman, in regard to that I would prefer, if the com-
mittee is agreeable, to continue with the hearing now that the Legion is here.
I will be pleased to report to the committee in respect of that particular point
at a later date, but I am not in a position at the moment to do so. I might
say that we have already started our investigations into that particular sub-
section and I hope to be able to report to this committee in respect of this
very shortly.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I thought that question was directed to the
Legion’s representation with respect to clause 8 as it appears on page 4 of the
brief.

The CHAIRMAN: I believe Mr. Speakman directed his question to Mr. Jones.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I beg your pardon. I would in that case like to direct the
question to Mr. Thompson; would he elaborate in regard to this suggested

al.fnendr.nent to clause 8, and give his reasons for the same. We had some
discussion in this regard yesterday.
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Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I take it
that the reference is to the recommendations in respect of clause 8 as they
appear on pages 4 and 5 of our brief?

Mr. HERRIDGE: That is right.

Mr. THOMPSON: The recommendation appearing on page 4 deals with
clause 8. It appears from a study of this that the lower rate for this group of
dependent parents is sufficient only because these are the dependent parents
of a serviceman who has died and has left a widow, or a widow and children,
and a pension is being paid on account of the widow, and in addition to the
widow there is a dependent parent or parents—in many instances the depend-
ent parent is able to live—in our experience, generally dependent mothers—
in the home with the widow and the children, and they manage—I say
“manage’—to get along on this small amount of money. However when the
widow remarries there exists an entirely different situation. From a space
point of view only, aside from any relationship within the home, or any prob-
lems that might arise, it makes the situation often impossible for the depend-
ent mother, or widowed mother to stay in the home, and she must seek
accommodation elsewhere. It seems to us only reasonable frqm a straight
financial point of view that the least that should be paid to her is the amount
that is being paid for an orphan child. Basically this rate was higher than for
the orphan child, but it is now less. We suggest that it should be at the rate
paid to an orphan child. We ask that the position be maintaingd as it was, that
the rate paid should be no less than that paid to the orphan ch_lld. The proposed
new rate is less than the proposed new rate for the orphan chlld._

In connection with our second recommendation; as I mentloned., on the
remarriage of the widow, often the mother has to seek accommodatlon else-
where; and because a pension is being paid on account of the child, under the
terms of the act, the pension commission is not permitted to pay that parent
the full dependent parent’s rate, which means they mus.t carry on under the
rates provided for by section 38(2). We feel in the first instance that the rate
should be at least that paid to the orphan child under the present rates. We
feel secondly that when the widow remarries, even if.there are c{uldren re-
ceiving the pension, this dependent parent should receive the maximum per-
mitted for a dependent parent and not the restricted rate under section 38(2).
Does that explanation answer your question?

Mr. HERRIDGE: Yes.

Mr. JoNES: I think the increase you suggest, Mr. Thompson, amounts to
35 per cent?

Mr. THOMPSON: Approximately that, yes.

Mr. CARTER: I am not quite clear on one point that Mr. Tpompson raised.
Are you suggesting, then, that under the circumstances outlined on page .5
the widow should then get a pension as of right? Are you.suggestl_ng that it
should be put in the group covering the widows who receive pensions as of
right?

Mr. THoMPSON: Mr. Carter, we are not talking about the widow on page
5 except in so far as she disappears from the pension rolls.

Mr. CARTER: No, Mr. Thompson, I am talking about the mother.

Mr. THomPsON: We suggest that the mother should then come under the
schedule for dependent parents rather than under the more restrictive rate
in section 38(2). We are asking that they be considered as other dependent
parents are now where no pension is paid to the widow. There is a ba‘r created
as a result of a pension being paid because of one chilgi. When that child grows
up and passes the pensionable age, the pension commission can then treat this
parent as a full dependent parent. We are asking that that bar be removed.
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We feel that because one or two children are receiving the pension it should
not prevent that person from being treated as other dependent parents are
treated.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Mr. Chairman, I am going back to the consideration
of the basic rate, because I think the information I seek would be useful to
the members of this committee and to the public who read the proceedings
of this committee. I want to refer Mr. Thompson to page 3 of the brief presented
December 12. There is a table contained there entitled “A review of disability
pensions and other related rates”. These tables show what the 100 per cent
disability pension would be over a span of years, the years being from 1920
to 1960. I was wondering if Mr. Thompson could make arrangements to add
to that table an additional column on the right indicating what the rates would
be, under a heading such as: “After.the rates of this bill become effective”.
If those new rates were put in there I think it would be very useful to anyone
studying these discussions. I think it would be useful to have a record of the
progression of pension rates after the various amendments have taken place.
It would be very useful to have one column showing the rates as they would
appear in the new schedules.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman and Mr. Benidickson, we would be very
pleased to do that for you.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr. Thompson could inform
the committee what the practice has been in the past with respect to making
pensions payable retroactively owing to delay in the pension commission
procedures?

The CHAIRMAN: I believe the recommendation is that it should be retro-
active to January 1, 1946. That is your recommendation, is it not?

Mr. THOMPSON: Do I understand, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Herridge wishes
us to explain the reason for asking for this change in section 31 in respect
of its being retroactive to the date of application?

Mr. HERRIDGE: Yes, that is right; and could you also tell us your experience
in the past in that connection?

Mr. THoMPSON: Mr. Chairman and Mr. Herridge, in that connection we
have experienced many cases where people have lost hundreds of dollars
through delays in adjudication, through administrative errors; errors where
a file has been misplaced or misfiled; where there has been a letter acknowl-
edging the application but for some reason no action has been taken, where
the commission has come to a decision that is unfavourable, and where the
person may not have proceeded beyond that application. Many people have
expressed the view that if an individual did not proceed further, having
received an unfavourable decision, and knowing his rights to proceeds further,
that it is his own fault. I think that you will agree with me, however, that the
ordinary man who receives a letter from Ottawa on official letterhead telling
him that he is not entitled to a pension because his record does not support
a claim, feels it futile to proceed further.

We have three current instances which support this argument. In one
case a man served for six years in England and northwest Europe. In May,
1956, he was granted entitlement for chronic bronchitis and emphysema. This
was a recorded two-fifths aggravated entitlement. The assessment was 60 per
cent, and the entitlement 25 per cent. On December 7, 1960, following a
Canadian Legion submission, the commission ruled that the condition was not
reco‘rded; not obvious, and they granted a full entitlement. The man is now
getting 100 per cent. In this case the commission have said that they were
bound by section 31, and they could not go back. As a result, this man lost
four-and-a-half years pension through what we believe was a wrong decision
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initially, but the commission unfortunately did not have the power to go back
and rectify it.

There is another case of a man, who in 1951 sent in a medical certificate
which was received by the department and placed in the file and no action
was taken. He ultimately was given entitlement in 1960, effective from 1959.
Here is a man who lost eight years’ pension because a document was received
but was not followed up and no action was taken.

There is another case which is a rather sad one because it is a nervous
condition. This man served overseas and had three years’ service. In 1943 the
commission ruled prepsychosis, not aggravated. In 1951 the commission ruled,
psychoneurosis, pre-enlistment, not aggravated. In 1952 the commission ruled
epilepsy post-discharge, not attributable, and in 1953 the appeal board ruled
psychoneurosis, pre-enlistment, not aggravated. We obtained leave to reopen
his case on January 9, 1959 and entitlement was granted on January 16, 1959,
effective 12 months prior. This man has now full entitlement, assessed at 100
per cent. This man has lost 15 years’ pension and treatment. We feel that the
act should be amended so that the pension should date back to the date of
application. There are many other cases which have resulted in hardship. But,
even when we have proved hardship, the pension commission can now only
go back a certain number of years. Pensions in these cases can only be made
retroactive for three years under the act, and we believe there is an:xple
evidence to show there is a need for the act to be amended so that the pensions
will date back to the date of application.

Mr. PucH: Does the pension commission rule the pension payable from
the date of application, or from the date of adjudication?

Mr. ANDERSON: Are you asking that question of me?

The CHAIRMAN: There is difficulty in hearing here.

Mr. PuGH: Then I shall stand up. Do I take it that normally it woul'd be
the date of decision but there are circumstances, as Mr. Thompson pointed
out, where it is made retroactive?

Mr. ANDERSON: Normally it would be the date of decision, but t.here are
circumstances under which it can be made retroactive up to a maximum of
three years. o

Mr. PucH: For example, a man applies for pension, makes an application,
and there is a decision made by the court in the first instance and a pension
is granted. When does the pension come into effect—at what date?

Mr. ANDERSON: The date of application, or 12 months prior to it, as set out
in section 31. _

Mr. PucH: Then I take it that in the brief the Legion are putting forward
they are asking that where there is an appeal the pension can be made payable
from the date of the application. In other words, in the Legion brief, where a
Pensioner makes application and, in the first instance, has been turned doyvn
and then he proceeds with an appeal, at that stage they want the pension
granted back to the date of the application. You are limited now to three
years or is it one year?

Mr. ANDERSON: Three years maximum. ’

Mr. Smrta (Lincoln): Is it the intention of the Legion that this should
be effective just for new entitlements, or do they want it retroactive to entitle-
ments granted last year and the year before? .

The CHAIRMAN: You will see that, on page 7, they want it to go back to
January, 1946.

Mr. Smrra (Lincoln): Do they want cases included that were granted last
Yyear and the year before, or is it just new entitlements?

24634-8—2
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The CHAIRMAN: What you want to know is if they are asking that cases
that have been decided would be re-opened?

Mr. SMmiTH (Lincoln): That is right.

Mr. THOMPSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman, the cases that have been ruled on
now. For instance, here is the case of a man whose pension was lost for 15
years. The bulk or large portion of the pension claims have now been ad-
judicated on, but there are many more to come in. We have been asking for
this for many years, and it would be our feeling that if this were to ac-
complish what we have asked, that you would have to go over these cases and
rectify these injustices and financial losses that have taken place over the
years.

Mr. O’LeEaRY: Right back?

Mr. THOMPSON: Yes, to 1946.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: I think your recommendation is good and I say that for
two reasons, in that it would certainly do away with any possibility of delay in
dealing with cases or any carelessness in handling of documents and so forth.
This could well be considered, if not in this bill then in any future amendments
that come to be discussed.

Mr. STEWART: I was wondering, would this recommendation put a time
limit on applications? The saving clause only deals with claims granted. It does
not say anything about applications made prior to 1946.

The CHAIRMAN: Have you any remarks on that, Mr. Thompson?
Mr. THoMPSON: I am not just clear about it.

Mr. STEWART: The words used are ‘“claims granted”. What about an
- application that has been made and which was refused? It would not be
covered under that saving clause, would it?

Mr. THOoMPSON: Our view on that is that it would only be effective where a
claim has been granted. The reason this was put in was because it has been
said one reason that this cut-off date on pensions was implemented in the first
place was because there were great amounts of money building up and this
might have an adverse effect on applicants’ cases. So, in order to offset that,
we suggested this date. Now, any date could be chosen but it seemed to us that
January 1, 1946, represented a date when the majority of World War II dis-
charges were beginning to be adjudicated upon. We felt that if this did not
apply to claims granted prior to January 1, 1946, then this would prevent the
objection of great sums in some cases going back to World War I. But we
feel that it should apply to all cases granted subsequent to January 1, 1946.

Mr. STEWART: Assuming an application was made prior to January, 1946,
would this apply? s

Mr. TaompsoNn: I think the last part of our recommendation states: “No
retroactive payments shall be made for a period prior to that date.” I think that
covers that.

Mr. BRoomE: Mr. Chairman, I have already had the answer to one of my
questions, why the Legion picked the year 1946. My second question would be: if
you felt that it might prejudice the pensioner’s case if he went back to World
War I, do you think that this might also apply, in that now you are asking
that at this point you will go back 15 years; and five years from now you will
bﬁ g0oing back 20 years. So you might be working yourself into a future posi-
tion where you will be prejudicing the applicant’s case. My third question is
tl.xat, according to the chairman of the pension commission, the pension commis-
slon can go back three years. But, in Legion experience, do they go back three
years or do you have to prove hardship before they go back three years? In
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other words, does it go back three years as of right, or do you have to put in
proof of negligence, let us say, on the part of the staff of the government before
the government will go back three years?

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think it is the government decides this. It is the
commission.

Mr. BRooOME: When the pension commission staff decides to go back three
years, is it because of hardship, extreme hardship, and exceptional circumstances,
or is it as a matter of right that they go back that far?

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, to deal with Mr. Broome’s first question,
the date fixed, January 1, 1946, was selected many years ago. I have not the
year right at my fingertips when this proposal was first put forward by the
Legion. It was as a result of a lot of thought by our committees and council and
they felt it was the date they should recommend.

Mr. BRooMmE: This was a number of years ago?

Mr. THOMPSON: It was a number of years ago, that is how the date was
arrived at—after consideration by our committees. In answer to the second ques-
tion, whether we felt going back that far would jeopardize claims, it had been
said these large amounts did jeopardize some claims. This is something which
is very much a matter of opinion and we find it hard to believe that any govern-
ment agency, is appointed and paid by the state, would take the stand that
they would refuse a veteran, or dependent of a veteran, a pension because
there was a lump sum of money involved. This proposal, if you like, was put
forward as a compromise. At present we do not feel that this date, January,
1946, would prejudice any claims because we have not the heart tq bglieve
any government agency would set itself up as a watch-dog on this if the
legislators did not do so when the legislation was passed. :

In connection with the third question, the provision made under section 31
is that if the time between application and decision is less than 12'mo.nths, then
the effective date may be that of the decision or the date of apphggtmq. If the
time elapsing between the date of application and the date of. decision is more
than 12 months, then it may be the date of decision or a period of 12 months
prior thereto. That is where 12 months of that three years is used.gp. It must
be over 12 months before it can be retroactive 12 months. In addition t_o that
We have a provision for an additional six months, in cases of hardship a_nd
even in this case of fifteen years I mentioned, it is still six months. The section
says: ‘

Notwithstanding any limitation contained in this section, the Com-
mission may, in its discretion, make an additional aW'fu'd .not exceeding
an amount equivalent to an additional six months’ pension in cases where
it is apparent that hardship and distress might otherwise ensue.

So we have the first twelve months, and then we have _si_x mont.hs, for
hardship, and the provision in subsection (3) for an additional eighteen
months. . k :
Notwithstanding any limitations contained in _th1s segtlon, the
Commission may, in its discretion, in respect of service durmg.World
War II, make an additional award not exceeding an amount equivalent
to an additional eighteen months’ pension where, through 'dglays‘in
securing service or other records, or thrpugh other adm1mstrat}ve
difficulties, beyond the applicant’s control, it is apparent than an in-

justice might otherwise ensue.
You, Mr. Broome, referred to our experience. We have had cases where,

there have been six to eight years involved. We have cases where thz'ere has
€en an outright error on the part of someone in the government service and
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the commission, when granting entitlement, has automatically made full use
of the additional six months and the 18 months and, in some cases, we have
to ask for the six months and go back again and ask for the additional 18
months.

It seems to us when errors are committed, where there is an oversight
in the evidence and so on, that it could be taken as an administrative difficulty
beyond the applicant’s control. But the commission, by and large, do not agree
with us on this point. Consequently, it is most unusual to obtain retroactivation
under 31(2) and 31(3).

Mr. JonEgs: I was wondering if you would care to comment in connection
with this, and on the allied problem of a person who was not able, through
lack of knowledge, to make an application.

I recall a recent case of a lady in New York, whose husband was killed
in World War I. She did not know that she was entitled to a pension, although
she was; and she made an application. I think it was last year, for the first
time. She made an application for the first time in connection with her husband’s
death in the First World War. Have you any comments to make on a situation
like that?

Mr. THompsoN: I do not know the particulars of that case, Mr. Jones,
other than as you have stated them. I do not know what you would like
particularly to have by way of a comment.

This would seem to be a very exceptional situation, because normally
she would be notified. If they were married, and an additional allowance was

being paid during the service, she would normally have been notified. I do
not know how this came about.

Mr. Jones: I suppose for clarification I might ask this; have you any
comments as to why you set the date of application as being the effective date?

Mr. THomPSON: In this case the death of the man would surely have
constituted an application, to the pension commission. The application would
be the entry on departmental documents.

Surely the official record of the man’s death in service would constitute
an application for a widow’s pension under commission policy.

Mr. WEICHEL: I am of the same opinion as expressed by Mr. Speakman.

I believe this change would certainly do away with any unnecessary delays,
errors, and so on. \

Mr. CARTER: Coming back to what Mr. Speakman and Mr. Weichel have
said, I agree completely that something like this is necessary. But I do not
agree with Mr. Speakman’s suggestion that we should shelve this until the
Pension Act comes before us again, because that might not be before three
or four years time, and would only be compounding the problem Mr. Thompson
described.

If we are going to do anything about this, I think we should at least
incorporate a recommendation in our report at the present time.
The CHARMAN: Now, Mr. Kennedy

Mr. KENNEDY: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question of Mr.
Thompson. Going back to 1946, in reviewing cases, would they include deceased
veterans who died in the interim period? I ask this because there are some
of those cases, and to make it fair, they still have dependents. Others may not
h§ve dependents, but the payment will go to their estate, because their children
might have become of age in the meantime. That is just a thought.

Mr. THoMPsoN: In this connection, in answer to Mr. Kennedy, it would
seem to us, in fairness, if there are dependents, that this is money which, had

A”_ﬂ\



VETERANS AFFAIRS 71

the claim been handled and been ruled upon as we feel it should have been—
this is money that the man’s dependents would have had the advantage of.
Therefore we would feel it should go to the dependents.

But in the case of the man with no dependents, as unpaid pension does not
form part of that man’s estate; there would be no question of pension moneys
being paid into the estate for the benefit of someone else.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Rogers.

Mr. RoGeRs: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Thompson if he can
tell us when this act was amended, with regard to the retroactive date? Was
it so stated originally in the Pension Act to that effect?

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps, Mr. Anderson could answer the question? You
have asked Mr. Thompson. Do you care to answer?

Mr. THOMPSON: I believe the date was 1936, but I would have to check
this. In any event it was prior to World War IL. It has been suggested at other
times that the Legion was a party to the change. In fairness I must admit that
the record shows this to be so, but neither the government of the day nor the
Legion had any thought at that time that World War II was going to break
out in a few years time and create a whole new group of pensioners.

Mr. Rogers: I wondered why the Legion made that recommendation at
that time.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall we now pass on to item 13 of the brief.

Mr. HERRIDGE: For the information of these members of the committee
who may not have had an opportunity to deal with this question throughout
the years, I wonder if Mr. Thompson could inform us—or possibly the c‘hai?-
man of the Canadian Pension Commission—just what has been the practice in
recent years by way of amendments to the act, and to the rate of disability
pensions?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Herridge, Mr. Thompson did not hear your question.

I take it your question was this: What has been the praf:tice with amendment:
to the Pension Act in the past as to the effective date of increase? Is that right?

Mr. HERRIDGE: Yes, when was the pension made payable.

Mr. THOMPSON: I think the chairman of the pension commission could
answer your question more accurately, because we have been more concerned
with the date than with when the actual payments went into effect.

Mr. T. D. ANDERSON (Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission): As you
know, Mr. Chairman, as has been pointed out previously, the last amendment_s
came into effect as of July 1. I think the legislation was not adopted u.ntll
the fall. Normally T think it has been the practice to put amendments into
effect as of the date the bill receives royal assent.

The CHAIRMAN: It is a matter of policy over which we do not have very
much control.

Mr. ANDERSON: That is true.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Yes, I was simply seeking information, and trying to bring
out information which I already knew.

The CHAIRMAN: Are we ready to go back?

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Mr. Chairman, the committee certainly has a lo.t to say
as to the style of clause. I think again that it has somejchin.g to do w115h par-
liamentary origin, and that it is fairly unusual to find this kind of proviso.

The CHAIRMAN: It is not very unusual at all. You have a perfect right to

raise your argument in the house. We may put in a recommer}dation, apd you
have a perfect right to bring it up and say as much as you wish about it.



72 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. BENIDICKSON: It is certainly not going to be a recommendation of this
committee.

Mr. Forgie: There is nothing to prevent this committee from making this
recommendation.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think so.

Mr. BroomEe: I doubt if Mr. Benidickson has had too much experience in
connection with increases to the disability pension, because when he was on
the government side, they were not giving any.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: If it is just a matter of information, I may indicate to
the Hon. Member who has just spoken that he is completely wrong. The last
change that was made is outlined on page 2221 of Hansard for March 14, 1957.
It was announced in the budget of Mr. Harris; and it was previously increased
in 1951, and if you want to refer to it—

Mr. SPEAKMAN: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, we are dealing here
with a specific bill, and we are not going to go back into history.

The CHAIRMAN: Order, order. I am not going to permit any arguments. It
is a matter of record for every member. I do not think it is a matter which
should be argued in this committee at all. In fact, I do not think it should
have been raised. I think there has been enough said about it to put it on the
record.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I am perfectly satisfied, Mr. Chairman, when you say
that this is a kind of thing which should not have been raised by the member
from Vancouver, when he suggested that I had no knowledge, when on the
government side, of increases in pensions, because there had not been any.

The CHAIRMAN: I said I did not think this question should be raised.

Mr. PucH: Mr. Herridge asked a question as to the experience with this.
The only question I would ask is answered on the record, as of March, 1957.
There was a date set for payment at that time.

The CHAIRMAN: If you look at the record, you will find it there.

Mr. STEWART: There was no date set for payment. It was a forecast in the
budget.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: Yes. The record from which I read goes on to say that
the increased payment would be made as from July first, and that the total cost
would be about $25 million for the full year.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we might go back now and take up those points
referred to under Mr. Herridge’'s motion. The first one is the benefit of the
doubt. Are there any questions? I think we had a pretty good debate on that
in the house. But there may be some question.

Mr. HErRRIDGE: I think it would possibly be more informative and to the
advantage of people reading the record, for Mr. Thompson to deal with each
one, to give us a short history of the experience with it, and the reason or
the purpose of the amendment. I think a person reading the record would then
understand it better than if there were just our questioning of various officers.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you wish to do that? Under Mr. Herridge’s motion,
Vfrhen we have finished with the other parts of your brief, the committee would
like to hear from you on the points you have mentioned that are not in the
amendments. Would you prefer to do it now, or later on when you come back?

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I shall try
to comply with your request as briefly as possible, but at the same time I
shall try to give you a rounded picture.

i
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I would like to say in this regard that we did not come here this morning
with any summarised presentation on these points, so I hope that we may keep
strictly to the points; but if we do not, you will realize that it is because you
have gone a step further than was anticipated.

In connection with benefit of the doubt, I think we made it clear the
other day to the government, in this brown covered brief, dated December 12,
1960, which was presented to the Prime Minister and the cabinet.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: I do not want to interrupt Mr. Thompson, except in an
attempt perhaps to facilitate our discussion here. Mr. Thompson indicated in
his blue covered brief—the one he read this morning—that some of these items
he felt, because of the shortage of time, or because of the schedule which he
thought he was facing, he would not deal with in today’s brief. They are
recited on page 2.

He said that he felt some of these required statutory changes, and that
others were difficulties which could be corrected simply by changes in ad-
ministrative practice.

Now, in so far as the time proviso is concerned, I think we should consider
possible statutory changes while the bill is up for amendment this year, because
it may not be up again for a year or two.

I wonder if Mr. Thompson would indicate which of these steps are steps
with which his recommendations could be carried out without statutory change?

Mr. THoMmPsoN: Well, Mr. Chairman, that is a difficult question to answer
with accuracy, because we have found from experience that things which we
felt could be changed by a change of ﬁolicy or interpretation, were not always
possible to obtain in that manner. With regard to the benefit of the doubt, we
have tried for years to change the pensions commission’s policy and attitude,
and we have now reached the point where we feel, in all fairness, that we
have exhausted every means at our disposal of convincing them on this ques-
tion of the benefit of the doubt. They have given a lot of thought to this and
have been quite frank in their discussions with us.

We now come to a point where it seems to us there is a need for some
legislative change, but we do not see how you could spell this out any more
clearly than section 70 already does. We do feel, however, that there is a
need for something and if we cannot convince them of the need for a change
in policy then there must be a change in legislation although we cannot
suggest what form it should take.

I think that forty of the members in the house have referred to the benefit
of doubt and the minister made certain references to it. This is one of the
things on which we felt there may be changes taking place on the part of the
commission’s attitude and that a legislative change may not bg necessary. This
is one of the points we had in mind when we said “We reahzg that sorpe_of
these problems may be remedied by a change in Canadian pension commission
interpretation or policy”. We say we feel it is the government’s responsibility
to remedy them one way or the other. This is something we fgel m1_ght be
accomplished without a legislative change, although our experience 1s that
Some change is necessary.

On the other hand, retroactive awards is something that, no {natter how
much the pension commission might want to grant_these I_'etroactlve awz}rdS,
the act definitely ties their hands. This is something which very definitely
Would require a legislative change. Joals

' Previously today I have outlined a few of the cases wk}lch illustrate the
problem. In some instances there has been a letter on file which has been mis-
placed. In other cases it has just taken a long time to establish the claim, Many
of these claims do take a lot of medical review, and so on, before they are estab-
lished. I think it is true to say that the very nature of them makes it difficult
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to clear them up. The open'and shut gun-shot wound is simple to get adjudica-
tion on, but many of these others do take time. We feel that the time involved
in this should not count against the applicant. We feel the applicant should not
suffer by this. This is one of the items we feel would need a definite legislative
change.

Mr. BENIDICKSON: The rigidity is in respect of the twelve months. Is that
correct? The commission has discretion in so far as the effective date of the
pension is concerned but only within a period of twelve months.

Mr. THOMPSON: In the normal situation if it is more than twelve months
between the time of the application and the decision they can go back twelve
months, and then in the case of proven hardship the commission may—not
must—go back another six months, and then a further eighten months. There is
a total of three years at the outside.

Mr. RogeERs: Do you think that if they went back to 1946 it might create
a lot of problems.

] Mr. THOMPSON: Do you mean in connection with retroactive awards? I do
not doubt that a lot of complications would be created. I think that these
would boil this down to a simple case of clerical arithmetic, or accounting
machines, this kind of computation is not sufficient to deprive somebody of
something which they should have. We admit there would be complications.
We think, however, that the principle is important that these people have lost
many years of pension and that a provision should be made to give it to them.

The next one which we believe would need a legislative change is the
conditions not recorded on enlistment referred to on page 15 of our December
brief. We set forth our case on pages 15 and 16 and on page 17 we have our
specific recommendation. We suggest:

That section 13(1) (a) of the Pension Act be amended so that, where
a pension applicant who served in an actual theatre of war is found to
have a disability resulting from an injury or a disease not recorded on
medical examination prior to enlistment, such injury or disease shall
be presumed to have occurred or had its inception subsequent to
enlistment. ;

Our experience is that in many cases the pension commission will rule
that there was a pre-enlistment condition of which there is no evidence.
Sometimes a man makes a statement during his service or even afterward and
this is taken as evidence of the existence of a condition prior to enlistment. I
remember a case of a man who developed chronic appendicitis. While he was
being treated by the doctor when he was in the service he said that his
stomach would get upset whenever he ate meat. The commission said that
this was evidence of a pre-enlistment condition. That same week there was
another case involving a chronic duodenal ulcer where a man had given a
similar statement. The commission ruled in his case that the statement was
evidence of a pre-enlistment ulcer. There is also the case where the man had
repeated something that his mother had told him. We do not think that the
pension commission should accept as evidence that his mother told him that he
‘had had rheumatic fever during his childhood; his mother was not a doctor. We
'suggest that it is unfair that the commission accepts this as evidence against
the applicant when it will not accept it as evidence for the applicant. We feel
this section should be amended to clarify this situation in order to give the
applicant the benefit which the legislators intended he should have. This

definitely would need a legislative change and we have suggested the change
on page 17 of our December brief.
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On the matter of the renewal hearings, this is another one that would need a
legislative change. This is on page 20 of our December brief. Take the case
of a man who may have had a ruling on flat feet. He goes to appeal, there is an
appeal board decision, and subsequently he has a claim for a heart condition.
This claim for the heart condition may be very valid; but as the act is now
written and interpreted it is necessary for that applicant first of all to obtain
leave to reopen, through the commission, before that claim for the second
condition can be considered. Our experience has been that there has been no
great difficulty—the commission has been most cooperative in granting leave
to reopen on new conditions. It does create a delay, however, because the case
must be prepared, heard, ruled on, and then we are faced with these time
restrictions on the decision. Therefore, we feel this is an unnecessary ad-
ministrative hurdle to be faced by an applicant. We certainly can appreciate
the merit of the provision that you must get leave to reopen when you want to
reopen an old condition, but it seems to us that a new condition not dealt
with before should not need to go over this hurdle.

This would need a definite legislature change. We make our recommenda-
tion on page 21 of the December brief:

The Canadian Legion therefore recommends an amendment to the
Pension Act to provide for veterans to claim entitlement by way of
renewal hearings on any condition not adversely ruled on by an appeal
board.

Mr. CARTER: You do not mean new everything. You mean new physical
condition?

Mr. THOMPSON: A completely new condition.

The next matter is the increase in clothing allowance. This is set out in
section 30 of the Pension Act. It is referred to on page 21 of our December
brief. At that time we asked that the rate be increased. Again this would need
a change in the legislation because the amount is spelled out in the act.

That there is the question of gratuity for World War I decorations, the
distinguished service medal and the military medal. I understand this is paid
by the commission. Possibly the chairman of the commission would correct
me if I am wrong, but I believe it is not paid under statute but rather under
some other provision.

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.

Mr. THOMPSON: So this would not require a change in the legislation.

Mr. RoGERS: What is the payment in respect of the M.M. and the D.S.M.?

Mr. ANDERSON: I do not have that at the moment. I will obtain the infor-
mation for you.

Mr. THOMPSON: The next item is the composition of appeal boards. This
is referred to on page 22 of our December brief. The first part of our recom-
mendation in our December brief is that all appeal board.s be composed of
one lawyer, one doctor and one layman. This is a point wlpch we feel can be
remedied by a commission policy change. We realize in this regard that t}}ey
do have certain problems. We do feel that the difficulties are capable of being
surmounted because, we believe it is better to have an appeal board composed
of one doctor, one lawyer and one layman.

Mr. HERRIDGE: What do you consider a layman?

Mr. THOMPSON: In the sense of not being a doctor or lawyer.

Mr. HERRIDGE: A very excellent definition.

Mr. Rogers: I believe the board here in Ottawa generally is compr1§ed
of a medical officer, a lawyer and a layman, is it not? Is 1.t not on the travelling
boards that the situation arises of which you are speaking?
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Mr. ANDERSON: This is the ideal we try to accomplish whenever we can.
Mr. WeicHEL: Do the M.M.’s from the first war receive a payment?
Mr. ANDERSON: No, they do not.

Mr. THOMPSON: On the point of the composition of the board the balance
of the board is something which we feel does not need any legislative change,
but there is a legislative change which we have recommended under that
heading of composition of appeal boards. It is:

That the Pension Act be amended to prohibit a commissioner from
sitting on an appeal board for pension entitlement in any case in which
he has either dictated, signed or otherwise dealt with an earlier decision.

We feel it is unfair for an applicant to appear before an appeal board
and be faced with the decision will he let this commissioner hear his case
who would be barred by statute from hearing it unless he waived his right
to object. This can delay the case from three months up to six months, and
in the case of Newfoundland it sometimes can be longer. This is a very unhappy
position for the man to be placed in.

We also believe that every commissioner, as the Act provides, who deals
with a case should have his name listed on the record, and he should not be
considered as eligible for sitting on appeal. Brig. Melville, former chairman
of the pension commission, a short while before his retirement outlined to
this committee the procedure used in the board room. Our observations would
indicate that in many instances commissioners do deal with cases and their
names do not appear on the record. We suggest that this is not in compliance
with the provisions of the Act. In fairness to the applicant, we feel that his
advocate should know who is eligible and who is not, and that the pension
commission should comply with the Act and list these names.

In our brief of December 12, 1960 we recommended:

(a) That the pension commission be forced to comply with section
66 of the Act, and place on the file of the applicant the names of all
commissioners dealing with the case, including any commissioner
dictating a decision.

(b) That the Pension Act be amended to prohibit a commissioner
from sitting on an appeal board for pension entitlement in any case
in which he has either dictated, signed, or otherwise dealt with an
earlier decision.

Then, the final point we listed on page two of our brief—pension commis-
sion directives and instructions. We refer to that at page 25 of our December
brief, and we say: |

- Section 8 of the Pension Act authorizes the commission to make
regulations in respect of procedure to be followed in ajudication of
claims. This section reads as follows: ‘“With the approval of the governor
in council, the commission has power to make regulations not inconsistent
with this Act in respect of the procedure to be followed in matters
coming before the commission or any appeal board thereof for
adjudication.”

To the best of our knowledge the pension commission does not
issue regulations under this section of the act. The commission does,
however, issue directives or instructions having the effect of regulations
which have a direct bearing on applications submitted under the Act.
From time to time the pension commission sends copies of certain
of these directives and instructions to the Canadian Legion, but the
Legion has never been able to obtain copies of all of these documents.
The Canadian Legion firmly believes that it is not possible for us, as
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representatives of applicants, to properly advise on pension applications
and to prepare effective submissions if we are not fully aware of all
the law and interpretation of it by the body adjudicating on the applica-
tions. In order to alleviate this condition, the Canadian Legion recom-
mends that the pension commission be compelled to abide by the act
and issue their regulations as provided for in section 8.

Gentlemen, that covers all the points we have. With your approval, and
for the purpose of clarification, I would like to say that while the Canadian
Legion, in some respects, appears to be very critical of the pension commission
from what is being said here this morning, I would like to make it clear that
we also appreciate the co-operation we receive from the commission. I think
it is part of the democratic right we all enjoy to agree to disagree. There are
some of these points which we have just outlined on which we do not see
eye to eye with them, and we feel they should be remedied by either a change
in policy or legislation.

Mr. ForRGIE: Mr. Chairman, in the last paragraph on page 6, under clause
13, we find these words:

The former Minister of Veterans Affairs advised us that it was the
intention of the government to have this legislation before parliament
during the 1960 session.

My question is this: On what date did the Minister advise him in regard
to the introduction of this legislation?

The CHAIRMAN: I think you will find the Minister’s answer in last year’s
statement before the committee.

Mr. ForGie: Yes, I know, but I would like to hear it from Mr. Thompson.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, I have not the specific date as to when the
Minister said this. As you all know, he said that before this committee on
April 7, 1960, when he said:

I am well acquainted with this editorial in the Legionary. I am
not denying what I said there. I told the president of th.e Car}achan
Legion when he visited our officers: “That it is not our intention to
make any amendment this year to the Pension Ac’g. Wg plan to 'have
it before us at the next session of parliament, at which time we will go

very thoroughly into all phases of it.”

I do not have the date he actually said this.

Mr. Forcie: Is that date within your knowledge, and, if so, can you pro-
duce it?

The CHaRMAN: Does it actually make any particular difference?

Mr. Forcie: It would just satisfy my curiosity.

Mr. BroomE: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Thompson, in con-
nection with his criticisms of the pension commission, whether the commis§ion
recently has not been taking corrective steps for some qf these complau.lts.
Are some of the things about which you complain improving? I'am _referrlng
particularly to problems in connection with documents and directives, and
also in connection with the composition of appeal boards, and Whethfzr a real
effort is not being made to set up an appeal board which‘wguld satisfy your
request. I am not holding a brief for the pension commission, but I really
believe they are trying to go along with you as far as they po_s§1bly can, con-
sidering the amount of power they have. Are you in a position to confirm
that?
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Mr. THoMmPSON: We do know from what the commission has told us that
they do try to avoid this difficulty in connection with the composition of the
appeal board, the unfavourable complaints and so on; however, it may be
that their numbers are too small.

Mr. BrooME: Do you recommend more pension commissioners?

Mr. THomPsoN: It is not our place to do so, but if that is what is neces-
sary, it might provide the answer. For years information on appeal board
sittings was distributed, and the commission gave us a copy of that, showing
the names. The last ones which came out did not have the names listed and
we did not know what the composition was. It may have been that at the
time of getting them out, the personnel had not been set. However, I do know
that the commission are making an earnest effort to keep this balance,
wherever possible. I know it is a problem.

Mr. BRooME: In connection with “the benefit of the doubt” clause we,
through the Legion brief, have pointed out that nearly 50 per cent of cases
heard at appeal in the fiscal year 1958-59 were successful. The inference that
can be made from that is that the original hearing must have been open to
criticism, if half the decisions were wrong.

I was wondering whether the chairman of the pension commission might
comment on that. Possibly it was a case of additional evidence. Would that
have a large bearing on this?

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes.
Mr. BrooMmE: Well, this is rather a damaging indictment.

Mr. AnDERsON: Well, I would dispute that statement. Personally, I feel
it is a good thing if, ultimately, the individual receives a pension. It indicates
that up until that time he has not been able to establish his claim, and it may
well be that realizing that he ultimately may have to go to appeal he wants
to keep a little bit of ammunition back for the appeal and, therefore, does
not give us all the information at hearing stage. It could indicate that. It also
could indicate that for other reasons, perhaps, he has not been able to present
all the information. But, when it comes to appeal—and this is the significant
thing about appeals—he knows he is at the end of the road, and realizes that
he must provide the commission with every bit of evidence that he can find
to support his claim. I think that is the basic reason why a high percentage
are granted. Also, added to that is the fact that he appears before the mem-
bers who are sitting on the board, and they say: This is a nice, straightforward
type of individual; he has been a good soldier, and we are convinced he is
right. All these things add up to increase the number of pensions that are
granted at the appeal board level. As I say, I.think it is a good thing and
not a bad thing.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions you wish to ask Mr.
Thompson?

Mr. Rocers: Do you find that the records of the second world war veterans
are better than the first?

Mr. HERRIDGE: I presume he is speaking about the written records and
not the records?

Mr. RoGeERs: I am talking about the medical records—service records.

Mr. ANDERSON: Yes, there is no doubt about that.

Mr. THOMPSON: I agree. There is no doubt about that. We still are

faced with the situation were the good soldier often has something missing

fr_orr_x his record that you need to complete his claim, and this works against
his interests.
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The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Thompson. Reverend Anderson had to
leave earlier, and we also thank him for his attendance.

Gentlemen, we now have been sitting nearly two hours and I think it
is time to adjourn.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: I so move, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: We still have to go over several sectlons of the Act. We
will have with us on Monday the Amps, and Tuesday we will have another
organization. I would like to have as good a turnout as possible on Monday,
and I think ten-thirty is as early as we can have our meeting. This meeting
is at the request of Mr. Bell, and this was the only date they could get here.

I would ask that you all make an effort to be here for the Amps’
presentation. Perhaps we will have time to consider some of the sections. Then,
on Tuesday, we will hear the other organization. Those are the only organiza-
tions from which I have heard. Perhaps we could wind this up and be ready
to work on our report at the end of Tuesday’s meeting.

I do not think it is necessary that we sit tomorrow. Is any member of
that opinion?

Mr. HERRIDGE: I move that the committee accept your suggestion and sit
on Monday.

The CHAIRMAN: All right. The meeting will be at ten-thirty.

Now, your motion, Mr. Speakman.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: I move that we adjourn until Monday morning at ten-
thirty.

The CHAIRMAN: You will receive notices and our room number will be
furnished in those.

The committee adjourned at 12.30 o’clock p.m.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

MonpAy, February 20, 1961.
(5)

The Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs met this day at 10.40 o’clock
am. The chairman, Mr. G. W. Montgomery, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Badanai, Batten, Beech, Carter, Fane, Forgie,
Herridge, Jones, Kennedy, Lennard, MacEwan, MacRae, Matthews, MecIntosh,
Montgomery, O’Leary, Peters, Roberge, Robinson, Rogers, Smith (Lincoln),
Speakman, Stearns, Stewart and Thomas. (25)

In attendance: Mr. L. Lalonde, Deputy Minister of the Department of
Veterans Affairs; Mr. T. D. Anderson, Chairman of the Canadian Pension
Commission; Mr. G. J. Harvey, representative of the British Ministry of
Pensions. From the Dominion Council of the War Amputations of Canada:
Mr. A. L. Bell, Honorary Dominion Secretary, of Toronto; Mr. K. E. Butler,
Member of the Dominion Council, of Kitchener; and Mr. F. S. Chauvin,
Member of the Dominion Council, of Windsor.

The Chairman presented a report of the Steering Committee, as follows:

“THURSDAY, February 16, 1961.

. Members of the Steering Committee considered the request of the Cana-
dian Legion for 2,100 copies in English and 200 copies in French of the pro-
Ceedings of Thursday’s sitting of the Committee.

The Chairman was authorized by the Steering Committee to have an
€xtra printing of 2,000 copies in English and an extra 200 copies in French
of the Proceedings of Thursday’s meeting, and to hand the Canadian Legion
2,100 copies in English and 200 copies in French.” j

Mr. Rogers moved, seconded by Mr. Herridge, that the said report be
adopted.—Carried unanimously.

The following documents were distributed to the Members attending
the meeting: A table entitled “A Review of Disability Pensions and other
‘I‘ielated Rates—W. W. I to 19617, sibmitted by the Canadian Legion; tl?e
Submission to the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs”, by the Domi-
Rion Council of the War Amputations of Canada; and a brief by the Canadian
Ouncil of War Veterans’ Associations.

Mr. Carter moved, seconded by Mr. Batten, that the table presented' by
the Canadian Legion be printed as an Appendix to the Minutes of Proceedings

Zf_ld Evidence for this day’s meeting.—Carried unanimously. (See Appen-
digp « A7)

The Chairman then introduced the three.representatives of the Dominion
Council of the War Amputations of Canada, and invited them to address the
Ommittee,

+ Mr. A. L. Bell thanked the Chairman for the invitation to appear before
the Committee and read the brief submitted by The War Amputations of
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Canada. Mr. K. E. Butler and Mr. F. S. Chauvin also made brief statements.

Afterwards, the three witnesses were questioned by the Committee and
retired.

Mr. Beech moved, seconded by Mr. Thomas and Mr. Herridge, that the
Committee express its appreciation of the help and assistance given by the
delegation from the War Amputations of Canada in the study of Bill C-67.—
Carried unanimously.

The Chairman then suggested that, since no further questions were directed
to the Delegation of the War Amputations of Canada, the Committee could
proceed with the consideration of the clauses of the bill. Agreed to.

Mr. T. D. Anderson was called and supplied the explanations required by
the Committee in considering Clauses 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13. In considering
Clause 11, the Committee invited Mr. G. J. Harvey, a representative of the
British Ministry of Pensions, to explain the procedure followed in Britain
in respect of the dates of eligibility of War pensions and other matters. Mr.
Harvey stated that he would be happy to make available to the Committee at
a later date any information that he could not give immediately.

In connection with Clauses 13, Mr. Forgie moved, seconded by Mr. Herridge,

Resolved, —That this Committee recommend that the Government give
consideration to the amendment of Clause 13 by deleting the words “of the
month next following the day on which this Act is assented to” and sub-
stituting therefor the words ‘“of January, 1961”.

After debate thereon, during which the Chairman indicated that the
Report of the Committee would probably be discussed in camera by the
Committee or a Subcommittee reporting back to the Committee before pre-
sentation to the House, the Committee agreed to let the motion stand until
the next meeting.

At 12.10 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned until Tuesday, February 21.

R. Boivin,
Clerk of the Committee.




EVIDENCE

Moxpay, February 20, 1961.
10:30 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we shall come to order, now that we have
a quorum. The first thing on the agenda this morning is a report from the
steering committee. Members of the steering committee considered the request
of the Canadian Legion for 2,100 copies in English and 200 copies in French
of the proceedings of Thursday’s sitting of the committee.

The chairman was authorized by the steering committee to have an
extra printing of 2,000 copies in English and an extra 200 copies in French
of the proceedings of Thursday’s meeting, and to hand the Canadian Legion
2,100 copies in English and 200 copies in French. Does the committee approve
of that report?

Mr. Rogers: I move that the report of the steering committee be approved.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I second that.

Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Benidickson asked the Canadian Legion to add a
column to the list they had in their brief. We have the information here now
and it will be passed around to the members of the committee. Those who
are not here this morning may obtain copies of it from the committee clerk.

Mr. CarTER: I understood it was part of Mr. Benidickson’s request that
this ‘be inserted in the report of the proceedings.

The CrAIRMAN: As I understood it, it was to be furnished to the com-
mittee and added to the Canadian Legion brief.

Mr. CARTER: Yes, but I thought it would appear in the appropriate part
of their brief, when the brief is printed in the report. I thought that was
what was meant.

The CHAIRMAN: That report has gone to the printer, Mr. Carter, and this
could not very well form part of the brief now.

Mr. SPEAKMAN: This is part of the December 12 brief. \

2 Mr. CARTER: I am sorry. Is it in order to move that this be incorporated
In today’s report of the proceedings?

The CHAIRMAN: I suppose, if the committee wants it to be printed in
today’s report, it would be in order. Will someone make a motion and we can
vote on it? )

Mr. CarTer; I move that it be incorporated in the report of today’s pro-
ceedings. I do not think Mr. Benidickson wanted this information just for
himself or committee members alone. I think he wanted it for all people who
Would be interested in the proceedings on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN: You move, then, that the review of disability pensions,
as asked for from the Canadian Legion when they presented their brief to
the committee, incorporating a 1961 column, be printed in the report of today’s
Proceedings. Is that your motion?

. Mr. CarTeER: I should like to have the whole page printed—what you have
ere.

- The CuarrMmaN: All right. However, I do not know how you are going to

identify this. Does anyone second Mr. Carter’s motion?
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Mr. BATTEN: I second it.

Mr. CarTER: I think we could print it as an appendix to the report, in
reply to Mr. Benidickson’s request. That would refer it back to the previous
meeting.

Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, has the brief of the Dominion Council of the War
Amputations of Canada been distributed? Has everyone a copy?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: We have with us today Mr. Alan L. Bell, of Toronto,
the honorary dominion secretary of the Dominion Council of the War Am-
putations of Canada. Mr. Bell, will you and your two associates come up to
the front, please? I believe Mr. Bell is pretty well known to a good many
members of the committee. We welcome him here this morning and we shall
be very glad to hear his brief. I am going to ask Mr. Bell to introduce his
associates and make any remarks he wishes to make before reading his
brief.

Mr. Arany L. BeLL, (Honorary dominion secretary, Dominion Council of
the War Amputations of Canada): Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen.
I should like to introduce Mr. Chauvin on my right, a member of the domin-
ion council from Windsor, Ontario, and Mr. Butler, a member of the dominion
council from Kitchener, Ontario.

The CHAIRMAN: I welcome all three of you and, if any of you have any-
thing to say after the brief is read, we shall be glad to hear you. I think the
best thing is to go through the brief first. Then members may ask questions,
and I am sure Mr. Bell and his associates will be glad to answer them.

Mr. BeLn: Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, when we received your invitation
we interpreted it to mean that we could comment on the pension increase.
We decided to limit our comments to that, rather than deal with other matters
in Bill C-67. We appreciate most sincerely the opportunity afforded us to
appear before this Committee, in order to present to you the views of The War
Amputations of Canada on Bill C-67