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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House of Commons,

Thursday, February 11, 1954.

Ordered—That the following Bill be referred to a Special Committee on 
Veterans Affairs to be appointed at a later date:

Bill No. 101, An Act respecting Benefits for Members of the Canadian 
Forces.

Thursday, February 25, 1954.

Ordered—That the following Bill be referred to a Special Committee on 
Veterans Affairs to be appointed at a later date:

Bill No. 82, An Act to amend the War Service Grants Act.

Monday, May 10, 1954.

Resolved—That a Special Committee consisting of 31 members, to be 
designated by the House at a later date, be appointed to consider the Bill to 
amend the War Service Grants Act and the Bill respecting Benefits for Mem
bers of the Canadian Forces, and such other legislation relating to Veterans 
Affairs as may be referred from time to time to the said Committee; that 
the said Committee shall have power to send for persons, papers and records, 
to print from day to day its minutes of proceedings and evidence, to sit while 
the House is sitting and to report from time to time; that the quorum of the 
said Committee shall consist of ten members; and that the provisions of Stand
ing Orders 64 and 65 be suspended in relation thereto.

Monday, May 10, 1954.

Resolved—That the Special Committee on Legislation relating to Veterans 
Affairs, appointed this day, consist of the following Members: Messrs. Balcom, 
Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, Cavers, Croll, Dickey, Dinsdale, Enfield, 
Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Green, Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, 
Herridge, Jones, MacDougall, MacLean, Murphy (Westmorland), Nesbitt, 
Philpott, Quelch, Roberge, Stick, Thomas, Tucker, Weaver and Weselak.

Tuesday, May 11, 1954.
Ordered—That the following Bill be referred to the said Committee.
Bill No. 339, An Act to amend the Pension Act.

Wednesday, May 19, 1954.
Resolved—That the following Bill be referred to the said Committee:
Bill No. 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act.
Attest.

LEON J. RAYMOND.
Clerk of the House.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430 

Friday, May 14, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 10.30 o’clock a.m.
Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 

Cavers, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Hanna, 
Harkness, Herridge, Jones, MacDougall, MacLean, Philpott, Quelch, Roberge, 
Stick, Tucker, Weaver, and Weselak.

The Clerk of the Committee attended to the election of a Chairman.
Mr. Gauthier (Portneuj), nominated Mr. Tucker as Chairman of the 

Committee.
No other nomination having been made, Mr. Tucker was declared unani

mously elected Chairman and invited to take the Chair.
The Chairman thanked the members for their confidence in selecting him 

to preside over the Committee again.
Mr. Herridge, on behalf of the opposition members on the Committee, 

greeted the return of Mr. Tucker to the Committee and expressed their 
pleasure in his resuming the Chair.

On motion of Mr. Cavers,
Resolved,—That a Sub-committee on Agenda and Procedure, comprising 

the Chairman and 8 members to be named by him, be appointed.
Whereupon the Chairman designated the following members to act with 

him on the said Sub-committee: Messrs. Bennett, Brooks, Croll, Gillis, Green, 
MacDougall, Quelch, and Roberge.

On motion of Mr. Herridge, the following matters were referred to the 
Sub-committee on Agenda and Procedure with instructions to report thereon:

(a) in what order Bills 82, 101, and 339, now referred, to be taken into 
consideration?

(b) what witnesses, in respect of any of the above-named bills, shall 
be heard?

(c) number of copies of proceedings, in English and French, to be 
printed in accordance with the Order of Reference?

(d) future meetings in the light of the projected program of other 
committees of the House still active.

At 10.50 o’clock a.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at the call 
of the Chair.

Room 497,

Wednesday, May 19, 1954.

The Committee met at 3.30 o’clock p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Walter A. 
Tucker, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, Cavers, 
Croll, Dickey, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Hanna, 
Harkness, Henderson, Herridge, Jones, MacDougall, MacLean, Murphy (West
morland), Nesbitt, Philpott, Quech, Roberge, Stick, Thomas, and Tucker.
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6 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

In attendance: Honourable Hugues Lapointe, M.P., Minister of Veterans 
Affairs; Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister; Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant 
Deputy Minister; Mr. G. H. Parliament, Director General of Welfare Services; 
Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, and Mr. Leslie A. Mutch, Deputy Chairman, of 
the Canadian Pension Commission; Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief Pensions Advocate; 
Dr. C. B. Lumsden, Dominion President of the Canadian Legion, with Mr. T. D. 
Anderson, General Secretary and Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer; 
Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser, Department of Veterans Affairs.

The Chairman read the Report of the Sub-committee on Agenda and 
Procedure, as follows:

Your Sub-committee met at 2 o’clock p.m. Friday, May 14, when 
the following members were present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), 
Brooks, Gillis, Green, MacDougall, Quelch, Roberge and Tucker.

Pursuant to the instructions contained in the resolution passed 
by the Committee, earlier on this day, your Sub-committee has given 
consideration to the matters therein referred and your Sub-committee 
recommends as follows:
(a) that Bills 82, 101 and 339 be considered in their numerical order;
(b) that representatives of the Canadian Legion be invited to attend 

before the Committee on Wednesday, May 19, at 3.30 p.m., and 
that the Clerk be instructed to communicate with representatives 
of the National Council of Veterans Association and Canadian Non- 
pensioned Veterans’ Widows to ascertain whether or not they 
wish to make representations in writing and/or orally to the Com
mittee;

(c) that 1,000 copies in English and 200 copies in French be printed 
from day to day of the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence;

(d) that beginning with the week of May 24, the objective of the Com
mittee be at least 4 meetings per week.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

On motion of Mr. Croll, the said Report was adopted.

The Chairman then introduced the representatives of the Canadian 
Legion, Dr. C. B. Lumsden, the Dominion President, presented the Legion’s 
Brief and was questioned thereon. Mr. D. M. Thompson, the Legion’s Chief 
Welfare Officer, was also questioned on specific points arising out of Dr. 
Lumsden’s deposition.

At the conclusion of the Legion’s presentation, the Chairman extended the 
Committee’s thanks to Dr. Lumsden and Mr. Thompson for their valuable 
contribution and the witnesses were allowed to retire with the understanding 
that they would be subject to recall if and when necessary.

The Chairman informed the Committee that the delegation of the Cana
dian Non-pensioned Veterans’ Widows would attend before the Committee 
on the following day.

At 4.45 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11 o’clock 
a.m., Thursday, May 20, 1954.

ANTOINE CHASSE, 
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE
May 19, 1954.
3.30 p.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, if the committee will come to order we will 
deal with the first order of business which is the report of the subcommittee 
on agenda and procedure which was set up at the first meeting of the committee. 
The report is as follows:

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS
REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE ON AGENDA AND PROCEDURE

Your Sub-committee met at 2.00 o’clock p.m., Friday, May 14, when the 
following members were present: Messrs. Bennett, Brooks, Gillis, MacDougall, 
Quelch, Roberge and Tucker.

Pursuant to the instructions contained in the resolution passed by the 
Committee, earlier on this day, your Sub-committee has given consideration 
to the matters therein referred and your Sub-committee recommends as 
follows:

(a) that bills 82, 101 and 339 be considered in their numerical order;
(b) that representatives of the Canadian Legion be invited to attend 

before the Committee on Wednesday, May 19, at 3.30 p.m., and 
that the Clerk be instructed to communicate with representatives 
of the National Council of Veterans Association and Canadian Non- 
Pensioned Veterans’ Widows to ascertain whether or not they wish 
to make representations in writing and/or orally to the Committee;

(c) that 1,000 copies in English and 200 copies in French be printed 
from day to day of the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence;

(d) that beginning with the week of May 24, the objective of the 
Committee be at least four (4) meetings a week.

All of which is respectfully submitted.
Walter Tucker,

Chairman.
Mr. Croll: I will move the adoption of the report.
Carried.
The Chairman: We have the privilege of having the representatives of 

the Canadian Legion before us today. They have made some very helpful 
submissions to committees on Veterans Affairs down through the years and 
I think all members of this committee would wish me to extend to them a 
most hearty welcome on their appearance before this committee today. I 
understand the brief is to be presented by the president of the Canadian Legion, 
Mr. Lumsden, and he is supported by the vice-president, Mr. Anderson. I will 
now call on Mr. Lumsden to present the brief of the Canadian Legion.

Dr. C. B. Lumsden, Dominion President, The Canadian Legion, called: 

The Witness: Shall I stand?
The Chairman: You may sit or stand as you like.
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8 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

The Witness: First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to express our 
appreciation of being allowed to meet with you and make these representations 
on behalf of the veterans and since there is one bill, I believe, that has not 
yet been brought down on the Veterans Land Act, we would like to reserve 
the privilege of a further appearance if it seems necessary on behalf of that bill.

With some of the proposed legislation we are in full agreement; some of 
it we will question; however, some of our most serious criticism is not directed 
against anything in the bills that you will consider, but at the total absence 
of any recommendation in connection with two of our most pressing problems— 
war veterans’ allowance and the rates of pensions for dependent parents.
War Veterans Allowance

The last Committee on Veterans Affairs, set up to advise on Bill 181—the 
bill to rewrite the War Veterans Allowance Act—made a unanimous recom
mendation that more consideration be given to the needs of those on war 
veterans allowance, especially in respect to permissive income.

Because of that, because of the fact that no action was taken at the succeed
ing session, and because of the support our recent brief received from many 
members of the House at the opening of this the first session of the new 
parliament, it seemed obvious to the membership of the legion that some definite 
recommendation would be placed before the present Committee on Veterans 
Affairs.

We are happy to acknowledge the easing of the regulations in regard to 
casual earnings, but this has not altered the main problem; and we would 
express our surprise and our keen sense of disappointment that the government 
has not seen fit to recommend any change in the War Veterans Allowance Act 
at this time. We cannot accept that refusal as final and we know that at our 
convention in August there will be a cumulative demand that something be 
done about this problem. We trust gentlemen of all parties, veterans in your 
own right—that you will lend us your full support in behalf of our less 
fortunate comrades.

The same economic conditions that necessitated an increase in disability 
pensions and the upward revision of salaries, actual or prospective, for all 
groups—the armed services, the civil service, the judiciary, the Canadian 
Pension Commission, and both houses of parliament,—press equally heavily 
on those in receipt of the war veterans allowance; and the membership of the 
legion, all across the country, had anticipated that the government, being 
aware of this, would have taken it into consideration.

Without the service and sacrifice of the war veteran the position of Canada, 
today, could have been very different; and the oft repeated statement that 
“when other expenses are curtailed, the matter of social welfare, including war 
veterans’ allowance, will be reconsidered” is not justifiable. This group that 
stood in the breech, has earned the right to something more than to be 
classified with social service cases and deserves better from this country than 
a directive to await the curtailing of other expenses.

As has been pointed out before, the Act neither provides for full susten
ance nor for assistance towards full sustenance; but, by its own restrictions, 
pegs the standard of living, for those recipients unable to benefit by Section 4 
or the easing of the regulations in respect to casual earnings, far below that 
enjoyed by the average Canadian.

The last parliamentary committee went on record as agreeing that some
thing should be done to increase the ceiling on permissive income for the 
recipients of war veterans allowance. If this recommendation was implemented, 
the good it could accomplish would far outweigh the cost to the country; and 
Canada never yet has opposed any effort made by any government to repay, 
in part, its debt to these men.
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We would draw to your attention the contents of a letter to the Prime 
Minister that was published in the “Legionary”, October 1953, which expresses 
our views in a concise form.
“Dear Mr. St. Laurent:

For some years we have been asking for a revision of the War Veterans 
Allowance Act which would raise the ceiling on permissible income and permit 
an increase in the basic allowance for those with no other means of support. 
To us the moral and sociological reasons in favour of these changes seem 
overwhelming and our members find it difficult to understand why our 
representations have not been accepted.

There is little that we can add to the briefs previously presented. We 
would merely like to reiterate that as the Act stands at present it tends to 
defeat its own objectives. If the allowance is intended to assist the aged and 
needy veteran, the low permissive ceiling prevents him from supplementing 
his allowance sufficiently to enjoy a reasonable standard of living. If it is 
intended as a subsistence allowance, it is far too small.

The taxation laws of Canada consider that an income of less than $2,000 
is too low for a married man to pay income tax. Yet war veterans allowance 
expects a married couple to live on $1,200 a year.

The war veterans allowance regulations themselves recognize that the 
ceiling is too low, and under Section 4 and the regulations about casual 
earnings, permit it to be substantially exceeded. Yet for those unable to 
avail themselves of these provisions no exceptions are permitted.

Section 4 and the provisions about casual earnings also recognize the 
desirability of self-help, but this recognition is not extended to those who 
by forethought and thrift have gained for themselves small pensions or 
retirement annuities. The great merit of our Old Age Security Act is that 
it recognizes the desirability of encouraging individual thrift and saving, but 
the War Veterans Allowance Act discourages it.

Our pension laws recognize that pensions for disabilities cannot be affected 
by the earnings of the individual, but the small pensioner who must also use 
war veterans’ allowance finds his pension of little value because its amount is 
practically deducted from his allowance.

These and other anomalies would be largely eliminated if the ceiling on 
permissible income were substantially raised. The plight of the individual 
fully dependent on W.V.A. would need to be separately considered, at least 
until he reached the age of 70 when old age security provisions would help 
bring him up to an acceptable standard of living.

In view of the very real and pressing need of a great many of the men 
on W.V.A., may we respectfully ask that steps be taken immediately to rectify 
the present situation.

On behalf of the Canadian Legion.

Yours sincerely,
C. B. LUMSDEN,

Dominion President.

It is the earnest hope of the Canadian Legion that the present committee 
will realize the need and assume the responsibility of recommending immediate 
action in this matter.

Dependent Parents
Dependent parents did not benefit to any extent by the revision of pension 

rates in 1951. Previous to that date a widow, for example, received $75 a 
month; a dependent widowed mother received $75 a month. After the revision 
the widow received $100—the dependent widowed mother still received $75.
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Yet the increase in the cost of living bore just as heavily upon the mother 
as upon anyone else. All the arguments which we advanced at that time 
to prove that pension rates must be revised to meet the increased cost of 
living applied with equal force to the pensions for dependent parents, and 
we cannot understand the persistent discrimination against them. We are 
disappointed that despite our continuing representations on their behalf no 
change in pension rates for this group is contemplated. We would reiterate 
our recommendation that these rates be $100 a month for a single parent and 
$125.00 a month when both parents are dependent.

This situation is worsened by the fact that actually few of the parents 
receive the maximum award permissible even under present rates. Some 
rectification has been secured by the legion’s efforts but there must be a 
great many cases where either the legion’s services are unknown or the 
recipients are not aware that anything can be done for them. In any case 
it would seem to us that there is need for a mandatory provision in the Act 
which would require the commission to award the maximum permissible 
less whatever other actual income the applicant has, and we would respectfully 
suggest that you so recommend. This would not apply to dependent widowed 
mothers where there is a measure of statutory protection, and earnings plus 
a permissive $20 a month are expressly exempt from consideration as income.

There appears to be need for some clear-cut mandatory provision in the 
Act which will ensure that the applicant will receive the full amount permis
sible under the law.

As you are aware these awards are made on a basis of need up to a certain 
maximum stated in the Act itself. Despite the fact that this maximum is in 
many cases too low, actual awards under the Act are far below that permitted. 
Attention was called to this fact in a public address at the Ontario convention 
last August and later in a signed article in The Legionary. At that time, as 
far as we could determine from statistics available, the awards averaged less 
than 50% of the maximum. There has been, we are glad to say, a notable 
improvement since then and I believe now the awards average about 66% 
of the maximum.

Out of our experience in dealing with this class of pensioners we would 
make the following recommendations :

1. That rates be revised to bring them into line with other groups of 
pensioners. Our suggestions are $100 a month for a single parent and $125 
where both parents are alive.

2. Mandatory provisions inserted in the Act which will ensure that the 
applicant receives the maximum award permissible under the Act. (Less 
other income)

3. Increases should be effective as from the date of application in order 
to rectify injustice caused by long delays in processing.

Now to deal with the legislation actually before this committee.

Bill 33Ô—section 2
The Canadian Legion looks upon section 2 of Bill 339 as a serious potential 

infringement of one of the basic principles of the Canadian Pension Act.
The original, and I think the continuing intention of the Act, was that the 

Caadian Pension Commission be as independent as parliament can make it. 
This is as it should be.

After all the whole basis of our veteran and pension legislation rests on 
the conscience of the Canadian people who express their wishes through you 
their elected representatives. Parliament guards that trust, and indeed it is 
for the express purpose of executing the trust that the committee of parlia
mentary members meet here today.
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But section 2 takes away from parliament the right to establish the 
quantum of salaries to be paid the pension Commission and give the right to 
the cabinet.

We feel that this is a definite move against the autonomy of the pension 
Commission, an autonomy which was established by parliament and must be 
protected by parliament.

The salaries of the judges of our courts are fixed by parliament. That is 
admittedly necessary for the safe functioning of our courts. We are confident 
that any attempt to make or to have the judges’ salaries fixed by the executive 
branch of government would cause a mighty outcry across the nation.

We contend that the pension commission is also a judicial body, and as 
such it is important that it be left so far as possible in a position that it is 
answerable to parliament alone. We, therefore, most strongly urge upon 
the committee, that the time tested and vital principles by which the pension 
commission salaries are fixed by parliament should be retained. We feel most 
strongly that parliament must continue to control in every possible way the 
administration of the Canadian Pension Act.

Bill 339—sections 8 and 13
Section 8 and section 13 of Bill 339 would remove from the Pension Act 

the right of the commission to predate awards more than eighteen months 
from the date on which the pension is actually granted. We disagree with 
this suggested revision, which indeed is contrary to the established policy of 
the legion as indicated in resolution No. 10 of the dominion convention in 
Montreal, May, 1952.

“Be it resolved that section 27 (1) (a) (new numerals 33) be amended to 
provide with respect to assessment, payment of pension be awarded from date 
of application, and that with respect to entitlement for treatment at depart
ment expense such entitlement be acknowledged retroactive to the date on 
which the disability was first diagnosed.”

Our resolution and the policy we would advocate would make it mandatory 
that when a decision is given favourable to the veteran, pension will be paid 
as of date of application. At present this is a matter which is left to the 
discretion of the Canadian Pension Commission but section 33 (1) of the Act 
limits this discretion to a maximum of twelve months. Section 33 (2) permits 
six months additional when hardship and distress would otherwise ensue, and 
section 33 (3) permits a further eighteen months retroactivation for World 
War II applicants where there are administrative delays beyond the applicant’s 
control.

That is, whereas the proposed amendment would make the Act more 
restrictive, we contend that there is need that it should become more liberal. 
The argument has been advanced that our proposals would constitute a retro
grade step. For a number of years after World War I pensions when granted 
became retroactive to the appearance of the disability or sometimes the date of 
discharge. As a result some awards involved large retroactive payments and 
it was argued that this fact made thè commission extremely reluctant to grant 
the application. To do away with this psychological barrier a practical injustice 
was permitted in order to secure a more unbiased consideration of the merits 
of the applicant’s claim without being unduly influenced by the financial 
consequences of a favourable decision.

Experience, however, has shown that there are many cases of delay beyond 
the applicant’s control which often result, under present regulations, in both 
injustice and hardship. We believe that our resolution will go a long way to 
rectify these abuses. But in order to allay fears of excessive awards going 
back to World War I jeopardizing the chances of the applicant, we append the 
following saving clause. Date of application shall mean from the date on which
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the applicant or his agent shall make application, and this provision of this 
resolution shall not apply to claims granted prior to January 1st, 1946, and no 
retroactive payments shall be made for a period prior to that date.

The reasonableness of the resolution should be apparent and we have 
repeatedly presented our vie^vs on the matter. We had hoped that when the 
Pension Act was opened up the present unjust situation would be rectified. On 
the contrary, we learn that bill 339 makes the administration of the Act even 
more restrictive and would remove subsections of the Act that at present permit 
some small remedy in certain cases, and no attempt at all is made to solve this 
grievous problem on a general basis for all applicants under the Pension Act.

The explanatory note to the bill states in part, “There is no cause for delay 
now, documentation is available, appeals are heard very soon after they are 
listed as ready”. This note is somewhat misleading because oftentimes there is 
delay, though it may be no fault of the commission, and in any case no attempt 
is made to meet the obviously just contention that pension should be paid, when 
granted, as from the date of application.

The final paragraph of the explanatory note which states, “By departmental 
regulations, reimbursement for allowable treatment expenses for the 
pensionable condition may be granted for a period not exceeding three years 
from the effective date of the Canadian Pension Commission award” neglects 
to point out that this departmental regulation which we assume to be veterans 
treatment regulation—section 45—only applies in cases where the favourable 
C.P.C. decision is made subsequent to March 31st, 1953. This régulation does 
not provide any relief insofar as reimbursement for medical expenses is 
concerned in cases where the decision is dated prior to March 31st, 1953, nor 
does it provide for payment of pension or treatment allowances for any period 
not actually covered by a C.P.C. decision even if such decision is subsequent to 
March 31st, 1953.

Present regulations make no provision whatsoever towards meetings cases 
of obvious injustice, where through error, negligence or other cause, utterly 
beyond the control of the applicant, pension is unduly delayed. That error, 
negiligence, human failure of some kind is bound to appear so long as the 
C.P.C. and its staff are composed of human beings is obvious. We handle a 
great many less cases than the commission but these factors plague us.

Furthermore, there are many cases which by their very nature lend them
selves to delay. Cases which are difficult to establish and which may draw 
repeated adverse decisions yet be inherently just cases which are eventually 
established. Now whether the case is easy or difficult to establish, if it is just, 
the rights of the applicant are the same and the obligations of the country are 
the same and it obviously is not fair that the applicant should be so heavily 
penalized because of the inherent difficulty of establishing his right to entitle
ment. The following examples will illustrate the types of delay that do occur 
and the need for remedial legislation.

Now, Mr. Thompson, the chief of our service bureau, is entirely familiar 
with these cases and I will ask him to present them to you and answer any 
questions. The point we are making is that the present regulations are such 
that no adequate provision is made where, on account of delay, whether it be 
through error or negligence or any cause beyond the applicant’s control, the 
delay has been excessive and it may be years that the applicant is in serious 
want because he has not been able to secure a favourable decision although 
the case may eventually be granted.

I will now call upon Mr. Thompson to deal with the cases we have cited 
in our brief. Mr. Donald Thompson is the chief service officer of the Canadian 
Legion and it is through his department that all our pension and service
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cases go. Mr. Thompson is thoroughly familiar with these typical cases which 
we want to call to your attention to illustrate the principles we are trying 
to establish.

Mr. Thompson: Gentlemen, you will notice that there are no names referred 
to in these cases. We do not disclose the names of these cases. We certainly 
would not want to make them public. However, they will be given to the 
Chairman, if the committee desires, so that anything you might want to check 
against the actual departmental records can be checked. You will notice that 
we have used case numbers instead of the names for these reasons. If you will 
turn to page 15 you will see that the first case referred to is case number 656/1. 
This concerns a veteran who had service on the high seas, in Africa, India 
and Australia. His condition was an eye condition which developed into quite 
a serious affair and resulted in the final removal of his eye. In 1948 the 
commission rendered its initial decision. They ruled Onychomycosis—post 
discharge, not attributable.

CONDITION:
Retrobulbar Neuritis with Iridocyclitis and Enucleation, right eye.

BORN:
28/7/19.

ENLISTED:
12/4/40.

THEATRE OF SERVICE:
Africa, India, Australia, High Seas.

DISCHARGED:
26/9/46.
20/1/48—Initial Decison by Canadian Pension Commission— 
Onychomycosis—post discharge, not attributable.
In November, 1948—application made to veterans bureau in respect of 

Retrobulbar Neuritis with Iridocyclitis and Enucleation, right eye.
On 22/3/49—veterans bureau submit application.
On 5/7/49—C.P.C. 1st renewal decision—Onychomycosis—incurred 

during service.
Retrobulbar Neuritis with Iridocyclitis and Enucleation, right eye—post

discharge, not attributable.
On 25/10/50—appeal board decision—Retrobulbar Neuritis with Irido

cyclitis and Enucleation—right eye, incurred during service, theatre of actual 
war, award effective 12 months prior to decision.

Then on 27/1/51 Veterans Bureau applied for retroactivation under 31 
(2) and (3).

On 26/4/51—the application was declined.
16/7/51—Legion applied for retroactivation under. Section 31 (2) and 

31 (3).
24/7/51—Reply received from H.A.L. Conn, deputy chairman, outlining 

policy.
9/8/51—Legion again requested ruling under 31 (2).
4/9/51—C.P.C. grant six months’ retroactivation 31 (2).
18/10/51—Application made under 31 (3) by Legion.
23/11/51—C.P.C. decline application under 31 (3).
27/11/51—Further application under 31 (3) by Legion.
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1/1/52—Application declined.
19/12/52—Additional representations by Legion.
31/12/52—Additional representations by Legion.
5/1/53—Application granted. This made the award of pension effective 

5/11/48.
The retroactivation granted allowed the man to be reimbursed 

to the extent of $1,251.95, representing personal expenditures, because of his 
pensionable disability over the period covered. Also involved was the period 
in hospital for which $80.00 hospital allowance was paid.

Referring to Mr. Conn’s letter of 24/7/51 it is noted he states application 
of Section 31 (3) should be restricted to certain types of cases within one year 
subsequent to termination of World War II. The inference being that following 
that period Section 31 (3) would not be operative. Also that “Ordinary 
diligence on the part of the applicant should result in finality of decision well 
within the time stipulated in Section 31 (1)”.

In a letter dated 17/12/51 the Chairman of the C.P.C. stated:
“I have also given my careful attention to your remarks regarding the 

opinions expressed by the deputy chairman in his letter of July 24th, and may 
say I am in entire agreement with the opinions expressed therein, and it is 
the responsibility of the commission to determine any question of interpreta
tion of the Act (Section 5 (3)).”

In this case the man made application for Appeal Board Hearing eleven 
days following 1st Renewal Hearing decision, but Appeal Board Hearing deci
sion not rendered until 15 months later.

Now there is a case which benefited under Section 31 (1) after considerable 
representation.

The next case, 148/3 deals with the case of a man who had Schizophrenia. 
He enlisted in 1940 and was discharged in 1945 with service in the United 
Kingdom. This man, incidentally, was in a mental institution in 1947 and has 
not worked from 1947 to date.

CONDITION:
Schizophrenia

BORN:
29/12/16

ENLISTED:
9/12/40

THEATRE OF SERVICE 
United Kingdom

DISCHARGED:
9/3/45
23/4/48—First application for pension.
16/6/48—C.P.C. initial decision—Schizophrenia—pre-enlistment, not

aggravated.
4/10/48—C.P.C. First Renewal decision—same.
23/2/49—C.P.C. Second Renewal—same.
31/5/49—C.P.C. Third Renewal decision—same.
24/3/50—Appeal Board decision—same.
3/7/50—Application for leave to reopen by Veterans’ Bureau.
27/7/50—Application not granted.
27/5/52—Application for leave to reopen by Legion.
10/6/52—Application granted.
6/8/52—Initial decision, C.P.C.—Schizophrenia—pre - enlistment not 

aggravated.
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23/10/52—First Renewal decision C.P.C.—Schizophrenia—pre-enlistment 
—aggravated, not obvious or recorded, entire disability pensionable.

10/2/53—Disability assessed at 100%.
20/2/53—Application six months’ retroactivation, Section 31 (2). 
27/5/53—Six months’ retroactivation 31(2)—granted effective 23/4/51. 
This case took over four years to bring to a successful conclusion. The 

man had not been able to work since October 1947—only 18 months’ retroactive 
pension was paid.

The submission which produced the favourable decision of 23/10/52 did 
not contain any new evidence. It was a thorough review of all evidence 
which had been before the C.P.C.—some of it many times.

The next case, number 134/12 is a widow’s claim where the veteran 
served in World War I in France and died of Coronary Thrombosis. The 
point I would like to make clear in this case is that errors and delays do occur.

BORN:
10/6/97.

ENLISTED:
28/2/16.

THEATRE OF SERVICE:
France.

DISCHARGED:
11/4/19.
9/12/52—Veteran died—Coronary Thrombosis.
24/1/53—First Hearing decision of C.P.C.—death not attributable to service. 
20/5/53—Second Hearing applied for by Canadian Legion.
30/5/53—Application for Second Hearing accepted by C.P.C.
30/3/54—Legion Service Officer in district advised Dominion Command 

that Summary had not been completed—some nine months later.
14/4/54—We were officially informed by letter that, “The delay was due 

entirely to an administrative error”.
This error caused the delay of approximately 11 months in the preparation 

of this claim.
It was one of those unfortunate things that happen. The file was put 

away without being brought to the attention of the appropriate official.
The next case, number 575/11 is another widow’s claim. The man served 

in World War II overseas and served in peacetime in Canada.
Widow’s Claim.
19/1/53—Veteran died—Coronary Thrombosis.

SERVICE:
1. C.A.S.F.
2. Peacetime.

ENLISTED:
26/6/42.
7/5/47.

THEATRE OF SERVICE:
1. Overseas.
2. Canada.

DISCHARGED:
1. 27/11/45.
2. 19/1/53.
28/4/53—C.P.C.’s First Hearing decision—death, incurred during service, 

peacetime, not pensionable 13(2).
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9/5/53—Widow requested Second Hearing decision.
24/7/53—Second Hearing request accepted.
26/4/54—Veterans’ Bureau advised Legion Service Officer in District as 

follows:
“It is very much regretted that due to inadequate stenographic staff and 

due also to the fact that some of our girls have been absent as a result of illness, 
the preparation of Summaries has lagged and we are considerably in arrears 
in this regard.

“However, you may rest assured that this office will proceed as expedi
tiously as is possible in the circumstances.”

14/5/54—Legion Service Officer in District advised Dominion Command 
Service Bureau that Summary had been received.

More than a year elapsed between request for Second Hearing and com
pletion of the Summary of Evidence.

Case number 395/6 is a widow’s claim and is also a case of a man who 
served during wartime on the high seas and continued service in peacetime.

APPLICATION.
Widow’s claim—Death from acute gangrenous appendicitis with post

operative surgical shock.

ENLISTED:
1. July, 1940 2. 12/2/47 3. 2/4/47 

THEATRES OF SERVICE:
1. Canada 2. High Seas 3. No service in theatre of operations. 

DISCHARGED:
September, 1945 1/4/47 31/10/52 

DECISIONS:
C.P.C. First Hearing decision (permanent force) initial decision (active 

force 25/2/53—not attributable to active force service, incurred during service, 
permanent force, not pensionable Section 13 (2). The C.P.C. stated: “There 
are no medical entries recorded in the service documentation between 12/2/50 
and 12/3/52”.

13/5/53.—Legion obtained information from war service records that 
there were Sick Bay reports (11 entries) which were not considered by 
C.P.C. in their decision.

21/5/53.—Supplementary First Hearing requested by Legion on basis on 
above entries.

10/6/53—Requst granted on basis of above.
26/11/53.—Report obtained from pathologist (B.C.) on additional details 

of autopsy which C.P.C. did not endeavour to get.
In two instances in this case there was “relevant information” which the 

C.P.C. did not obtain.
We also obtained a report from the pathologist in British Columbia who 

had performed the autopsy in this case. He had a pathological report which 
was referred to in the autopsy and the proceedings following the autopsy, 
but it was not requested by the Canadian Pension Commission. Incidentally, 
although the claim was turned down by the commission the last time, it is 
now in the state of preparation to go forward again. That pathologist’s 
report was perhaps the most important piece of evidence in that case.

Case number 234/13 concerns a man who served in the central Mediter
ranean theatre during World War II. He was operated on during service for 
appendicitis and his appendix was removed.
CONDITION:

' Appendicitis with post-operative adhesions.
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BORN:
5/9/17.

ENLISTED:
2/9/39.

THEATRE OF SERVICE:
Central Mediterranean Theatre.

DISCHARGED:
13/5/46.
26/3/52—Case brought to attention of C.P.C. by Victoria General Hospital. 
6/10/52—C.P.C.’s initial decision—appendicitis—pre-enlistment—not ag

gravated.
2/2/53—C.P.C.’s First Renewal decision—appendicitis, pre-enlistment, not 

aggravated.
14/10/53—Legion submitted case for Renewal Hearing—no new evidence 

contained in submission.
16/10/53—C.P.C.’s Second Renewal decision—appendicitis, aggravated 

during service in a theatre of actual war, entire disability pensionable, effective 
12 months prior to the date of this decision.

8/3/54—Legion requested retroactivation of award to 29/2/52 under 
Section 31 (3).

11/3/54—Chairman of C.P.C. in a letter stated: “As has been explained to 
you on previous occasions, the Commission cannot deal with an award under 
Section 31 (3) of the Act without in the first instance determining whether 
consideration is permissible under Section 31 (2)”.

1/4/54—Legion again wrote to C.P.C. referring to letter of 11/3/54, and 
again asked for ruling under 31 (3) stating in the letter, “We cannot see in the 
wording of 31 (3) anything that makes it dependent upon 31 (2)”.

8/4/54—The C.P.C.’s ruling—31 (3)—absence of evidence regarding 
administrative or other delays beyond the applicant’s control, prohibit award 
under 31 (3).

In this case the C.P.C. ruled that the condition was pre-enlistment when 
there was actually no pre-enlistment evidence or record.

The C.P.C.’s decisions did not give adequate reason for the rejection of 
the application.

There is definite evidence that Section 70 (the Benefit of the Doubt Section) 
was ignored and indeed the unfavourable decisions drew presumptions against 
the applicant.

In this case our contention was that if our case had received initially the 
attention that it did finally, it would have been granted at the initial decision. 

The next case, number 507/14 concerns a female member of the forces.
CONDITION:

Rheumatic Carditis.
BORN:

25/11/09.
ENLISTED:

23/6/42.
THEATRE OF SERVICE:

Canada.
DISCHARGED:

22/10/43
91646—2
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7/1/44—Pension Medical Examiner referred the case to the C.P.C. for 
ruling.

5/2/54—Legion referred claim to the C.P.C.
17/2/54—C.P.C. initial decision—rheumatic carditis—pre-enlistment, 

aggravated two-fifths in Canada, award effective 12 months prior to decision.
23/3/54—Request for maximum retroactivation under Section 31 (2) (3) 

and reconsideration of the basis of entitlement.
30/4/54—C.P.C.’s decision—rheumatic carditis—pre-enlistment, aggravated 

three-fifths. Entitlement effective 17/2/51. Sections 31 (1), (2) and (3).
This woman’s claim should have been considered 10 years earlier on pension 

medical examiner’s request of 7/1/44. She would not likely have been pen
sioned till 1/6/46.

Administrative error has cost this veteran almost five years’ pension, 
calculated from 1/6/46, the date on which the insurance principle was restored 
for service in Canada by P.C. 2077.

The C.P.C. initially granted only 12 months’ retroactivation and did not 
attempt to rectify obvious injustice until pressed to do so by the Canadian 
Legion.

The Witness: These cases provide a few examples of failure to search 
records, failure to properly assess evidence on file, administrative error and 
unjust presumptions being drawn against the applicants.

Surely when it is known that these conditions do exist it should naturally 
follow that provision should be made in the Act for the rectifying of the 
injustices and hardship that result from such human failings.

We all know that there has to be things like this. You cannot run an 
organization without making mistakes, but I think that where there has been 
an obvious injustice to a veteran the Act should make it possible for the 
veteran to be reimbursed.

We strongly recommend that the logical way to prevent these injustices 
is to amend the Canadian Pension Act to provide for awards of pension to be 
retroactive to the date of application.

I thank you.
The Chairman: Thank you. Any questions?
Mr. Goode: I suppose, Mr. Chairman, you will give us an opportunity to 

study this brief, and we will have time for questions at another date, but I 
would like to ask one question now. Mr. Lumsden in his final two paragraphs 
said these cases provide a few examples of failure to properly assess evidence 
on file etcetera. How many cases have you, Mr. Lumsden, in total?

The Witness: I do not think we have ever totalled them up. I know we 
have a great many more than this. Mr. Thompson perhaps could give us the 
figure? We have brought a few others with us.

Mr. Thompson: Yes, we have another eight or ten with us.
Mr. Goode: How many would you have altogether?
Mr. Thompson: There are seven in the brief.
Mr. Goode : How many cases have you filed in making recommendations 

or submissions from the Legion to the Canadian Pension Commission during 
this total time?

Mr. Thompson: I could not give you that figure.

' By Mr. Goode:
Q. About how many? Would it run into hundreds or perhaps more?— 

A. Not over the period from which these cases are collected. I would not 
attempt to give you an answer to that question.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 19

Q. I notice that you mention in one case here a period of ten years so 
you must have handled many cases. What I am trying to arrive at is what 
percentage of error—natural error, perhaps, in my opinion—what percentage 
of error is there in pension cases handed by you to the Canadian Pension 
Commission?—A. I think, Mr. Chairman, I should make one point clear in 
fairness to' the Canadian Pension Commission. Many of the open and shut 
cases never come to the Legion. That is, the cases that are clearly established 
seldom come to our doorstep, and we realize that as a result of that the 
percentage of the total cases which come to our attention would be compar
atively small but these cases which come to us come to us mainly because 
they are difficult and the individual concerned feels he has received injustice. 
We could probably undertake to give you a figure but it would be without 
much meaning and to fit it into the total picture would be extremely difficult.

Q. Well, Mr. Thompson knows how many cases you have handled. It 
would be quite easy to find out how many pension cases have been handled 
during these years. Some of the cases have been going on for 10 or 12 years 
and some for a longer period of time than that. Here we have a number of 
cases picked out not at random, I am quite sure, and then you attach to 
that another eight or ten cases. What is the percentage of mistakes, if you 
call them that? What is the percentage of the total number of cases 
handled by the Legion? What I am trying to establish is this—and I am 
sure you know what I am trying to establish—are there just a few cases of 
the Canadian Pension Commission in which mistakes are made? Mr. Lumsden 
said in his statement that it was quite understandable that mistakes could be 
made and I agree with that. My experience with the Canadian Pension 
Commission is entirely different. My experience with them is that they are 
understanding to a point of fault sometimes in my opinion. If the cases 
mentioned in the brief to which eight or nine additional are attached are all 
the cases the Lgion can submit in comparison with the totalled handled over 
10 or 12 years, then it is going to be difficult to establish a case for you. 
I am giving you a lead. Now perhaps you can answer.

Mr. Brooks: May I say that I think in my opinion the principle would 
be the same whether there were 1,000 or 100 cases. I do not follow Mr. 
Goode’s argument at all.

Mr. Herridge: Or even one case.
Mr. Goode: Mr. Brooks says he cannot follow my argument and that 

is his prerogative, but I have asked the question and I still would like 
an answer.

The Witness: May I answer that? It is our contention that the percentage 
of error—inevitable error—some of these cases do not involve the Canadian 
Pension Commission but involves stenographic error in the veterans bureau. 
Our contention is that since there is not only the possibility but the actuality 
of error in the preparation and in the finalization of cases the Act should 
make provision whereby the applicant should not suffer because of faults 
untterly beyond his control.

Mr. Goode: Even if there is more than one?
The Witness: Even if there is more than one.
Mr. Goode: Mr. Quelch will not agree with me, but I want to find this 

out. Would you please tell me what percentage of cases involve errors out 
of the total number of cases handled? I say that in a most friendly way.

The Witness: We do not have those statistics but we will set people to 
work on it to find out. It will be quite difficult because we do not have an 
elaborate statistical organization set-up like the government, and do not have 
the same funds available and in many cases the total number of cases handled
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during the year will also be reflected in the total number of cases handled 
the next year, so it will be difficult to break those down and tell you exactly 
how many separate and individual cases we have handled in the last 10 
years. This will be an exceedingly difficult thing to find out. I would think 
it would probably take close to two months in order to get the figures and I 
frankly do not think they are worth it.

Mr. Herridge: You are not suggesting there is a large percentage of them. 
You are suggesting that even if there are only a few there is still justification 
for an amendment to the Act?

The Witness: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: You have cited typical cases which have occured in the past 

and you have no reason to believe that similar cases will not occur in the 
future?

The Witness: They are inevitable.
Mr. Brooks: And you think this amendment is as necessary now as it was 

in the past?
The Witness: We go further than that and say that the section should be 

amended to make more generous provisions than exist at the present time. We 
say that the present provisions do not provide for the rectification of the 
injustices that must inevitably occur and the amendment we suggest woujd 
do a great deal towards rectifying them. It would seem to be obviously just 
if a case is granted it should be granted back to the date of application. 
Certainly if it is granted it is valid back to that date.

Mr. Nesbitt: Would you have in mind a case such as this in the summary 
of the cases cited here, a case where it might be difficult to connect the medical 
condition that caused the disability or death to the disabilities contracted dur
ing war service? For instance, sclerosis of the liver or jaundice or some 
back or muscle injury which is difficult to relate to war service.

The Witness: Yes.
Mr. Nesbitt: You refer to cases like that?
The Witness: Yes. There is absolutely no criticism in an adverse sense 

but if it is a just case it has equally as much right as if it were an easy case 
to establish so the length of time required to establish it should not enter 
into the question of entitlement.

The Chairman: Any other questions?

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. Mr. Lumsden, have you found from experience that delay can be 

occasioned all along the line? Even the Legion branch secretary fails to act 
and the veterans’ bureau cannot see a man over a period of time?—A. Yes. 
As I say, we are plagued with the same type of error as the other organiza
tions—mistakes do occur.

Bill 82—An Act to Amend The War Service Grants 
Section 2

We would like first of all to express appreciation on behalf of those veterans 
who will benefit thereby for the extension in the deadline up to which veterans 
of World War II may make use of re-establishment credits. We feel that this 
amendment as contained in section 2 of the bill will be of material assistance 
to those who for a number of reasons have not up to this time found it possible 
to make use of the credit. Many who otherwise might have made use of the 
re-establishment credit to aid in the purchase of a home have not done so 
simply because housing costs have increased so rapidly since 1945 that they 
have never been able to set aside sufficient savings which added to the re-estab-
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lishment credit would provide an adequate down payment. Many such 
veterans, in particular, will benefit by the advancement of the deadline.

Section 3
It is equally true, however, that again owing to rapidly increasing land and 

building costs many who might otherwise have settled either on small holdings 
or full-time farms have been prevented from doing so. Why then should 
section 3 of the bill place those who might wish to take advantage of the 
provisions of the Veterans Land Act at a disadvantage? It will be noted that 
this section of the bill provides that those who would seek settlement under 
V.L.A. must repay their re-establishment credits before the first day of 
January, 1957. For those who have used any part of their re-establishment 
credit this clause establishes a definite cut-off date beyond which they will lose 
all rights to assistance under V.L.A. unless they have previously repaid the 
portion of re-establishment credit used. There would appear to be no logical 
reason why this particular group should be discriminated against in this way.

We would accordingly strongly recommend that the date established in 
section 3 of the bill be the same as that contained in section 2. In other words, 
we recommend that veterans be permitted to repay re-establishment credit 
and apply for assistance under the V.L.A. until January 1st, 1960, or until 15 
years after the date of discharge whichever is the later.

I would like with your permission to insert one paragraph concerning 
Bill 101. It is not in our brief but it was omitted through error.

Bill 101—recommendation.
There have been many protests about the cutting off of special benefits to 

eligible Korean veterans as of October 1953. It is, therefore, strongly urged 
that these benefits be extended until the veteran is repatriated or posted to 
another area.

In view of the information which we have set out in this brief we feel 
fully justified in bringing to the attention of this parliamentary committee the 
urgent need for correction of the difficulties and anomalies which are undoubt
edly causing hardships to many veterans and their dependents.

It is not intended as a criticism because errors occur. Those are inescapable. 
It is simply because they do occur inescapably that we would like the Act to 
make provision that the applicant be not the one to suffer because of them.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. I understand that the legion will be making another submission at a 

time when we are dealing with the Veterans Land Act, and I suppose that there 
will be an opportunity to ask questions again on this brief.—A. We will have 
a member here, Mr. Thompson or some member of his Bureau will be available 
to you at that time. Possibly we will be making representation when the 
Veterans Land Act bill comes down, but if it is agreeable to us we will not 
feel that it is necessary.

By Mr. Gillis:
Q. Mr. Lumsden, when did you have the greatest amount of difficulty with 

this question? Was it during the period the commission had discretion in 
fixing the date of retroactive pension or since there has been a fixed date in 
the Act?—A. That is something I could not answer. My experience does not 
go back far enough, nor does Mr. Thompson’s experience. He has been with 
us only for a few years. I do not think that either one of us has any personal 
experience to make a comparison, and I think that it will be a long and tedious 
job in order to get any data.



22 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

The Chairman: If at any time the legion wishes to make any further 
representations to us all they need to do is to get in touch with me and I will 
bring the matter up before the agenda committee. If there is anything which 
comes up that you wish to make representation on, I think that the committee 
will always be glad to hear representations from you.

Now, it was the decision that we hear the non-pensioned widows tomorrow 
at 10 o’clock. That hour was set because we wanted to hear them as soon as 
possible, and there were so many committees sitting at 11 o’clock that we 
thought to sit at all we would have to sit at 10 o’clock. Since then the Banking 
and Commerce committee which was to sit at 11 has concluded its hearings but 
having set the time at 10 o’clock we thought that we might as well leave it at
10 o’clock, but if the committee generaly wishes it changed to 11 o’clock wê can 
have the hearing then and in room 277 because that was the room in which 
the banking and commerce committee was to meet. We could sit as usual from
11 o’clock on or we could sit at 10 o’clock, which ever the committee desires.

Mr. Goode: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lumsden made some remarks concerning 
Bill 101. I would just suggest here that some department undertake to give us 
a copy of those remarks for our next meeting so we can have the complete brief.

The Witness: Yes, it is just a short paragraph.
The Chairman: Yes, that could be done, I suppose, because the printed 

reports will not be available by then and this paragraph is very short.
The Witness: I will give the paragraph to the scribe.
Mr. Herridge: I move that the committee sit at 11 o’clock tomorrow mor

ning if it meets with the approval of the non-pensioned widows league.
The Chairman:- It is moved that we meet at 11 o’clock tomorrow instead 

of 10 o’clock tomorrow morning.
All in favour?
Agreed.
Mr. Harkness: On page 4 of the brief Mr. Lumsden states: “The last 

parliamentary committee went on record as agreeing that something should be 
done to increase the ceiling on permissive income for the recipients of war 
veterans allowance. If this recommendation was implemented, the good it 
could accomplish would far outweigh the cost to the country; . . . .” Have 
you any estimates as to what the cost of that would be?

The Witness: I understand from the department that an accurate esti
mate would be impossible. If all our recommendations were implemented, 
in regard to the permissive ceiling and in regard to the increase of war veterans 
allowance, and the extension of the benefits to Canadians who had served 
in England during World War I, I think that the minister said that the bill 
would be over $40 million for war veterans allowance.

Hon. Mr. Lapointe: If all the requests were implemented the actual ex
penditure would be increased by 95 per cent.

Mr. Harkness: As far as this increase on permissive income is concerned 
you have not had any figures from the department or made any estimate 
yourself? I have always considered that the amount of money involved would 
be quite small and I wondered if we could get any definite figure on that.

The Witness: The department might be able to give you some estimates. 
We have not the data to do it. I believe that the minister told us if the per
missive ceiling was raised to $1440 for married people it would result probably 
in $3 or $4 million extra.

The Chairman: I understand from the minister, if it is the wish of the 
committee a submission will be made to the committee of the cost of the 
various suggestions.
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Mr. Harkness: I think that it will be very useful to the committee to have 
that information.

Mr. Brooks: I think that many of the members of the committee have been 
somewhat surprised that greater use has not been made of section 4 of the 
War Veterans Allowance Act. What do you say is the main reason for that? 
Is it because no more veterans can qualify for it, or is it because a lot of 
veterans are not aware of that new section?

The Witness: Frankly I do not know the reasons why more have not 
availed themselves of»it. Some of the employees of the department who were 
in close touch with the actual unemployed veterans might be able to give 
you more reason than I could. We do not of course, here at headquarters, get 
any concrete cases to deal with. We just know that the veterans are not 
availing themselves of it.

Mr. Brooks: Due to their increased age?
The Witness: It might be. Anyone not employable would naturally not 

be able to use it.
Mr. Herridge: I think that is one very good reason.
The Chairman: Gentlemen, if there are no more questions I am sure that 

you would want me, on your behalf, to thank Mr. Lumsden and his associates 
for the brief which they have presented to us today and to assure them that 
we will be glad to hear from them, or their organization with which we have 
worked together in such harmony in the past, at any time that they wish to 
make representation to us. We thank you very much for your presentation.

The Witness: We will be very happy to provide somebody here to answer 
questions in regard to this brief, either our general secretary or our chief 
welfare officer, and try to be available to the committee if we can be of any 
service to it. We would like to thank you for this opportunity.

The Chairman: The committee then is adjourned until tomorrow morn
ing at 11 o’clock.





HOUSE OF COMMONS

First Session—Twenty-second Parliament
1953-54

SPECIAL COMMITTEE

ON

VETERANS AFFAIRS
Chairman: W. A. TUCKER, Esq.

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE

No. 2

THURSDAY, MAY 20, 1954

WITNESSES:
Mrs. M. Wainford, President, and Mrs. L. Gaunt, Secretary, 

of the Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows.

EDMOND CLOUTIER, C.M.G., O.A., D.S.P. 
QUEEN'S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY 

OTTAWA, 1954.





EVIDENCE

May 20, 1954,
11.00 A.M.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. Before I call on the representatives of 
the Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows Dominion Council who are 
here today and who will be introduced when I call on them, a matter has been 
brought to my attention—not by a supporter of the government, either, but 
by an opposition member of this committee—and I appreciate very much the 
attitude taken by him and I am satisfied that in view of the evidence yesterday 
his attitude is probably shared by other members of this committee. I note 
in the press this morning that there is a headline in one of the Ottawa papers 
which says: “Legion flays pension board” in a black headline and in the head
line in the Gazette the following words appear: “Legion scores laxity of pension 
board.” It is carried in Canadian Press: “The Canadian Legion today charged 
the Canadian Pension Commission with lax administration.” I think every 
member of the committee would agree that the press misunderstood the brief 
of the legion.

Hon. Members: Hear, hear.
The Chairman: The legion brought forward seven cases and said that 

they knew of a very small additional number—there were not many others 
—where there had been delay in pensions being granted, but they indicated 
at the same time that in many cases there was a good reason for delay because 
it was difficult to obtain the necessary evidence and the whole purpose of 
bringing forward these cases where there had been a delay in granting a 
pension was to indicate that where the legion felt there had been a delay due 
to the necessity of finding evidence or because of some mistakes that the 
Pension Commission made, the right should be given to date the pension 
back and they brought forward the cases not as an indication of a general 
laxity on the part of the commission but to substantiate their claim that in 
the few cases they knew of where there had been delay the commission should 
have this power of retroactivity. As I remember the evidence, Mr. Lumsden, 
the president, stated very definitely that he was not making any charge of 
laxity or breakdown, or any charge whatever against the Canadian Pension 
Commission. He said that it was inevitable in handling work of this nature 
that there should be delays at times due to human error and I thought it was 
made abundantly plain by the president of the legion that he was bringing 
forward these few cases to substantiate that position. One of the members 
of our committee—one of the opposition members—brought that point out 
very plainly, I thought. He said even if there is one case it is the feeling 
of the legion that there should be power to date it back and remedy the 
situation, and the whole purpose of the brief was to substantiate their claim 
by showing seven cases here and I believe he said they had brought perhaps 
another ten which developed over a period of ten years. Now, when one 
considers the tremendous number of cases handled—the legion comes for
ward and says: “Here are seven cases and there are perhaps another ten”— 
over that period when they were handling the tremendous volume of work 
following the second war, and when the press feels that was a suggestion that 
the pension board was being flayed or that there had been lax administration,

27
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I feel it indicates the press misunderstood the Legion brief, and I would 
just again call to the attention of the press the very definite statement of the 
legion president in the printed brief where he says on page 14:

That error, negligence, human failure of some kind is bound to 
appear so long as the C.P.C. and its staff are composed of human beings 
is obvious. We handle a great many less cases than the Commission 
but these factors plague us.

I thought the legion tried to make it abundantly clear that they were 
not criticizing the Canadian Pension Commission by bringing these cases for
ward but that where there was the odd case where there had been delay in 
granting a pension that should have been granted earlier that in such a case 
there should be the right to date it back and therefore I draw that to the 
attention of the press. I hope that I have the support of the committee in
this because I feel that it was not the intention of the Canadian Legion to
make the attack they are alleged to have made. I hesitated to mention this 
but when it received such notice in the press I thought it was only fair to 
everybody concerned to make the statement I did.

Mr. Brooks: Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is necessary for us to
criticize the press here. If we did criticize the press in every matter where
we thought they made a mistake we would not do much else and I would 
rather think you have misunderstood, too, the brief of the legion. My under
standing of the brief of the legion was that they were taking up the different 
bills and were discussing Bill 82 and in that bill there are certain sections the 
deletion of which has been suggested. I think it refers to section 8 and 
section 13. They were presenting their case against the deletion of these 
particular sections and they felt it would be a hardship to a number of cases 
and the press may have misunderstood but there is no reason why you should 
misunderstand and I thought the legion’s contention in that connection was 
very strong and very convincing that these particular sections should be further 
considered by the committee and that there should be no deletion. The legion, 
I think, put up a good case in that connection. I do not think we should 
minimize it by saying there were only seven cases quoted here. As I under
stood the evidence yesterday, the witness giving evidence did not know how 
many more cases therë were. There may have been a great many.

Mr. Enfield: He did not say that.
Hon. Members: No, he didn’t say that.
Mr. Brooks: I remember him saying there were only 11 cases that he 

had with him and he said there were a great many which did not come to 
their attention at all. If I remember correctly, that was the statement. I do 
not think this committee should try to correct the press.

The Chairman: What Mr. Brooks has said is I think along the lines I 
was mentioning, that the purpose of the brief was to attack the proposed 
changes in the bill and not the Canadian Pension Commission.

Mr. Brooks: They were not attacking the proposed changes, but were 
simply pointing out that certain sections of the bill should not be deleted.

Mr. Herridge: I just want to say this: I quite agree, and I think the 
majority of the members of the committee would agree, that it is unfortunate 
that the headline in the press was out of proportion to the story and it did 
not reflect actually the expression of the opinion given by the president of the 
Canadian Legion to this committee yesterday. I think it is such an important 
matter to veterans generally and we try to approach the subject in this com
mittee from a non political point of view. It is most unfortunate to have a 
wrong conception of the work the Canadian Pension Commission is doing
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spread across Canada because certain illustrations were given to this com
mittee of human failings which were recognized not only on the part of the 
Canadian Pension Commission, but the legion organization itself, its branches 
and the welfare bureau and so on.

Mr. Green: I would like to be disassociated from your criticism of the 
press. After all, we still have a free press in this country and they are per
fectly entitled to come in here, listen to the evidence, and make whatever re
port they see fit, and just because it happens to be critical is no reason why 
this committee or any other committee of the House should take it upon itself 
to insist that the matter be righted. I think you are very much out of your 
place, Mr. Chairman, in making the statement you have made this morning, 
and in analyzing the evidence given by the legion without anyone else having 
an opportunity to do so and in saying the press is at fault and that you want 
to have the matter corrected. I never knew that politicians were that thin- 
skinned about criticism in the press and the Canadian Pension Commission 
should not be so thin-skinned either. They make mistakes, as indeed we all 
do, and the purpose of the committee is to criticize the Canadian Pension 
Commission or any other organization if they feel it is needed. If the press 
chose to interpret that evidence as they did they were perfectly within their 
rights in doing so, and I think you have gone a long way out of your sphere 
as the chairman of a House committee to set the press aright on a report they 
issued yesterday. For myself, I want to be disassociated from it completely. 
If this committee cannot stand for any criticism I do not know what good the 
committee will do for either the House of Commons or the veterans of Canada.

Mr. Quelch: I agree wholeheartedly with the sentiments expressed. I 
was very surprised when I picked up the newspaper and saw the headlines. 
That was altogether a different impression from the one I obtained from the 
Canadian Legion brief. . They were pointing out that mistakes were bound to 
occur at times—mistakes made by the commission or the legion itself. They 
felt that so long as mistakes were inevitable that the veterans should not be 
penalized in any way. The veteran should not have to suffer as a consequence 
of these mistakes, and therefore they were opposing certain of the changes 
proposed to the Act but they were not criticizing the pension commission. I 
thought that was made perfectly clear and I think the point you raised, Mr. 
Chairman, was one which was very well taken.

The Chairman: I want to say one thing. The Canadian Pension Com
mission did not mention the matter to me. This subject was really raised, 
as I said, because a member of the opposition thought the press had misin
terpreted the whole purport of this evidence and it was thought that I should 
mention it, not with any idea of criticizing the press but just by way of 
suggesting that in the opinion of the chairman and some of the members of 
the committee anyway, the purport of this brief had been misunderstood. Now, 
I think we should all be ready to be criticized by the press and I do not 
think I can be accused of being thin-skinned, because if at one time I had a 
thin skin, I have had to develop quite a thick one in the last few years!

Mr. Enfield: Hear, hear.
The Chairman: I realize, however, we all make mistakes and it is possible 

that the press might make an error and there is nothing wrong with our 
suggesting that perhaps the press misunderstood the purport of the evidence. 
I do not want to analyze it, but I did want to make sure that the confidence 
in the Canadian Pension Commission held by veterans all over Canada was 
not impaired, or destroyed perhaps, by a misunderstanding. That is all.

Mr. Gillis: I am going to agree with my colleague on the committee. 
I, too, think the headline was completely in error—“Legion Flays Canadian 
Pension Commission”. Well, they did not say any such thing here.
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I think the analysis they made was timely and we want to remember 
this: we desire to inform the general public also that the great majority of 
men on the Canadian Pension Commission are not medical men, and it was 
stated very clearly that most of the delays occur in diagnosing the disability 
of the veteran as related to service and when the pension commission receives 
a diagnosis from a medical doctor the layman is not in a position to argue with 
it. There is a great deal of delay then in trying to get that sorted out and I 
think there is lots of room for criticism in so far as pinning down the disability 
is concerned. I think a doctor should be very careful before he makes a 
decision and it should be done in consultation. I think the legion made it 
clear that the difficulty is in pinning down the disability and relating it to 
war service.

My experience with the commission has been—and like the service bureau 
of the legion—the only time we get a problem is, as in the case of a chiropractor, 
when everybody else has tried and failed. My experience with the commission 
has been that when you take one of these problem cases to them, they bend 
over backwards but they are not in a position to change a decision made by 
a medical man and I think the press was completely in error, in the headline 
at least, which said the legion flayed the Canadian Pension Commission because 
I do not think any member of that legion delegation had any intention of 
doing that. I think they did the veterans a good service by pinning down the 
difficulty as being the problem of relating disability to war service.

Hon. Members: Hear, hear.
The Chairman: I think we should now proceed.
Hon. Member: Agreed.
The Chairman: We have before us today some old friends.
Mr. Goode: If I may interrupt, are you going to give us any further 

opportunity of speaking on the brief now or are you going to give us an 
opportunity of doing that later?

The Chairman: I am in the hands of the committee concerning that.
Mr. Green: I cannot hear.
The Chairman: Mr. Goode wanted to know if we were going to discuss 

the brief of the Canadian Legion now and I stated I was in the hands of the 
committee in that regard but what I had in mind was that we would hear 
the Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows Dominion Council repre
sentatives now and then we could discuss the brief of the Canadian Legion 
after we are through with the representations of the Canadian Non-Pensioned 
Veterans’ Widows association. I thought that perhaps we might then take 
up the first bill this afternoon concerning which there is very little dispute 
and perhaps deal with it but of course I would not want to press that view 
unduly. I thought, at any rate, we would hear the Canadian Non-Pensioned 
Veterans’ Widows submissions right away, and then we could discuss the 
legion brief and then take up the bill, if that would be agreeable to the 
committee.

Mr. Brooks: I agree with you. I think it would be better to take the brief 
of the Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows first, but I would also think 
that in discussing the Canadian Legion brief we could do it better if we took the 
bills and applied their criticisms to the different bills as we come to them. 
That would appear more logical to me.

The Chairman: Is there anything in particular, Mr. Goode, you wanted to 
put on the record?

Mr. Goode: There has been some discussion here this morning regarding 
pensions. I have no comment to make on what has been said but I have some 
figures on the total number of pensions handled by the Canadian Pension Com
mission over a period of time. It might be of some value to the members of the
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committee to have that figure put on the record so that they could discuss the 
pension situation much more completely than they otherwise could. I have asked 
the Canadian Pension Commission for the figures and if you will give me 
permission I will put them on the record for the purposes of the committee.

Mr. Croll: I think they would be very useful.
The Chairman: Is that agreed?
Hon. Members: Yes.
The Chairman: Just the figures?
Mr. Goode: Yes. It will take me about five minutes, Mr. Chairman, if you 

will give me that length of time.
The Chairman: Are they in a form which would permit you to table them, 

Mr. Goode?
Mr. Goode: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: It is utterly impossible to hear what is being said.
The Chairman: Could you not hear me?
Mr. Brooks: Yes, but I cannot hear Mr. Goode. I wonder if Mr. Goode 

could stand up when he speaks.
The Chairman: Mr. Goode has some figures here which were given to him 

by the Canadian Pension Commission and which set out the decisions rendered 
by the commission on injuries or deaths over the past five years and the number 
of cases granted and not granted in respect of disability and the number of cases 
in regard to deaths. Mr. Goode thought it would be helpful to have these figures 
put on the record at this time, because there has been some discussion as to the 
total number of cases dealt with.

Mr. Harkness: I think those figures should be put on the record by the 
Canadian Pension Commission or a representative of the commission at a time 
when we will have an apportunity to question them. At the present time I think 
we should go ahead and hear the ladies’ brief.

Mr. Goode: I am sorry I cannot agree. This is a letter written to me and 
because it is written to me the figures, I take it—and I think my point is well 
taken—are mine at this time. I suggest to you, sir, they be put on the record in 
my name and if you do that I will be quite satisfied.

Mr. Green: I do submit this: on a question of this kind the figures should 
be put on the record by an officer of the Canadian Pension Commission who 
can be cross-examined and it is not the correct procedure for a private member, 
or rather a member of the committee, to come along with some figures and say: 
“I want them put on the record.” We have never done that before. When we 
have had figures put on the record we have always had the officials here to 
put them on the record and they, of course, were subject to cross-examination 
and I submit that that should be the course followed now. If Mr. Goode is going 
to be permitted to put his set of figures on the record we can have figures put on 
the record by every member of this committee. It is completely out of order.

The Chairman : I would think, Mr. Goode, that the best time to put these 
on would be when we come to deal directly with the pension bill, because if 
I do as suggested and permit you to put anything on the record then the other 
members of the committee might feel they should put other figures on and 
have the right to question and so on. So I suggest that you put these figures 
on the record when you are examining Mr. Melville who will be here to speak 
to the committee and to answer questions in regard to the Pension Act. I think 
that is the fairest way to do it.

Mr. Goode : I point out this is a letter addressed to me. Every member 
of the committee had an opportunity to write away and procure this informa
tion. I do not agree with your ruling, but I will not argue too much about it 
at this point.
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The Chairman : You could put the figures on the record later.
Now, gentlemen, as I was saying, we have with us this morning the repre

sentatives of the Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows Dominion Council. 
Mrs. M. Wainford of Verdun, Quebec, is the president of the association and 
will present the brief on behalf of the association, and perhaps Mrs. L. Gaunt 
of Toronto may make some supplementary remarks. I believe there are sev
eral ladies here who are supporting their president and secretary and we are 
certainly glad to see them, and to welcome them here and to have them make 
a submission to this committee.

I will now call on Mrs. Wainford to present the submission on behalf of 
the Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows Dominion Council.

Mrs. M. Wainford, President, Canadian Non-Pensioned Veterans Widows, Dom
inion Council, called:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, and honourable members of parliament, this 
is a privilege that we non-pensioned veterans widows have this morning in 
coming before this committee. First, I would like to say I am very pleased to 
see I think four or five of the old faces which have been on this committee 
since 1941. I see Mr. Green, Mr. Brooks, Mr. Herridge, Mr. Quelch, and I think 
Mr. Gillis. These men I have met on many occasions in respect to this work. 
I see over there our distinguished chairmen of the various departments, General 
Burns, Brigadier Melville, and I just do not know the other three gentlemen’s 
names. I will make myself acquainted with them before I leave.

We have no brief to present to you with a big write-up. We usually have 
had a small one, but we have no officers or anything at our disposal to help 
us in preparing one. Our work is all done voluntarily.

I thought that the best procedure would be to read each of our resolutions 
separately and I could be questioned on them, or I could explain the reason 
why we are asking for these concessions.

I suppose that the chairman of the committee and the members of the 
committee will have seen these resolutions because I had my secretary send 
copies of these resolutions with an attached letter to every member and every 
minister in the House of Commons, and I am hoping that every member has 
read these resolutions and has kept them in mind with the hope that they can 
be met at this meeting.

We have been coming here for many many years and I feel—I am speak
ing personally now—that up to the present time we have just come here, and 
come and gone out again, and we have come to a stage that we are no longer 
coming here for a holiday. We come here to work and when we are down in 
our building we work just as hard on this work as you people do in the House 
of Commons; sometimes I think a little bit harder. So, it is with this in mind 
that I hope and trust that this committee will be able to do something about 
this.

I would like to thank the chairman—I notice that the minister is not here 
—for the privilege of being able to appear before this committee. I was told 
that we would have an hour to present what we have before this committee, 
and I got in touch with the minister and stated that we thought that an hour 
would not be enough, and I would beg of this committee that if we do not get 
our work done by the time you wish to adjourn this morning, that we be 
allowed to come back. The last time I appeared before your committee I 
spoke for an hour and a half, and I think our work is now extended. I do 
not wish to keep the members any longer than I can possibly help, but I would
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ask that if we do not get through this, that we be allowed to come back if 
only for an hour or a half hour, and if not we will request that we be allowed 
to come back later on before the House adjourns.

We will start out with resolution (a) :
That the widows allowance under the War Veterans Allowance Act 

be increased to $75 per month. This is necessary owing to the high 
cost of living, especially increased rentals.

Gentlemen, may I say that we are asking for $75 a month and we would 
really love to have it, but I do not think that we will get it. But, what we 
are more interested in than anything else is having it straight across the board 
doing away with any assistance funds or any supplementary allowance or 
whatever you might call it.

I do not want to repeat myself as I go down the list. Things have changed, 
even say in the last year, in respect to war veterans allowance applying to 
widows. We have naturally to say veterans and their widows. There have 
been many changes which we have to deal with in our local offices. I know 
in my own group of women that I have a 24 hour day job trying to make them 
understand things that the government is bringing out at the present time. At 
one time if there was anything applying to war veterans allowance which 
came uot we had all the literature we wanted at each branch. This has not 
happened in the last few years; therefore, we are not kept in touch with the 
proceedings of the war veterans work. Another thing which I notice is that 
in the Hansard when anything comes up referring to veterans legislation, or 
war veterans allowance, that there is very little at any time mentioned about 
the veterans widows. There is one great organization of veterans in this coun
try. But there is more than one organization of veterans in this country. I 
think when veterans work is being discussed that our work is just as impor
tant, if not more important, because of the fact that the government gives us 
this allowance, I think, because they felt sorry for us more than anything else. 
Since the government has given us this allowance they certainly recognize us 
as dependents and that we need it. Therefore, each year when we have come 
here, or every'two years, presenting our brief, we have had little adjustments, 
but the adjustments which have been given to us on the one hand have been 
taken away by the other hand.

If any of the members wish to ask me anything on this, I will be quite 
willing to explain it.

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. Would you explain what you mean by benefits given to you which have 

been taken away?—A. I think that will come in another resolution. But the 
fact is that the press says today the cost of living has increased—

Q. I would like to explain that when members of the House refer to 
veterans and do not refer to veterans widows as frequently, it is because when 
we use the term veterans we are thinking of the term widows as well because 
they are veterans. Can you give an illustration of some of the rents that some 
of your members have to pay in your district?—A. Yes. In Quebec we all live 
more or less in three or four room flats, flats with stairs. Quebec is the 
province where it is said that the stairs hang out the windows. That is so. 
We live in these flats and have to heat them ourselves which sometimes takes 
between four or five tons of coal. I do not have a flat. I live in a room, and 
it cost $18 a month about four or five years ago before the rents started to go 
up, and you add your water taxes, etc., over that. But, now that rent is up to 
$35. Where I stay the woman is on war veterans allowance. I am giving you 
the lowest figure. Other flats in the same block are as high as $50 for the same 
kind of house because a new tenant has come in. If we were to move out the
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landlord would ask $60 for the house, so we cannot afford to move out because 
if we try to get another house it would cost us $60. These people are living 
under fear and dread all over the country of being put out of their homes 
because they may not be able to meet their rents. Mrs. Hickey, I presume, will 
permit me to say—she is from Toronto—that the house in which she lives and 
has lived in for 14 years which did rent for $35 or $40 a month, in the last five 
years has gone up to $100 a month. She has to vacate. When you figure the 
total amount of the allowance which we are getting—mind you it is a Godsend 
when we get $50—but when you figure the total amount these widows get and 
the fear and dread they are living under—we have lived so many years on 
this small amount that everybody is eating the same food and living through 
the same routine of fear of what is going to happen. That is the position I 
find the widows, my colleagues, in. We cannot do anything about the rents. 
Each province does what it likes. It seems to me—and I am speaking per
sonally—that D.P.’s are coming into our own province and buying up all the 
property and putting the rents up so high, and the government has not taken 
any steps to try to curb this thing. This is nothing which has come from our 
convention table. This is something which has been brought in through the 
question asked me.

Therefore, we are asking that that amount of money be raised to $75 with 
a ceiling of $300. But, if the government was generous enough to grant us 
that $75 without anything else we might have to come back and say that $75 
would not cover us with the high rentals.

I have widows who are living in rooms with their sons-in-law or their 
daughters and they are being put out of these rooms because the young people 
do not want their mothers, or their fathers who might be the veterans, 
staying with them. They cannot get places to live, so they go to a room. They 
can only pay a certain amount of money for this room if they are living in a 
house where the person is on a war veterans allowance such as I am. The 
lady I stay with is under the war veterans allowance and I pay her so much 
for a room. If I pay her too much it is deducted from her allowance. I under
stood in the earlier days when we got this allowance it was to the widow who 
had it by entitlement of being 55 years of age and had no other source of 
income. If the widow has $1,000 in the bank and the investigator goes around 
he wants to know if she has spent any of that $1,000. Or, they tell you that 
you have too much insurance. I do not want to dwell too much on this, but 
I think we have practically covered that first resolution by giving you the 
information that you asked for.

Mr. Goode: I think you should put on record exactly the amount you are 
getting now.

The Witness: I can go back and say we got $20 in 1943; between 1943 and 
1944 we were raised to $30 a month; in 1947 we got $40 a month; we asked 
at that time for $50 with a cost of living bonus. At that time the food could 
have gone down or the rents, or vice versa, so we did not get the increase 
and we were left at $40 a month with the added amount of supplementary 
allowance. We now have $50 a month which was granted between 1951 and 
1952—it is usually dealt with in one year and comes into effect in the next 
year—with the added supplementary allowances.

Mr. Enfield: I am confused with your remarks in relation to the legion 
brief. They have a section called dependent parents where they also refer 
to widows.

The Chairman: It is suggested for the purpose of hearing better that 
the members stand when asking a question.
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By Mr. Enfield:
Q. I have never known conservative members to be so hard of hearing 

before. I just want to tie in your remarks with what you say are the 
allowances and their remarks. It says here: “Dependent parents did not 
benefit to any extent by the revision of pension rates in 1951. Previous to 
that date, a widow, for example received $75 a month.”—A. That was under 
the Pension Act. This is war veterans where there is a different system 
altogether. It is a different department.

Q. You are not interested in the Pension Act in relation to that at 
all?—A. I will speak on that probably later on.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. Do you have to sign a form every year showing just how much money 

you have in the bank?—A. Now, in most cases I am very well received by 
any of the departments. In Montreal I go to the department if any of the 
widows are in distress and think things are not going right, I had just 
gone there a few days before we came here because some of the women 
thought they were being investigated a little too often. Now, as far as I 
know from my own experience these widows are investigated twice a year, 
sometimes once a year, and if there is any doubt in the case they can be 
investigated at any time. They get forms to fill in. There would definitely 
be a form every second year. The investigator might be sent once a year 
and when the investigator goes he has certain questions to ask these widows 
which I will deal with later on if you do not mind.

Mr. Dinsdale: In cases where overpayment is discovered—
The Witness: Could I leave that to later on.
Mr. Dinsdale: Yes.
The Chairman: Would you rather have questions put to you as you go 

along?
The Witness: Yes. I think that as we go down these if the gentlemen 

asked questions we will finish each item at a time.
(b) That the permissible income ceiling be raised to the amount 

of $300 a year, bringing the widow’s total income to $1,200 per annum. 
We feel at the present time it will take that amount of money to live I 
think a little bit. There are no luxuries because it has been in the press 
that man who has only $2000 or $3,000 a year cannot afford to pay income 
tax and we are not getting anything like that. I think that if the govern
ment could see fit to give it to us across the board and do away with this 
assistance fund—I really do not know. I would rather have someone ask me 
a question on that resolution.

Mr. Quelch: If the request under paragraph (a) was not granted, that 
is, to raise the widow’s allowance to $75 a month, I would take it you would 
want the permissive income to be higher?

The Witness: No sir. I have to refer to a little note which I have made 
here which will bring in this point. About two years ago, at which time I 
think Mr. Mutch was in the chair, there was a section known as section 4 
brought in for the men under War Veterans Allowance Act applying to 
work and working conditions whereby the veterans could go out and earn 
a certain amount of money in a week or month or three months and then 
report this to the department. When the veteran did this his allowance would 
cease, but if he made $200 or $300, or $500 or $600,—as long as he did not 
have $500 or $600 in the bank—he would automatically be put back on 
veterans allowance if he stopped working.
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I recall that last year in talking to the minister and his colleagues—and 
I think Mr. Mutch was present at that time—this question was brought up 
in a matter of fact way, and I asked him if the widows could do the same 
and go out and work. Well, in the first place, gentlemen, we got this 
allowance because we were indigent widows and were off the labour market 
and if we were off the labour market 16 years ago, surely no one can tell 
me now, some 15 or 16 years later, that I can go out and work. Why is 
the government now offering us work?

I have received a letter in which the department suggests they will send 
an investigator to the widows on the war veterans allowance to try and find 
a way of helping them earn money by taking boarders or roomers or some 
type of work. I have to speak about the government. What is the govern
ment asking the department to do by offering to get work for the widows who 
would presumably come under section 4, the same section the veterans come 
under? I do not see this method at all.

The widows received $20 a month in the beginning and it has gone up to 
$50 and we are all getting older. This is something on which we have not 
been really advised by the departments of the government in their district 
offices. Why should they say: “Mrs. So and So, you receive the war veterans 
allowance, do you not think it would be better to try and get a job and we will 
endeavour to help you find one.” General Burns was here,—I think in 
February or March,—and he came to our meeting in Montreal, and this 
question was uppermost in our minds. My secretary had written to the 
department and we could not have this paragraph defined. We wanted to 
know what this work was. We wanted to know how we could go out to 
work and make $50 and raw $50 from the war veterans allowance for a 
certain number of weeks or months, as long as it was not an excessive 
amount, which would enable them to re-establish their homes or buy television 
sets or refrigerators or what have you and then go back on the allowance.

I am extremely sorry that I was not able to have a little meeting with 
the minister and his colleagues in order to have this question completely 
clarified before I came to this table because I am at a loss personally to give 
you gentlemen the proper outlook on this question. We are now getting $50 
a month. Probably some of the members of the committee could get up and 
answer this question for me. The widows are getting $50 a month now, and 
they are advised by the department—the local districts have nothing to do 
with it and I have nothing concise on it—that they can go out and work and 
make $50 a month and continue to draw the $50 from the war veterans 
allowance, giving them a total income of $100 a month. In discussing this 
matter, I stated that I did not think it was fair to my neighbour who is 
receiving the war veterans allowance of $50 a month and who cannot go out 
and earn $50 a month.

What I would like to know—and probably one of the department officials 
or one of you gentlemen at this table will explain to me—is just how far this 
$50 and $50—how far the total amount—can go to, and what is going to 
happen afterwards?

Now, I am going to make a personal statement on this. I feel that under 
section 4 the men have the privilege of going off the war veterans allowance 
and earning any amount they like within three months or a year and automat
ically going back on the war veterans allowance. I am wondering if the 
same is going to apply to the widows for the reason that I gave, although I 
can bear to be corrected. I understand that now the department is laying 
out this ruling and that the local district departments can find the veterans 
jobs. Are they going to set up an organization to find jobs for the widows?
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Mr. Brooks: Could I ask you this: did you know that there were very 
few of the veterans who were able to take advantage of section 4? That 
is, the percentage is very very small. Out of some 30,000 veterans there 
were only some few hundred who took advantage of it.

The Witness: Honourable member, I think your remarks are quite in 
order, but does the department, or any of the local departments, know why 
the veterans are not taking advantage of that opportunity?

Mr. Brooks: They are too old.
The Witness: This is off the record—I know I have that privilege,—but I 

have heard men say: “I am not going to go under section 4 because if I start 
to work the board is going to try and get me another job once I am finished 
with the one I have.” Now, I am saying that in all sincerity so you can see 
the same will apply to the women.

When I had my meeting with General Burns we decided we would not 
say anything about this to the widows because I would be up all night trying 
to explain it. We decided we would not say anything further about it until 
we came to Ottawa and got proper clarification on the one issue. Things are 
getting more complicated—not each year, but each month—in regard to war 
veterans allowances. When we instigated this movement we really instigated 
something, I am telling you. Each year it is getting worse and worse. I do not 
know who is responsible but someone in this House is responsible and where 
they get these complications from I will never know. I think I will have to get 
in on the inside.

Mr. Goode: I do not know if I can agree with you that the veterans do 
not want to take a job but I do want to point out what was said in the com
mittee yesterday, that it was strictly a matter ot lack of information on the 
part of the veterans that some of them did not take advantage of section 4. I 
think you should know that.

The Witness: I certainly do. In fact, even before section 4 was brought 
out and before it was legislated I was a little dubious about the section myself. 
I think I should say at this time that I happened to sit in yesterday with my 
ladies listening to the Canadian Legion. I would like to say that I have person
ally brought many veterans ’ cases, men’s cases, to this great city of Ottawa. 
On many occasions I have had to go and see Brigadier Melville. I do not know 
how I get involved with these cases but the men get in touch with me by 
phone—I have never met them, they telephone me and give me their regi
mental number—and I reply that if I am going to Ottawa, that I will try and 
do something for them. I would say that in three cases out of four the decision 
has been to the benefit of the veteran. Last fall, between September and 
January, I was able to get three veterans cases through with the assistance of 
Brigadier Melville and his department. I have the highest regard and respect 
for that department and also for the war veterans allowance department.

We feel the government could really extend this war veterans allowance. 
After all, all salaries are going up today, from the butcher and the baker and 
others up to and including you own salaries, gentlement, and another $10 or 
$20 a month would mean so much to the widows of veterans and I do not 
think it would cost the country very very much to increase the widows allow
ance. We are losing widows every day; they are passing on and some of them 
are quite glad to pass on at this time under the present circumstances of their 
existence. Is there any other questions, gentlemen, on that resolution?

Mr. Goode: How many members have you, Mrs. Wainford?
The Witness: All over the country?
Mr. Goode: Yes.
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The Witness: That, sir, I could not tell you. I will endeavour to briefly 
explain the way we do our work. We have no head office and we do not take 
an interest in the various organizations. Each organization tries to get suffi
cient funds together to enable them to come to Ottawa. We all work individu
ally. I did have figures giving the total number of widows in 1939. I believe 
at that time there were 40,000 widows. Recently I made inquiries again, and 
have learned that with those who have passed on and with those who have 
come in from time to time that the number is approximately the same. I under
stand there are approximately 40,000 veterans widows throughout the coun
try who are receiving the allowance and that again is lack of information.

Coming back to section 4 and the remark I made concerning the men not 
wanting to work, I would not say it is lack of information which causes this. 
I think the literature concerning it and the program itself is so complicated 
that the average veteran does not understand it. Even if it were given to 
him on an information sheet he would not understand it. I am going to be 
very frank here, but I must say that the men down in the department do not 
understand it themselves. I am saying that in all fairness and truth. I always 
have someone with me and they said before I came up here: “Really, we 
personally do not understand this, and we are simply trying to follow this 
ourselves”. I think we will have to come to Ottawa and have a special meet
ing all together and get into a huddle and try to clarify it. I just do my best 
to explain what I know and I think I am making a pretty good job of it in 
the meantime.

I do not mind answering questions and I will be only too pleased to 
answer any questions you may have. Shall we go on to the next resolution?

(c) That all non-pensioned veterans widows whose late husbands 
served with the Canadian forces be considered under the War Veterans 
Allowance Act, and that England be considered a theatre of war for 
men who served in the Canadian forces during the Great War 1914-18.

In our work through the years we have always been just on the verge 
of getting something really accomplished for us—and this is one resolution 
which we advocated away back in 1944-1945 and which would have become 
permanent legislation only for the fact that it seems that each time we get 
someone who is really interested in us there is either a shifting in the govern
ment or that individual is appointed to another job or passes on and that is 
what happened here.

Mr. Green: It kills them!
The Witness: The late Right Hon. Ian Mackenzie, former Minister of 

Pensions and National Health was interested in this. We had our battles in 
the early days, but he was very sympathetic despite what we might have 
thought to the contrary. Around 1944-1945 with the election coming on and 
one thing and another this resolution to have England recognized as a theatre 
of war was practically through. Our men enlisted and went wherever His 
Majesty’s service calls them to go—we were under a King at that time—and 
many of our men were in England during the first war. Hundreds of them 
wanted to go to France—I don’t know why—but they wanted to go to France;
I suppose to have some fun. I always like to bring in a little jovial part!

An hon. Member: Did they have any fun in England?
The Witness: I do not know, I would have to go over myself and find out! 

Nevertheless, for some reason or other they wanted to get into action. They 
were not thinking of receiving pensions at the end of the war or anything like 
that because they did not know what would happen. They wanted to go into 
action. There were all kinds of men who wanted to go into action from the 
butcher, the baker, and the candlestick-maker up to doctors and men who 
were cooking for the troops in England. However, these people—the veterans
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and the widows—were denied any sort of assistance and we have hundreds of 
veterans’ widows who are not getting any form of assistance whatever either 
through the war veterans allowance or in the form of social security in this 
country.

I noticed in the Hansard of the 10th of May that one of the members was 
speaking in the House on the same subject I am and he made a remark that 
many of the people who were receiving old age security might have fought 
against us in the war and that impressed me very much when I read that little 
paragraph in Hansard. I read all of Hansard and I cannot go through all the 
things which you gentlemen have said which have impressed me but that 
remark impressed me very much. I was pleased and impressed that a member 
said in the House of Commons and brought to the attention of the floor that 
many of the people who are drawing social security in the form of the old age 
pension—it might be $40 a month for an individual and $80 a month in the 
case of a couple—but probably some of these people fought against us in the 
first war and yet we have our own people in this country who are receiving 
no assistance. There is a part later on where that will come in under the 
work of the council.

Now, I do not presume that the government will take this into considera
tion, but I still think that the men who went to England did not do so in order 
to escape action and that England should be classed as a theatre of war as was 
done in the case of the second world war, I understand. I suppose, however, 
that at the time of the first world war Canada had never been in a war before 
and did not know very much about it. It would be in much the same position 
as we were when we started out new. We had to learn as we went along. I 
think the Canadian government has learned a great deal about pension legisla
tion as the years have gone on—they might have made mistakes in the earlier 
days that cannot be rectified now—but I do not think there has ever been a 
law made that cannot be broken. I think there is always a way to get around 
a corner and I think matters should be adjusted to help the men unless the 
government intends to bring in another form of security program which would 
cover the men who only served in England.

Are there any other questions?
Well now, I think we will proceed with resolution (d).

(d) That the veterans widow in receipt of the allowance receive 
free medical care because the widow is unable to pay for herself and we 
ask that her family should not be penalized on her behalf.

This is another instance where we lost a good man. The late Colonel 
Carmichael who was very close to Senator Mackenzie was not only a brother 
to us but also a father in regard to giving us assistance and advice. Our delega
tion met on one occasion in the Transportation Building before a committee 
and I offered a suggestion at that time—I think I go back as far as 1943—that 
any recipient of a war veterans allowance—which was only $20 at that time— 
should be given a small card by the government immediately upon receipt of 
the allowance to show that they were receiving the war veterans allowance and 
which would entitle them to free hospitalization when they went to a hospital. 
The question was asked: who is going to pay for this? I replied that I did not 
care who paid for it—it could be the provincial government or the federal 
government or both governments jointly. I have dealt with the provincial 
government down in Quebec and they threw their hands up and said: “You 
are a federal responsibility, the government had the war and they should look 
after the veterans and the widows.” When I come to the federal government 
they say: “You are a provincial responsibility.” I think there is a hole some
where where we have to drop down and disappear. What can we do? We
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feel we are a provincial responsibility because we are veterans’ widows—a 
preferred group of women—and I still suggest to the women that we should 
have free hospitalization. I will give you an illustration which occurred in my 
province. Perhaps Mrs. Gaunt could take a note and give an illustration from 
her province. If a woman goes to a hospital in my province—through the 
social service department—she is asked immediately: “Do you work? No. Any 
income? Yes, $50 a month. Fifty cents for your card. You can’t pay it? Can 
you pay a quarter? Well, I will try.” Some say no, no, I cannot pay a quarter 
so they go through free, but the one who tries to pay that quarter pays it so 
they go through the clinic and probably are put into hospital.

I showed to the Minister, of Pensions and National Health the hospital bill 
of a widow for $375 and on that bill which was thoroughly itemized a charge 
of 25 cents was made for one aspirin and a charge of 15 cents was made for one 
orange. I do not have that bill with me now because I have already shown 
it to the minister.

In our province, as I presume is the case in other provinces, if the widow 
has any relations at all, including grandchildren, who are working the 
authorities will make them pay the hospital bill. That is what is causing 
much of the disruption in the homes where the mothers are being put out of 
their own family homes because the families figure that if she becomes sick 
and is taken to the hospital they will be responsible for the bill. I have said 
that in my province they will dig your great-grandfather out of the grave to 
make him pay the hospital bill and I think my suggestion for this form of card 
for the veterans’ widows would save a great deal of trouble. I think the gov
ernment could do that. The government gives grants to hospitals and for 
hospitalization and all provincial governments and municipalities do.

It is not very long ago that I received a call at 3 o’clock in the morning 
from one of my widows who was sick. I had to call the police and have her 
taken to the hospital in a taxi. She got into the hospital without trouble because 
she had no other source of income but if she had had any relations they would 
definitely have had to pay her bill. I think this could be done by the govern
ments because, as I mentioned, the governments give substantial amounts of 
money to the hospitals and I think that the widows should be taken care of in 
that way. I want to leave this in your minds, gentlemen, and I am interested 
in seeing what can be done about it. It is very embarrassing for women to 
have to go to the clinic and to have to answer the questions they are asked 
especially when they are living as they are. When you go to a clinic with some 
money you can be a little saucy but when you live in poor circumstances your 
courage grows weaker and weaker when you appear before the people, many 
of whom are not very nice people. I will not dwell on it because if I do I will 
be feeling sorry for myself.

I trust this resolution meets with your approval. The government has 
always said they could not give free hospitalization to us because they would 
have to give it to the widows who are on full pension. If the government cannot 
see fit to do this I hope they will at least give us enough money so we can pay 
our own hospital bills even if we must continue to go to the clinic. I would not 
mind being a full pensioned widow getting $100 and being able to go out and 
earn $100 a day without any questions and investigators bothering me and 
there are many of our women—I would say the majority of the women who 
are with me today—who would like to find themselves in this position. I am 
not criticizing the pension commission; I am not criticizing anybody. In 1928 
through a lack of knowledge of how to operate pension in the country many 
of our widows did not receive full pension. We were told in more cases than one 
that it was the fault of the men. They would not go to the department or 
to the government to see what the matter was until 1928 when the government
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called all veterans in who wanted to appear for re-examination. At that time 
many of the men got their pensions re-instated and many of them drew 
thousands of dollars in back money from the government. I have educated 
myself concerning that situation and the government could have been bank
rupt at that time if they had paid all the pensions that were owing. The gov
ernment at that time widened the Pension Act in regard to veterans themselves, 
but many men—and perhaps some of you gentlemen might have been among 
them—said: “I won’t go to the department.” The department has stated in many 
cases it has been the fault of the men for not going to have their cases re
examined and I think a lot could be accomplished towards helping the widows 
if the husband would go to the department and find out what the situation 
is. The widows would not be left in a rut when it came to the time of the 
passing of her husband and there are many of them passing on at the present 
time. I believe it is the fault of the men. I do not blame the government. If we 
did not go to the government with our grievances we would not get anywhere.

Is there anything about which you would like to ask concerning this reso
lution? All right, I will go now to resolution (e) :

(e) That all widows of Imperial veterans who have resided in 
Canada 20 years and whose late husbands died prior to having the 
necessary qualifications be granted the war veterans allowance.

There is an omission in this resolution which I am sorry I noticed too late 
because these resolutions were drafted here yesterday. I would ask that the 
government give consideration that this allowance be given to a widow who has 
been a resident in Canada for 15 years. I think there could be a little drop 
between the 20 years which is provided for the men and that it should be 
brought down to 15 years for the women. I do not know the total number, but 
there are very few Imperial widows who come under this allowance and the 
biggest disappointment that we members of the dominion council have, and I am 
going to state this as a definite fact, is that this was our resolution from the 
beginning and it was taken away from us by other veterans organizations whose 
prestige, I suppose, classed them in a higher bracket than us. They set the date 
of residence at 20 years. When we appeared before this committee—and this 
resolution was brought up on many previous occasions—we stated that it should 
be at the discretion of the government and we did not stipulate the period of 
residence. I do not know how many members of parliament here realize this, 
but back in the early days the government had a great deal to do with bringing 
Imperial veterans out here, paying their fares and establishing them in homes 
and if a veteran brought his family out to this country back in 1919 or 1922 or 
whatever it may have been and only lived here for three years and then passed 
on, the widow did not have enough money to pay her fare back, and the govern
ment paid her a pension whereas if she could have got back home she might be 
living under the social security plan or the national health plan. I know of one 
widow whose husband died less six weeks of being in this country for 20 years. 
I brought the case to the minister and his colleagues. She has been living under 
family welfare or assistance from the Red Feather Campaign for practically 
the last ten years and I think that if the government does not want to reduce 
the term of residence they should at least consider these cases on compassionate 
grounds. That widow’s husband came to this country and was helped by this 
country to bring her here. He died and she was left to raise her own children 
and since then has taken children in and raised them in order to make a living, 
but now she is getting on in years and she is a case of direct charity.

I might give you the reason why we put this question of Imperial veterans 
as one resolution which has nothing to do with the veterans board whatsoever. 
When we drafted this resolution it was for the sole purpose of having the
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Imperials brought under Canadian legislation and we thought if we could not 
accomplish that at least we could get England recognized as a theatre of war to 
cover many veterans who had been in England. The difficulty in this is that many 
of our widows say: “Well, I do not see how Imperial widows can get this war 
veterans allowance when we Canadian widows do not get it,” and that is a 
logical question. Why should Imperial widows get it? I do not know why, and 
the matter was not defined clearly enough by those in the veterans organizations 
who submitted this resolution. If we had the same power or prestige which 
permits us to come before the committees and you gentlemen in the House some 
few years ago as we have today there probably would have been a lot of changes 
and that is why we feel today we are wasting time. We are getting too old now. 
This thing is not solid enough; the rock is not solid enough—before we pass 
on—to leave it for those who come after us. We want to have this matter 
stabilized before we pass on. Therefore, if the Imperial veterans’ widows are 
eligible for the pension—and I think there are very few of them—why is the 
Canadian widow whose husband went to England not provided for?

In our resolution we are asking that the term of residence be reduced 
from 20 years to 15 years. I was very sorry in going over these resolutions 
that I had omitted to bring that before our convention yesterday, and I hope 
that you gentlemen will keep that in mind and see if there is something that 
can be done about it.

Now we come to resolution (f) :

(f) That all veterans widows now receiving the widows allowance 
and who have attained the age of 70 years be granted the full amount 
of old age security.

Mr. Philpott: Now, Mrs. Wainford, in order that we can get that exactly 
clear, I take it what you mean in point (f) is that the total permissible income 
would be $1,200 a year because that would come to the same thing? In other 
words, in point (a) you suggest for bargaining purposes $75 a month but later 
on in your evidence you said $60 a month. That would come to $720 a year 
and the old age security allowance is $40 a month, which is a total of $480. 
In other words, the total permissible income should be $1,200 a year?

The Witness: Yes. The reason I said earlier “we would come into those 
things” is because we are classed as old age pensioners. We come under the 
Old Age Security Act. When we first got this $20 a month back in 1943, it 
was under the old age pension regulations and that is what the old age pen
sioners received then. I do not think that the honourable members in this 
room will say that I or any of my colleagues look like old age pensioners. I 
do not expect when I am 70 years of age I will need as much transportation or 
dressing up or require as much food in my stomach as I do today. I do not 
think a person who is 70 years of age has the same social life. I am somewhat 
active now, but when I am 70 I do not think I will be running around the 
streets and climbing on and off streetcars in the manner I do today. I do not 
think we should ever have been classed under the old age pension.

I can remember a few years ago, when the Honourable Mr. Milton Gregg 
was the Minister of Veterans Affairs, that he said: “We will put all the 
pensions in a bag and have a pool of them.” That is automatically coming. 
I do not know where we will end up.

We are still existing. We are veterans’ widows and not old age people 
at all and we should be treated as such because our men went to war and died 
premature deaths. The government itself says that a man ages ten years in 
war service so if he was 60 in years he is 70 in age, so therefore why should 
we be treated as though we were 70?
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When we organized this association some 16 or 17 years ago—I might have 
been around 50 or 53 at that time—but my goodness, at 50 years of age I was 
a flapper! I do not see any logic in this part of it. Probably the government 
had something in mind and I believe they had, but it has probably been tabled 
and shelved.

I remember quite a few years ago when I first met Mr. Tucker—he worked 
for the late Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie at that time—we openly discussed social 
security and national health. I am going back now 10 or 12 years. Mr. 
Tucker said it was tabled and shelved in the House of Commons and was ready 
to be brought out. However, we have not got it yet and I do not presume we 
will, and we women still have to pay our own hospital bills. I think there are 
many things this government could do if they wanted to. I was very dis
appointed to read in Hansard that the minister said there would be definitely 
nothing done at this session and the members of the council who are with me, 
and I suppose many widows throughout the country, are very disappointed 
too. Let us hope that the members do not stay away from Ottawa too long 
and that they will come back early in the fall to commence the session and 
that something will be accomplished before the year is out. We probably 
cannot accomplish anything at this session, but probably by next year we can 
look forward to really getting something done.

Are there any questions on this? I am trying to fill in my allotted time. 
I noticed, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that you took half an hour of our 
time this morning. We came into this room prepared to start at 11 o’clock. If 
you want to get through this morning, I will try to finish if you will bear 
with me.

Concerning the old age security, you can see by adding $75 to $300 that 
we would approximate the income of the old age pensioners, but there are quite 
a lot of complications attached to that, too.

Let me say first that when this old age pension scheme was brought in, 
in my organization I advised my widows not to accept it. We did have an 
official from Ottawa at one of our meetings, and I said: do not take the old 
age pension. You are war veteran’s widows.

I would not say that we were actually forced to accept it, but they advised 
us very strongly and they said: You had better get in line and make application 
for the old age pension. So the widows got their $40 as old age and only $20 
from the department. Here is their allowance cut in half. No, it is more than 
cut in half if she got $50, as war veterans allowance.

Now you will see that when these people get the old age pension they 
usually get $40 and $20 from the Department of Veterans Affairs. But if 
she has a roomer or two in her house who can pay her a little more than the 
board says they can pay, then that is deducted from the war veterans 
allowance, so that she gets only $10 under the war veterans allowance.

This is then an injustice, and it is only creating a lot of jobs for people 
to go out and investigate all these things and try to find out what it is all about.

On the other hand a widow may receive $40 as old age pension and 
$20 as war veterans allowance, and she may have a boarder and the boarder 
can pay her $50 a month yet there is no deduction made.

But if she has a roomer, and he pays, let us say, $6 a week, there is a 
certain amount of that room money which goes in as earnings which I think 
is an injustice.

If the widow is entitled to the war veterans allowance, she should have 
it as such.
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There is one part here about families being penalized. I say that families 
are being very severely penalized and for years we have tried to curb it. I 
know what the department did years ago. Our families are being more 
penalized today than they were 5, 6, or 8 years ago, and I have brought cases 
of it to this table before today in which the investigator would go out and try 
to find out actually how much the family would be getting for extra assistance.

I find the act a little bit difficult to understand in regard to supplementary 
allowances from the assistance fund. I do not know if it is the fault of the 
government or the department in Montreal, or the fault of the investigator who 
goes out to visit the widow.

I did not discuss it and we did record it because I have been in touch with 
Mr. Parliament who is here today, and he has arranged that when I go back 
to Montreal I shall meet with one or two of the officials there and have some 
of these cases clarified. But why should I have to do that? If these widows 
are eligible for this extra supplementary allowance, $50 plus $10 supple
mentary, then I do not see why it should not be given to them.

When it was first given to them there was the basic idea that they have 
this $40 and $120 of earnings. I still think they are entitled to it. These 
families should not have to support the mother, and I think they should still 
be entitled to the $120 from the department.

Suppose a widow applies to the D.V.A. for assistance. She fills in a form. 
An investigator is sent out, and she has to go through the same routine which 
she did when making her application. They ask how much insurance, how much 
money in the bank—bonds and anything else—how many children, what do they 
pay, and how much money do they earn. All that is taken down.

The board does not sit down there, the same as we are sitting here today, 
and make a decision.

Suppose it is turned down; suppose the case is turned down. We re-appeal 
it, and perhaps she will get $10 a month for 3 months, or perhaps for 12 months; 
but why should the family be penalized?

If a woman gets $50 war veterans allowance, and, if necessary $120 if 
she can earn it—I think if she cannot earn, it should automatically go to that 
widow without her family being told: you should do this or you should do that.

If there are any other questions on the resolution, I am quite willing to 
try to answer them.

Before we discuss the last resolution there is something which just came 
to my mind. I do not think that my delegates will feel badly if I bring this up. 
It is the case of a deserted wife.

At one time we had this resolution on our form here, but it had to be 
taken off because of the many complications. But I think it is something 
that this committee should consider and discuss among themselves. It is the 
case of a deserted wife.

Especially arising out of the first war—and I might say that in my early 
days—again giving the department all honour for the privilege—I have been 
quite fortunate in getting some of these cases through.

Many men have gone away from home and never been seen again, but 
their wives have kept the homes open and brought up the family, still waiting 
for the men to return, which has not happened.

I know it is mentioned in your bill that a man must try very seriously 
to find out whether it is the fault of the huband or the wife, but I think it is 
something which should be dealt with as far as the government is concerned.

I see Col. Garneau is sitting in the room and I have something which I 
would like to have clarified. I phoned his office this morning. I did not think 
he was going to be here today.

This is in regard to an incapacitated child.
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I dealt with this particular case many years ago and I understood that 
under the War Veterans Allowance an incapacitated child, when the parents 
were under the war veterans allowance, could not be cared for. I remember 
coming to Ottawa and discussing it with Brigadier Melville—who used to sit 
down with us in little groups along with whoever would come from the war 
veterans allowance department—and it was decided, many years ago when 
the war veterans allowance came in. I have to speak briefly of my own case.

A widow was getting the war veterans allowance. She had an incapa
citated son at that time which, I think, was around 1943, and at that time 
he was 37 years of age. Both the widow and her son lived with her married 
daughter. And after the allowance came through—I thought supposing this 
widow should die; what is going to happen to this boy?

So I came back to Ottawa and spoke about it to Brigadier Melville and 
his colleagues and they decided to try to do something about it. There was a 
pleasant surprise about the whole thing when there was a resolution passed 
that a dependent child, incapacitated, would be taken care of. This had gone 
on for quite a few years. Then we came back again and I asked the depart
ment: what would happen if the mother should die? Would the allowance be 
continued to the child?

Oh no. So the government came across again and said: if someone were 
appointed as a trustee for the incapacitated child, they could keep them and 
look after them.

Recently I had a case of an incapacitated child and I advised the widow. 
I do not think the widow will feel very badly if I speak of this case. The 
widow and her daughter are here today. The widow is my vice-president 
and she is here as a delegate.

When this lady got in touch with me I spoke to her about going on the 
allowance. May I ask Mrs. White to stand up. Mrs. White is standing up 
and her daughter is sitting beside her; and she has an incapacitated child who 
is 33 years of age.

When Mrs. White came to see me I tried to counsel her and I said that if 
she could come under the war veterans allowance, if she could get it for herself 
and her daughter, it might save her daughter from having to go out to work 
under the present conditions and circumstances in which she is. I do not want 
to bring that up today.

So I went over to the D.V.A. and I spoke to Colonel Hague and other 
members, and he told me that there was nothing in the Act that would provide 
for an incapacitated child over 21 years of age, and that after the age of 21 
there would be no provision under the War Veterans Allowance Act for that 
child.

I was rather disappointed. First I went to Ottawa about it where I was 
told that there would be. Then I went to Colonel Hague and he said: “No.” 
However, Colonel Hague wrote to Ottawa and this letter which I have with me 
was received in reply to the letter from Colonel Hague. It reads as follows:

During the interview I had with you and Mrs. White last Friday, 
the 27th November, we discussed the question of the payment of an 
orphan’s allowance under the War Veterans Allowance Act to an orphan 
twenty-one years of age or over, and I expressed the view that under 
no circumstances could an orphan twenty-one years or over be paid 
the allowance.

I have since been in correspondence with the Chairman of the 
Board in this connection, and he has confirmed that the War Veterans 
Allowance Act 1952 does not permit the payment of an allowance to 
an orphan after she has attained the age of twenty-one years.
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He remembers discussing the case of Mrs. White with you, and as 
he recalls the conversation, the question at issue was whether or not 
Mrs. White could receive the Allowance at an increased rate on account 
of her being responsible for the support of her incapacitated daughter, 
aged thirty-two years.

Mr. Garneau regrets if anything he said lead you to believe that an 
allowance could be paid to the daughter after Mrs. White’s death.

In asking about this widow, Mrs. Lauder, one of the members here and 
a delegate, had a conference at which this letter was contradicted. She said that 
it was in the act at the present time that an incapacitated child, under the 
war veterans allowance, and under the age of 21, can be provided for. Would 
you mind explaining that to me, please, Colonel Garneau?

Col. F. J. G. Garneau: In the case of a child over 21 years of age who 
is incapacitated, if it occurred before he reached the age of 21, he can be 
provided for, providing also that the child is living with the surviving parent; 
and that section of the act, if I am not mistaken, was. introduced in 1948 at 
the suggestion of the board itself in order not to separate, so to speak, the 
child from the surviving parent in a case where they were deeply attached, 
and where outside living accommodation was not necessary.

There was no provision for that before. But if a surviving parent died, 
there is provision to continue the allowance to the child; and in the absence 
of a father or mother with whom the child over 21 was residing. Does that 
answer you?

The Witness: Yes, thank you. That answers my question. That clarifies 
the matter. According to the way it was discussed it seemed that if both 
parents should die, there could be consideration given to whoever would look 
after the girl or boy, the incapacitated son or daughter. Therefore I suggest 
that this question be given great consideration because under the Pension Act, 
dependent children and orphans are looked after, and I think this should really 
apply as well to the war veterans allowance. I think it would be pretty hard 
for a sister or brother who is incapacitated—if in the meantime the widowed 
mother is getting an allowance for the child. And if she should die, and the 
allowance is not carried on—let us say that the brother or the sister wants 
to keep the child, but they are not in a financial position to keep it; so they 
would have to send that incapacitated child to an institution.

It was given to me just “off-side” by one of the departments, that I should 
not worry too much about it because the government is bringing in some sort 
of legislation for all incapacitated people in the country. Now, I would like 
to know if that is really true. I realize that it would cover a multitude of 
people. I am happy to know that if the government definitely brings that in, 
we do not need to worry about these incapacitated sons or daughters. The only 
thing I would worry about, when the legislation comes in, and when the parent 
dies, again, is whether the incapacitated child is going to be put in an institution, 
if they have a brother or sister who is quite willing to keep them?

I think that is should be added to the law also, that they could be 
appointed as trustees, provided they are willing to take the child to keep it.

Naturally, there would have to be an investigation carried on by depart
mental investigators, to see about it. But I think it is something worth 
keeping in mind. In any event it is now being recorded for you to discuss 
later on.

Now we come to our last resolution which reads as follows:
THAT the government set up a permanent committee on Veterans 

Affairs and we ask that the Members of this Committee be given 
authority to select and present to the government the problems most 
pressing to the veteran or his widow.
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The only thing I have to say on this resolution—I am here to be 
contradicted if I am wrong, because I am not very well acquainted with 
parliamentary procedure—but in reading the Hansards, not only from this 
parliamentary committee but from previous ones, I might have to speak very 
bluntly about this, and I hope you will bear with me in what I have to say 
in this connection.

This committee is set up, consisting of so many members of parliament; but 
you have no power to offer suggestions to the government or to put pressure 
on the government to do what you would like them to do. You get a piece 
of paper on which they say: this is what you have to do. I do not know if 
I am correct in saying this, but you have no power or authority, by sitting 
here, to tell the government in your opinion what they should do. You have 
no power. The government can tell you; the government has the power to 
tell you; but you cannot tell them what you think they should do.

I do not know if I am correct in this, but we have advocated that a 
permanent veterans affairs committee be set up here, year after year. I 
think that last year the minister said that he did not think it was necessary 
because we could come to him at any time. But I think that with all the 
organizations we have, if we were all running up and down here every two 
or three months and bothering the government, that they would not want 
to receive us in the same way that they would at such a table as this; and 
we would only be dissolved and not able to carry our work in helping our 
widows.

I am sorry that the minister is not here, and I would stress it upon the 
chairman who probably has some influence with the minister, that a per
manent committee be set up. At such a time I shall speak for our own 
organization if enough complaints come in, or if there is something, we want 
to place before you; and I think that such a committee should meet, let us 
say, once every few months, and at least twice a year. We might have to 
come before that committee to discuss matters around the table, not in the 
way I am doing it now—or whoever it might be, because I may not be 
the president next year; it might be somebody else who would come. I think 
they would sit down at a round table conference and discuss a number of 
things and go into them much more fully than I can do it today. I think 
that would benefit all parties concerned. So I ask, on behalf of the Dominion 
Council of Canadian non-pensioned widows that this resolution be given 
every consideration.

Is there anything which any of the members would like to ask about? 
I do not suppose the members want to voice their own opinions on this 
resolution, so I guess we will leave it as it is.

Now there is something else I would like to mention, and I would ask 
that this be not put in the record.

The Chairman: I do not know.
The Witness: The Chairman does not know what I am going to say.
The Chairman: It has been decided by the committee that a record of 

our proceedings be made and I do not think that I have the power to 
direct that what the committee has decided and parliament has authorized, 
should not be carried out.

The Witness: Could we not solve this, and if the members feel that 
it should go on the record, it should go on. I do not think anyone in the 
room knows what it is except perhaps Mr. Bennett here.

Mr. Bennett: I think it would be all right to have it go on the record, Mr. 
Chairman.
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The Witness: You know what was said: that if it was given to one, it 
would have to be given to many; and I think if it became publicly known—that 
is, if it were found out by other organizations that we were getting a concession 
from the government—but I will leave it to the discretion of the Chairman and 
the members.

On previous occasions we have asked that the government give us a con
cession, or give us a grant of money not to exceed $1,000 for the purpose of 
bringing us before this convention. This is "not outside work or anything like 
that. This is for the purpose of paying people to look after our western 
delegates who have large sums of money to pay out in order to come here. If 
they are not able to come, there will be a difference in the actual work that 
is being done.

Each year that we are called before the committee we have our delegates— 
I say our delegates, because we have with us a few ladies today who are only 
visitors to this convention. Our delegates have to be paid their expenses for 
travelling and for their time before this committee, one day’s expenses for that. 
But I am not asking about that at the present time. I say again, if you want it 
on the record, that the Dominion Council of the Canadian non-pensioned 
Veterans Widows ask that the government give to them a grant, setting aside 
an amount of money not to exceed $1,000 at any time, to be administered by the 
government, or whatever department it is.

In the late Mr. MacKenzie’s time—I go back to that; it was during his 
period that this came through—I was offered at that time the position of handl
ing this concession and I said: No, I do not want to have anything to do with it. 
I said that we could come here and fill out a form and enter up our expenses and 
submit it to the government and they could pay us accordingly.

The first time that happened we only used $800 so there is still $200 lying 
around this House. I told the minister about it and he said: We could have a 
good time on it if we could find it.

I do not think we would ever ask the government for too much. But we do 
know that other organizations get grants from the government and I do not 
think we should be any different in this whole matter. I will leave that thought 
with the Chairman for the minister when he hears about it.

I do not know if any of the members want to ask me anything. I have 
just gone on for more than the 1£ hours allotted; but if there are any other 
questions the members would like to ask me, I shall be glad to try to answer 
them. If not, Mrs. Caunt has something which she wishes to say, I would like 
to introduce to you my dominion secretary. She will not take up very much 
of your time.

Mrs. L. Caunt: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen: I would like to thank you, 
gentlemen, for the opportunity to come before this committee. We certainly 
appreciate it.

I believe our president has expressed the resolutions very thoroughly. But 
there are just one or two words I would like to say about casual earning.

At the present time the ruling is that a widow in receipt of the war veter
ans allowance may go out and earn $50 a month—that is, if she can get a posi
tion. But most of them are past the employable age and they can not get a 
position. It means that our ladies are at home, and where they can, they may 
rent a room. But that room is classed as profit.

We think that it could be classed as earnings. And if a widow could not 
go out and earn $50—although she might be able to get that much for the rent 
of a room—we believe that such rent should be classed as earnings. Of course,
I suppose, they would say: that is steady income; it is not casual. But what 
does it matter whether it is steady or casual as long as she can get it?
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So we hope that when you try to solve some of the widow’s problems, you 
will consider this point. That is all, and I thank you.

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, honourable members, and members of the 
government staff: I want to say that I have enjoyed coming before this com
mittee. You have all been very cooperative with me and I hope that at another 
time—maybe next year—we can get together again.

I want to thank all of those with whom I have been in contact during the 
few days that we have been here, and I would like it if the Chairman would just 
pass on a word to the minister that we regret that he was unable to be here 
this morning. Thank you all very much, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mrs. Wainford, and Mrs. Caunt. I am sure the 
members enjoyed your presentations very much this morning. I think they 
were very ably made.

Now, gentlemen, we shall adjourn until Monday morning at 11 o’clock.

The Committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 277, 
Monday, May 24, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.00 o’clock a.m. and 
the Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cavers, Croll, 
Dickey, Enfield, Forgie, Gillis, Goode, Green, Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, 
Herridge, Jones, MacDougall, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Stick, Thomas, Tucker, 
and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs, 
and the following other D. V. A. officials : Mr. P. H. Parliament, Director 
General of Welfare Services; Mr. W. Gordon Gunn, Q.C., Director of Legal 
Services; Mr. O. C. Elliot, Director of Training and War Service Lands Act; 
Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief Pensions Advocate; Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser. 
Also, Mr. T. D. Anderson, General Secretary, and Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief 
Welfare Officer, of the Canadian Legion, B. E. S. L.

Before the business of the day was proceeded with, Mr. Croll, rising on 
question of privilege, read an extract from the Ottawa Citizen on Saturday, 
May 22, 1954, relating to an interview given by Dr. C. B. Lumsden concerning 
the Canadian Legion’s presentation to the Committee on May 19th.

The Chairman presented a Report from the Sub-committee on Agenda and 
Procedure as follows:

The sub-committee met at 2.00 o’clock p.m. on Friday, May 21st 
when the following members were present: Messrs. Gillis, Green, Mac
Dougall, Pearkes, Quelch, Roberge, and Tucker.

The sub-committee reviewed the legislation now before the Com
mittee with the object of finding a method by which the various bills 
can be most efficiently and expeditiously dealt with.

After careful consideration your sub-committee agreed to recommend 
as follows:
(a) that sittings of the Committee be held on Monday, May 24th, 

Tuesday, May 25th, Thursday, May 27th and Friday, May 28th, at 
11.00 a.m. on each of these days;

(b) that the order of procedure 1’or dealing with bills 82, 101 and 339, 
recommended in the sub-committee’s report of 14th May, be 
rescinded;

(c) that on Monday, May 24th, and Tuesday, May 25th, the Deputy 
Minister and other officials concerned of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs be invited to attend in connection with bills nos. 101 and 459;

(d) that on Thursday, the Committee hear representatives of the National 
Council of Veterans Association;

(e) that immediately following the submission by the National Council 
of Veterans Association the Committee proceed with a study of 
bill 82, if it is then available, and thereafter consider Bills nos. 339

91721—li
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and 459; that in connection with bill 339 the Chairman and other 
officials conoerned of the Canadian Pension Commission be invited 
to attend;
It is further recommended:

(a) that the Chairman be authorized to order the printing of such 
additional copies, of the day to day Minutes of Proceedings and 
Evidence, over and above the numbers already approved by the 
Committee on May 19th, as he may deem necessary.

(b) that the travelling and other expenses incurred for attending before 
the Committee on May 20th be paid to the delegates of the Canadian 
Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows, namely : Mrs. M. Wainford, Ver
dun, Quebec; Mrs. L. Caunt, Toronto 8, Ontario; Mrs. D. Lowther, 
St. Vital, Manitoba; Mrs. H. Hickey, Toronto, Ontario; Mrs. M. 
Pulford, Toronto, Ontario; Mrs. M. Hampson, Calgary, Alberta; 
Mrs. J. Spalding, Edmonton, Alberta; Mrs. M. White, Montreal, 
Quebec; Mrs. E. Cooper, Toronto, Ontario.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER, 
Chairman.

On motion of Mr. Croll, the said Report was adopted.

The Committee then proceeded with a clause by clause study of Bill 101, 
An Act respecting Benefits for Members of the Canadian Forces, during which 
Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs, and Messrs. Parlia
ment and Gunn were questioned on the various clauses of the said Bill.

Clauses 1 to 11, both inclusive, were passed.

Clause 12, with particular regard to sub-clause 2 thereof, was allowed to 
stand until such time as certain information requested by the Committee could 
be supplied by the Department.

Clauses 13 and 14 were passed.

At 1.00 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.00 o’clock 
a.m. on Tuesday, May 25th.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE
May 24, 1954. 
11.00 a.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen, please.
Mr. Croll: Mr. Chairman, I rise on the matter of privilege. At the last 

meeting there was some discussion about the newspaper reports of the legion 
brief. Some objection was taken to them by the chairman and other members 
of the committee. I now wish to bring to the attention of the committee a 
statement which appeared in the Ottawa Citizen on Saturday, May 22, 1954, 
which reads as follows:

Legion Brief not Meant as Attack on Pension Branch—
Wolf ville, N.S. (CP)—Dr. C. B. Lumsden, president of the Cana

dian Legion, said Friday night he would not criticize the press for its 
interpretation of a Legion brief submitted Wednesday to the Commons 
veterans affairs committee in Ottawa.

The Press had reported ‘the Legion charged the Canadian pension 
commission with lax administration’ after Legion officials cited seven 
cases where the commission allegedly committed errors and omissions.

‘Our brief was not an attack on the Canadian pension commission 
but was meant to establish the fact that there were delays in handling 
pension cases’, Dr. Lumsden said. ‘Circumstances demanded an amend
ment to existing legislation so that the applicant would not be penalized 
by developments beyond his control.’

‘In order to illustrate these delays we had to quote a number of 
cases which were of such a nature that the press interpreted the com
mission actions as being unjustifiable and held the pension commission 
responsible,’ he said.

‘The report in the Ottawa papers did not distinguish between the 
press interpretation and the Legion’s statements, but I do not criticize 
the press for jumping to conclusions as these cases showed the pension 
commission in a bad light.

‘Our purpose was to secure change in legislation to prevent 
applicants from being penalized by delays.’

The Chairman: I think it is a very good thing to have the comments of 
Mr. Lumsden who presented the brief put on the record, Mr. Croll. The special 
sub-committee on agenda and procedure met at 2 o’clock on May 21 and their 
report is as follows:

The sub-committee met at 2.00 o’clock p.m. on Friday, May 21st when the 
following members were present: Messrs. Gillis, Green, MacDougall, Pearkes, 
Quelch, Roberge, and Tucker.

The sub-committee reviewed the legislation now before the Committee with 
the object of finding a method by which the various bills can be most efficiently 
and expeditiously dealt with.
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After careful consideration your sub-committee agreed to recommend as 
follows:

(a) that sittings of the Committee be held on Monday, May 24th, Tues
day, May 25th, Thursday, May 27th and Friday, May 28th, at 11.00 
a.m. on each of these days;

(b) that the order of procedure for dealing with bills 82, 101 and 339, 
recommended in the sub-committee’s report of 14th May, be 
rescinded;

(c) that on Monday, May 24th, and Tuesday, May 25th, the Deputy 
Minister and other officials concerned of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs be invited to attend in connection with bills nos. 101 and 
459;

(d) that on Thursday, the Committee hear representatives of the 
National Council of Veterans Association;

(e) that immediately following the submission by the National Council 
of Veterans Assbciation the Committee proceed with a study of 
bill 82, if it is then available, and thereafter consider Bills nos. 339 
and 459; that in connection with bill 339 the Chairman and other 
officials concerned of the Canadian Pension Commission be invited 
to attend;

It is further recommended
(a) that the Chairman be authorized to order the printing of such 

additional copies, of the day to day Minutes of Proceedings and 
Evidence, over and above the numbers already approved by the 
Committee on May 19th, as he may deem necessary.

(b) that the travelling and other expenses incurred for attending before 
the Committee on May 20th be paid to the delegates of the Canadian 
Non-Pensioned Veterans’ Widows, namely: Mrs. M. Wainford, 
Verdun, Quebec; Mrs. L. Caunt, Toronto 8, Ontario; Mrs. D. Lowther, 
St. Vital, Manitoba; Mrs. H. Hickey, Toronto, Ontario; Mrs. M. 
Pulford, Toronto, Ontario; Mrs. M. Hampson, Calgary, Alberta; Mrs. 
J. Spalding, Edmonton, Alberta; Mrs. M. White, Montreal, Quebec; 
Mrs. E. Cooper, Toronto, Ontario.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.

Mr. Croll: I will move that the report of the subcommittee be adopted.
The Chairman: It is moved that the report of the subcommittee be adopted. 

Carried?
Carried.
Mr. Stick: Will that be the agenda for some time to come?
The Chairman: Yes, unless it is changed.
Mr. Stick: I wonder if you could circulate copies of the agenda to the 

members so that we will know what is coming up. We cannot remember all 
that.

The Chairman: We will have copies made and put them in the boxes of 
members.

Mr. Stick: Thank you.
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The Chairman: Now pursuant to the report of the subcommittee which 
has just been adopted, it has been decided that we deal with Bill 101. 
Members of the department, including the deputy minister, are here today, 
and I think it was the thought of the subcommittee that we would take this 
bill clause by clause and if there were any clauses on which any members of 
the committee wanted to ask questions the members of the department would 
be available to answer them. General Burns, would you come forward, please? 
This is General Burns, the deputy minister, whom I suppose you all know, 
and Mr. Parliament is with him. Mr. Parliament is in charge of the veterans 
welfare services.

Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister. Department of Veterans Affairs, called:

The Chairman: Clause 1. Carried.
Mr. Green: Could we have an explanation from the deputy minister as 

to just what groups of veterans are covered by this bill?
The Chairman: Mr. Burns, would you please tell us that?
The Witness: Mr. Chairman, this bill relates to the veterans who served 

in the theatre of operations in Korea.
Mr. MacDougall: I wonder if the deputy minister would speak louder?
The Chairman: Perhaps you would stand and repeat your answer, Mr. 

Burns. It is very difficult for the members sitting in the back of the room to 
hear you.

The Witness: The veterans referred to in this bill, Mr. Chairman, are 
those who served in one theatre of operations relating to Korea, plus a certain 
number of pensioners of the special force who were injured or who suffered 
some disability before actually proceeding there.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. While the deputy minister is on this explanation I would like to ask a 

question. What will be our position in regard to the men in Europe relative 
to a bill of this kind?—A. This only affects those in Europe in regard to 
reinstatement in civilian employment and unemployment insurance. The bill 
provides them protection in both those respects.

Q. Will it be considered that the men in Europe will be on the same 
basis as the men in Korea as far as general benefits are concerned?

The Chairman: As has been pointed out, that is a question of governmental 
policy and we can reserve that to be dealt with later unless Mr. Bennett would 
care to make a comment.

Mr. Bennett: The basis that most of these benefits apply to veterans 
in the Korean warfare was on the premise that they were in actual combat. 
I suppose that consideration would be given to the veterans in Germany and 
other places in the world as far as the unemployment sections of the bill are 
concerned but the general basis of these benefits was that the members of 
the Armed Services were in a theatre of operations in Korea and were 
entitled to the same benefits under the veterans charter as the veterans in 
World War II and the rehabilitation measures for World War I.

• By Mr. Goode:
Q. Is this bill to include veterans who served in Korea regardless of 

whether it was before the cessation of hostilities or after?—A. Those who 
went to Korea after hostilities ceased are not entitled to the benefits, with
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the exception of those benefits I have already mentioned as applying to all 
those who enlisted in the regular forces for not longer than a three-year 
engagement subsequent to the 5th of July, 1950.

Q. Mr. Chairman, the deputy minister said they are not entitled to the 
benefits. What is the basis of policy and where is the dividing line between 
a man who has served in Korea and a man who goes to Korea as an active 
man ready to fight if the occasion arises? Is he not to be entitled to benefits 
under this Act?

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, that is the present policy. The man in 
Korea is in the same position as the man in Germany, England or Canada. He 
is prepared to fight if the free world is threatened, but these particular sections 
are applicable to those who were in combat—World War II veterans and 
Korean veterans—and that is what this bill is designed to meet.

Mr. Quelch: I suppose we can presume that if the “cease fire” in Korea 
is broken they will be brought under the Act?

Mr. Bennett: I would say so. That would be government policy and 
would have to be* considered, but I would think that would be true.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Does the bill cover men who served only in Japan?—A. Yes, sir, that 

is considered part of the theatre of operations as relating to this war.
Q. Does the insurance principle apply as far as the pensioner is concerned? 

—A. Yes, sir, it applies to those who served in the theatre of operations with 
the addition, as I mentioned, of certain of those in the original special force. 
That was the specially enrolled group for the army raised in 1950. They 
were covered during the period of their 18-month engagement, even if in 
Canada, under the insurance principle.

By Mr. Pearkes:
Q. Are there any members of the special force still serving who are not 

included in the active force now?—A. I am informed, sir, there is one.
Q. He is a casualty, I presume?—A. No, sir, he married a Japanese girl 

and it is a question of obtaining her entry into Canada, so he is staying in 
Japan.

By Mr. Balcom:
Q. Does that also apply to any soldier who was sent to Korea?—A. Yes 

sir, if he embarked before the 27th of July, 1953.

By Mr. Green:
Q. The position is that the men who were in the East by the 27th of July, 

1953 are covered practically the same way as a veteran of World War II, is 
that correct?—A. Who embarked and left for the theatre of war before that 
date.

Q. It would apply even if they had not arrived provided they had left the 
North American continent by that date, is that correct?—A. Yes sir.

Q. And the other men serving in Germany or England or who went to 
Korea subsequent to the date mentioned or who were serving in Canada in 
the active forces, they are all treated in the same way, and do not get any of 
this coverage except the resinstatement in civilian employment and the unem
ployment insurance benefits?

The Chairman: I understand the members sitting further down the table 
could not hear you, Mr. Green.

The Witness: That is correct, Mr. Green.
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The Chairman: The question was that other members of the forces outside 
of this group that embarked for Korea or Japan before the 27th of July, 1953 
are on the same basis. That was your question?

Mr. Green: Yes. What about the men in the navy?
The Witness: What is your question?

By Mr. Green:
Q. What about the men in the navy?—A. Those who were serving in the 

theatre or were in a ship that left for the theatre before that date are entitled 
to the benefits.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. What about the R.A.F. on the airlift to Japan; do they come under it? 

—A. Yes, generally speaking they come under the same conditions.
Mr. Gillis: You are dealing now with the definitions?
The Chairman: Yes. These are general questions which I suppose are 

quite in order.
Mr. Gillis: I would like to say this, in reply to the parliamentary as

sistant; I do not agree with him that the service in Europe and Korea are on 
all fours. There is a big difference. For instance, in Germany the accommo
dation is 100 per cent better. The troups over there have a right to take their 
families over. Their period of service is more definite, too. They have better 
recreational facilities, schools, and everything else. A man who went to Korea 
volunteered for an active theatre of war and when he went there he knew 
he was going to fight. He is separated from his family and his accommoda
tions are not anything like they are in Europe. He cannot take his family 
there. He will be doing patrol work, and to all intents and purposes he is in 
a theatre of war which was so declared to be a theatre of war when he volun
teered for combat service.

I think that this cutting out of gratuities and benefits because there is an 
uneasy armistice in Korea at the present time is entirely wrong. I think it 
would hit the morale of the troops in Korea and it would also cause others, 
who might have to go there in rotation, to think very seriously about going. 
I think this matter should be reconsidered. These boys should be fully pro
tected as far as these grants are concerned until the situation changes more 
definitely in Korea than it has up to date.

Mr. Bennett: I did not say that conditions in Korea were the same as 
conditions in Germany. I said that these benefits were made available because 
of the combat feature in Korea. It is pretty hard to draw the line between 
ships serving in Korean waters and in the Pacific Ocean and between people 
serving in Korea and in Germany and in other parts of the world. The basis 
is the combat angle.

These people were dispatched to fight in a theatre of operations. That has 
always been the basis for these benefits and it would be pretty difficult to 
draw the line.

As you know, the troops in Korea get $9 a month which is payable to 
all ranks of the army serving overseas. It is also true that our troops in Ger
many get that. But it would be unfair for the men going to Korea to get 
these additional benefits while the men going to Germany would not receive 
them.

Mr. Gillis: I think there is a tremendous difference. The chaps going 
to Korea have to leave their families in Canada. On the other hand, the chaps 
going to Germany or to Europe can take their families, and they may have 
living accommodations practically as good as in Canada.
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Mr. Bennett: Many of the veterans do not find it practical to take their 
families with them to Germany. There is an uneasy situation in Germany too 
which could break out at any time.

Mr. Gillis: Yes. I realize you do not make these regulations, but I think 
it is absolutely wrong.

Mr. Green: Is there any difference between the benefits which a man 
serving in Germany or in Korea gets as distinguished from a man only serving 
in Canada?

Mr. Bennett: Perhaps the deputy minister could answer that question 
better than I could. He gets $9 per month which is payable to any person of 
the armed services serving overseas.

Mr. Green: Is that the only difference?
The Witness: That is all, according to our information.
Mr. Herridge: In the first world war, were not all veterans who served 

in France given their full benefits upon their return to Canada, even those 
who went to France after the armistice?

The Witness: The difference which is considered to exist between the 
forces now stationed in Korea and those who fought in the two world wars is 
that those now stationed in Korea are all members of the regular forces who 
have enlisted on a regular engagement to serve with the Canadian forces in 
Canada, Germany, Korea, or anywhere; whereas those in the first two world 
wars were largely volunteers who had abandoned their civil occupations to 
serve, and who were going back to them again, afterwards, and who had to 
be rehabilitated.

Mr. Good: The parliamentary assistant, with whom I usually agree, says 
that there is a dividing line. I realize that he is not responsible for it and 
neither perhaps is the deputy minister; but it seems to me that we are drawing 
the line here too finely. With conditions the way they are now these chaps 
in Korea as just as likely as not to be fighting tomorrow morning, if we believe 
the newspapers. I think if a man goes to Korea he goes there with the full 
expectation—and he reads the papers just as well as we do—that he might 
be fighting tomorrow or the next day. I think we are drawing these conditions 
too finely for the purposes of the House, and I think the House would support 
the extension of these benefits to men serving in Korea, because they went over 
there with one intention only, and they knew that fighting might arise.

Mr. Pearkes: Is it not the difference that these men are regular soldiers 
and they are not volunteer citizens serving in a citizen army? When they 
join the regular forces they join on the understanding that they may be sent 
anywhere in the world where Canada requires them to go; they may be sent 
to Europe or to Korea. If fighting breaks out in Korea, or in Europe, or any 
other place where they are, I presume in that case this Act would be extended 
so that they would get the benefits; but while they are doing garrison duty 
as regular soldiers, they do not get the benefits. Is that not, roughly, the case?

The Witness: That is the condition, sir.
The Chairman: I understood that Mr. Burns said that they had certain 

rights and benefits, such as long-service pension, which volunteers would not 
have. Is that not correct?

The Witness: Yes sir.
The Chairman: Clause 2? Can we take the whole clause as carried?
Carried.
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Clause 3. “War Service Grants Act”. I will take it up a sub-clause at a 
time. Sub-clause 1? I take it that it has already been explained by the deputy 
minister; the effect of the Act in regard to the war service grants Act?

Carried.

Sub-clause 2? Carried.

Sub-clause 3? “Discharge”.

Mr. Herridge: Is that last clause for the purpose of further medical pro
tection? I read:

(iii) if he has been evacuated on medical grounds from a theatre 
of operations for the purpose of further medical treatment, his admission 
to a hospital on Canada

That means any hospital, does it not?

The Witness: Yes; if he is admitted as a consequence of some disability 
incurred.

Mr. Pearkes: Is there not a possibility of a man being admitted to a 
hospital in the United States and then coming back via the United States? 
Might it not be the situation that the man’s condition deteriorated on route 
from the far east to the United States, making it necessary for him to be put 
into hospital immediately upon arrival at San Francisco or Seattle?

The Witness: I take it that the clause stipulates when discharge is con
sidered to take place, so that he would come back to a Canadian hospital 
eventually, and actually it would be to his benefit if such a thing as Mr. 
Pearkes suggests happened.

The Chairman: Shall the sub-clause carry?
Carried.

Sub-clause 4 “Pay and Allowances”?
Carried.

Sub-clause 5 “Service”.
(5) The expression “service”, as defined in paragraph (p) of section 2 of 

the said Act, means time served in the Canadian Forces.

Mr. Gillis: You are extending the payment of gratuities in the case of 
a member who would come under these “War Service Grants Act” to certain 
members of the deceased person’s family?

Mr. Enfield: Sub-clause 5 of the clause 3 would take care of that, I think.
The Chairman: You 'are referring to the change in the “War Service 

Grants Act”? That is bill 82.
Mr. Gillis: Yes.
The Chairman: It is set out in bill 82. You will see that sub-clause 1 of 

clause 1 of bill 82 reads as follows:
“9. (1) Where a member dies without having used all of the re-establish

ment credit for which he is eligible under this Act, any unused portion thereof 
may, in the discretion of the Minister, be made available to

(a) the widow of the member, in the case of a male member;
(b) any dependent children of the member, in the case of a male or 

female member, if the member dies without leaving any widow or 
widower or if the widow or widower is dead or cannot be found or 
it appears to the Minister that she or he has abandoned the children; 
or
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(c) the dependent mother of the member, in the case of a male or female 
member, if there is no person described in paragraph (a) or (b) to 
whom the said credit may be made available.”

Mr. Gillis: I think that covers exactly what I had in mind.
The Chairman: Yes.
Carried.

Sub-clause 6.
Carried.

Now, section 3, sub-section 1, “Gratuity to member of the forces”?
Carried.

Sub-clause 2, “Supplemental gratuity”?
Carried.

Paragraph 1 “Gratuity payable to member of the forces.”
Mr. Green: On that subject, is it wide enough to permit the payment to 

be made to the children of veterans?
The Witness: That, sir, would be governed by the provisions of the War 

Service Grants Act. That Act does not now permit payment to the children; 
and that will be a new provision in the Act when amended.

Mr. Green: The Act as it stands at the present time does not permit such 
payment?

The Witness: That is correct.
Mr. Green: I wonder if this sub-clause 7 is wide enough to permit 

payments to be made to the children?
The Witness: Have you got bill 82 before you?
The Chairman: You are referring to bill 82.
Mr. Green: No, I am referring to this sub-clause 7 of the present bill 

which sets out section 5 of the War Service Grants Act.
Mr. Bennett: If you have bill 82 before you, will you please look at it.
The Chairman: Yes, the gratuity, Mr. Green, was always covered because 

it was the property of the veterans and went to their next-of-kin, whoever 
they were; whereas the re-establishment credit was in a different category, 
as you doubtless remember.

Carried.

Mr. Goode: Are we on clause 5 now?
The Chairman: We are on sub-section 1 of section 3, Mr. Goode.
Mr. Green: I think there is a little confusion here. Is it not section 3 of 

sub-section 7 of this bill, that you are considering?
Mr. Croll: That is what we are on now.
The Chairman: Oh yes, that is right. Yes, we carried it.
Mr. Croll: Now you are on clause 5.
The Chairman: Yes, section 5, sub-section 1.
Mr. Pearkes: On clause 5, sub-clause 1, may I ask whether these payments 

will come under the provisions of the succession duty Act for any widow 
who would have to pay succession duty? Was a change not made in the 
Pension Act—I think it was the Pension Act—earlier in this session which 
extended the amount of time for the non-pensionable widow over a period 
of years, so that you would not have to pay succession duties all at once. Now, 
is any similar provision made here?
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The Chairman: We are checking that with the legal officer of the depart
ment, Mr. W. Gordon Gunn, Q.C., Director of Legal Service, Department of 
Veterans Affairs.

Mr. Gunn: The question General Pearkes put is: does the widow in a 
case like this have to pay succession duties on the gratuity she gets? Might 
I have a couple of minutes to take a look at this Act and another Act before I 
answer that. I think there may be something here that may be helpful. It 
is a question where the Income Tax Act and the Succession Duties Act and 
other Acts have to be considered.

The Chairman: Whenever you are ready to answer—perhaps we do not 
need to have the section stand.

Mr. Henderson: What type of release do they require from the provincial 
and federal concession duty departments to release these funds? That is 
generally the time when the widow wants to get hold of some money and a 
great deal of it is tied up until she gets releases. I wonder if this was also 
tied up, the credits to which her husband was entitled.

The Chairman: Is it your wish to have this subclause stand?
Mr. Pearkes: I would like to have it stand because this is a very import

ant question, this question of succession duties.
The Chairman: Now we come to the veterans rehabilitation clause, clause 

4, subclause (1) except 5 which stands until we can get an answer from Mr. 
Gunn.

Subclause (1), application of revised statutes, chapter 281.
Carried.

Subclause (2) “veteran.”
Mr. Herridge: Mr. Chairman, under clause 4 I wish to refer to para 

(b) of sub-clause (2):
Every officer or man of the reserve forces who has been on service 

in a theatre of opérations on the strength of the special force and whose 
service with the regular forces has been honourably terminated, and for 
the purposes of that Act such termination is deemed to be a discharge.

I wish to make a comment on that. I have some personal experience I would 
like to bring to the attention of the minister which does show how injustice 
can prevail at times although it is unintentional. There is a constituent of mine 
who served four years in the First World War and five years in the Second 
World War, and then he served five years in the permanent force of Canada 
since the Second World War. Then, at the conclusion of the five years he was 
discharged as “unlikely to become an efficient soldier”. As a matter of fact 
that was based on completely incorrect information and when the Department 
of National Defence knew the facts they corrected the situation and gave the 
soldier in question a normal discharge; he suffered a more or less limited 
injustice. But I have run into a number of cases where men who committed 
crimes, which in civilian life would be quite inconsequential, suffer as a result 
of those offences even today through loss of gratuities and pension rights, and 
in one Case I know of an officer of the permanent force who was dismissed 
from the force and lost his permanent force pension on that account. I would 
like the deputy minister to explain in a few words to the committee the 
procedure for the review of the discharge of a soldier for other than honourable 
discharge.

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that that question would have 
to be answered by a representative of the Department of National Defence. 
As doubtless Mr. Herridge is aware, so far as the gratuities and reestablishment
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credits are concerned, there is a special board of review set up, consisting of 
departmental officers at the present time, who consider whether in the case of 
a discharge other than honourable the man has not given sufficiently good 
service to entitle him to all or some portion of gratuity.

Mr. Herridge : This board does not cover pensions of the permanent force?
The Witness: No, sir.

By Mr. Harkness:
Q. There seems to be amongst some of the members who served in the 

permanent forces a lot of misunderstanding in connection with what their 
rehabilitation rights are. As I understand this the only member of the regular 
force who is entitled to these rehabilitation benefits is one who has been dis
charged more or less immediately after his service in the special force. Is that 
correct?—A. No, sir.

Q. (c) says:
Every member of the regular forces who, prior to the 27th day of 

July, 1953, served in a theatre of operations on the strength of the 
special force, and who has been honourably discharged from the regular 
forces . ..

When can that discharge take place and the man still be entitled to the 
rehabilitation benefits?—A. At the end of his current engagement.

Q. Could it be seven years from now?—A. No. It would be a three year 
engagement.

Q. If he re-engages in the permanent forces then he has no right to these 
rehabilitation benefits?—A. So I understand.

Q. I have run into one or two cases of people who still thought they had 
these rights and as far as I could make out they would not have them under 
the regulations which exist.—A. At one time, Mr. Chairman, the rehabilitation 
benefits, these educational or vocational training benefits, were only given to 
personnel who were serving on regular force engagements if they were dis
charged by reason of some disability incurred in the operations. But, after 
the operations were over that policy was changed and those who take their 
discharge in the ordinary way from the regular forces now have the benefits 
provided by this Act.

Q. Provided that they were discharged at the end of the term of service 
which they were serving at the time in which they were in the special force.—A. 
I believe that is so. If you wish we can look up the regulations and refer them 
to you.

Q. It is a point which I think should be cleared up so that there will be 
no misunderstanding.

Mr. MacDougall: Before we pass on from that, Mr. Herridge referred 
to the possibility of a dishonourable discharge due to inconsequential so-called 
crimes. I do not think that they apply. Certainly it did not apply in the 
First War because I myself got an honourable discharge and I had previously 
in my earlier days bopped a lieutenant in the nose. I think that that was an 
inconsequential act and as a result of that it did not in any way affect the 
honourableness of my discharge, and I think the same thing applies now.

The Chairman: Of course even if there is discharge that is not honourable 
this committee of which General Burns is chairman can recommend payment 
of the grant, and as I recall it if they make a recommendation that the grant 
be paid then these other rights follow.
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By Mr. Goode:
Q. Has this committee had cases before them? How many cases have 

there been before them and what is the percentage of favourable disposition 
made of the cases referred to the committee? Could the deputy minister tell 
us that?—A. I would have to collect that information.

Q. Could we have that at some future time?—A. We have been dealing 
with cases of people discharged who were veterans of the Korean operation 
and discharged with other than honourable discharges.

Q. You have been handling them?—A. Yes. And there have been a 
considerable number of favourable decisions and some unfavourable ones.

Carried.

By Mr. Harkness:
Q. On this particular point it seems to me that the regulations in this Act 

will discourage people from re-enlisting. Where a man has served in the 
regular force for a three year term and comes to the end of that term if he 
re-enlists he loses his rehabilitation benefits and supposing he is discharged 
because he is not likely to become an efficient soldier, or for any other reason, 
within a few months, he is out of luck. I think there should be some specified 
period during which he would be eligible for these benefits?—A. I do not 
think the problem is an important one in the numerical sense. Gratuities 
have been paid to 23,261 members of the forces with service in Korea and 
to dependents of some who died. Now, as regards this training, 63 veterans 
have undertaken vocational training, and 89 have completed it while 48 had 
withdrawn. That is a total of 200. With respect to university training 54 are 
undergoing it. Four have completed; that is 58. And 18 have withdrawn 
which is 76. So, you will see that the number of these veterans who are 
interested in training is on a very less scale than those who were interested 
following service in World War II. I think -it is fair to say that those who 
want to take university training, or even vocational training, take it at the 
end of their enlistment after they have done their service in Korea.

Mr. Green: What particular difficulty would it present if the eligibility 
were extended to the period whenever the man finishes his service even 
though it may be after a re-enlistment?

The Witness: My attention has been drawn to clause 26 of the bill: 
“A person who is an officer or man in any of the regular forces and who has 
been on service in or on the strength of the special force is deemed for the 
purposes of this Act to have been discharged from the regular forces on the 
31st day of October, 1956.” So, he has up to that time to decide whether he 
wants to take this training or otherwise.

The Chairman : Then he would have a year after that under the sections 
of the Veterans Rehabilitation Act.

Mr. Dickey: Is not this situation pretty much the same thing as that 
which existed after World War II when the interim force was created?

The Witness: Yes, sir. That is so.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. There would be no question that this was lack of information as far 

as the men who served in Korea were concerned because there seems to be a 
very small percentage. The thought comes to my mind as to whether the 
men are informed of the benefits they may have. Can the deputy minister 
explain just what procedure is followed in regard to informing the men of the 
benefits they are entitled to?—A. I am informed that all men are counselled
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on their discharge as to the benefits to which they are entitled by reason 
of their service. I think it is fair to say that the forces, who are anxious to 
keep the men in, have not been stressing that there are various benefits to be 
had if they get out.

Mr. MacDougall: That is a reasonable conclusion, I would say.

By Mr. Green:
Q. It does seem to me that we should have a little further look at this 

situation. Apparently 22,000 men who fought in Korea have been discharged 
and have received war service gratuities but under 1,000 of those men have 
received any benefits under the Veterans Rehabilitation Act. Is that correct?— 
A. Not all that number have been discharged. Many of those are still serving 
in the regular forces. Many of the 22,000 members of the forces who received 
gratuities are still serving.

Q. What number of those 22,000 have been discharged? If we could get 
that figure then we could tell whether the proportion getting rehabilitation 
benefits is reasonable.—A. We do not have those statistics as regards the regular 
forces, Mr. Chairman. However, I am informed that approximately 4,000 of 
those who enlisted in the original special force have taken their discharge.

Q. Then the comparison would be that about 4,000 have been discharged 
and have been paid war service gratuities and out of that 4,000 only a few 
hundred have received any rehabilitation benefits. Would that be a fair 
analysis?—A. Only a few hundred have taken training, Mr. Green.

Mr. Hanna: Does that mean some would have taken benefits under the 
Veterans Land Act and re-establishment credits?

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, 1 was originally prepared to make a statement 
at the beginning which would perhaps have cleared up some of these points.

The Chairman: We might as well have the whole statement right now and 
then it will cover all the points, and then we can come back to them later. I 
think that would keep it all in one place in the proceedings if you would just 
give it all, Mr. Burns.

The Witness: Is it necessary for me to recapitulate about the gratuities?
The Chairman: No, we could start where we left off.
The Witness: Mr. Chairman, re-establishment credits in the amount of 

$3,741,656 have been set up for these members of the forces who received 
gratuities. These credits average approximately $174 per man. In the same 
period a sum of $1,553,470 has been used by these veterans as re-establishment 
credits. In passing, I might say that re-establishment credits can be used by 
members who are still in the forces. I have mentioned those who have taken 
training or are still continuing training.

The Chairman: Could you give us those figures again?
The Witness: As of the 31st of March, 63 veterans were undertaking voca

tional training and 54 were undertaking university training. 89 veterans had 
completed vocational training and 4 had completed university training while 
48 had withdrawn from vocational training and 18 from university training.

As for awaiting returns allowances, which are identical with those for 
World War II, as of the 31st of March, 1954, 14 veterans had been paid or were 
in receipt of these allowances.

With regard to the Pension Act, I am quoting from information supplied to 
me by the chairman of the Canadian Pension Commission. The existing 
Veterans Benefit Act empowers the Governor in Council to make regulations to 
extend the benefits of the Pension Act to persons who, subsequent to the 5th of 
July, 1950, were on service in a theatre of operations on the strength of the 
special force. The regulations so passed had the effect of making all the
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provisions of the Pension Act applicable to such persons during their service 
in a theatre of operations and consequently any disease or injury suffered 
during such service was pensionable unless resulting from improper conduct.

The special force pensions as of the 31st of March, 1954 were as follows:
Therè were 874 disability pensions with an annual liability of $341,357. 

There were 128 dependent pensions with an annual liability of $161,808. There 
was a total of 1,002 pensions with a total annual liability of $503,165. In 
addition, there were 144 gratuities for less than 5 per cent disability which have 
been paid.

The benefits of the Veterans Land Act are available to members of the 
Canadian forces who served in Korea before July 27, 1953, or who are in receipt 
of a pension under section 5 of the Veterans Benefit Act, except that the director 
may not grant further assistance to any such veteran if, at the date of his dis
charge, he has a subsisting contract with the director or has already earned his 
conditional grant. Where the contract or agreement of a veteran was rescinded 
or otherwise terminated prior to his discharge, he may become eligible if he 
reimburses the Crown in the amount of any loss suffered by the Crown out of 
his previous establishment. Statistics on special force applications under the 
Veterans Land Act to March 31, 1954, are as follows: Number of applications 
received, 236; number of applications withdrawn or cancelled, 40; number who 
were declined qualification, 57; number qualified, 86; number approved for 
financial assistance, 38; number for whom disbursements have been made, 34.

The benefits of the Veterans Insurance Act as available to veterans of 
World War II are continued to veterans of special force service in a theatre of 
operations, including both those who have been discharged and those who have 
chosen to remain in the regular forces. The period of eligibility continues until 
October 31, 1958. The widows of those who died during or after such service 
become eligible for the unexpired balance of their husbands’ period of 
eligibility.

Seven policies have been issued to Korean veterans and one policy to a 
widow of a Korean veteran.

There are also provisions in regard to reinstatement in civil employment, 
veterans’ business and professional loans, the Civil Service Act, the Superannua
tion Act and the Unemployment Insurance Act, but with the exception of the 
last, these are not interesting statistically. However, in regard to the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act, contributions are paid to the unemployment insurance fund 
on behalf of men who have served since July 5, 1950. If ex-members of the 
forces have served for at least 91 days they are guaranteed a minimum of three 
months’ protection under that Act. As of March 31, 1954, $1,731,578.48 has been 
paid into the unemployment insurance fund by this department in behalf of 
26,054 veterans. These provisions which combine the protection granted by 
way of “out of work” allowances and under the U.I.C. Act in the World War II 
“Veterans’ Charter” have proven effective and satisfactory.

And finally, Korean veterans who have had service in a theatre of opera
tion as defined in section 2 of the Veterans Benefit Act were made eligible for 
War Veterans Allowance by 1952 amendments to the War Veterans Allowance 
Act, section 30 (7).

Mr. MacDougall: Mr. Chairman, the deputy minister mentioned something 
earlier about a subsisting contract; what does that mean?

The Chairman: Existing contract.
Mr. MacDougall: I am sorry, I misunderstood.
The Witness: I am supplied with this information by the director of the 

Veterans Land Act.
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The Chairman: Does that carry?
Carried.

(a) in the case of a person described in paragraph (a) of subsection (2) 
of this section, the period of his service in the Canadian Forces, prior 
to the 1st day of November, 1953, under the terms of his enrolment for 
service in the special force;

Carried.
Mr. Green: Would the deputy minister explain why the date of November 1, 

1953 is used?
The Witness: That date that terminated the period under which benefits 

could be accumulated in the theatre of operations was the 31st of October, 1953, 
and I am informed that for legal reasons this 1st November date was put in 
the Act, if that answers Mr. Green’s question.

Mr. Green: That is, there was a period of three or four months after the 
armistice came into being in which benefits could still be accumulated?

The Witness: A period of three months, Mr. Green—a little over three 
months.

The Chairman: Carried.

Subclause 4.
Mr. Green: There you have a time limit of 12 months from the 31st of 

October, 1953. Why is that tijne limit made such a short period?
The Witness: Or, from the date of his discharge, Mr. Chairman, which

ever is the later. That is the usual provision.
The Chairman: It is practically the same as in the Act, Mr. Green, 

section 7, subsection 3. The only difference is it gives a date in this Act and 
in the original Act it says: “Except as hereinafter otherwise provided, no 
allowance may be paid under this section unless application therefor is made 
by the veteran within twelve months after the date of termination of the war 
or the date of his dischaarge, whichever is the later date.”

Mr. Green: Have you not found it necessary to extend the date?
The Chairman: That is the next subsection which reads as follows:

(4) Where a veteran
(a) was a patient or receiving any treatment from a hospital or health 

institution,
(b) was in receipt of an allowance for temporary incapacity under 

section 4, or
(c) has been delayed in entering business by reason of licensing or 

rationing laws or by reason of scarcity of the commodities or equip
ment required by him.

he shall have such additional time for applying for benefits under this
section as is involved in the circumstances described in paragraph (a),
(b) or (c).

Here in the bill instead of “termination of the war” we have the 31st of 
October, 1953.

Mr. Green: Has it not been the experience that the department has to go 
to parliament every year or so to get an extension of the deadline?

The Chairman: No, not in connection with this particular part of the Act.
Mr. Green: They have not?
The Chairman: No.
Mr. Green: Is it never extended at all?
The Chairman: No.
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The section I just read concerning delays due to temporary incapacity 
was sufficient to cover it and was put in the original act and this is carrying 
out the same idea in effect.

The Witness: As far as extending the benefits for training is concerned, 
the minister has the power to make exceptions if the veteran shows a good 
cause why he could not apply.

i

By Mr. Jones:
Q. Do you take steps to draw the attention of the veterans to the limiting 

clause at the time of their discharge? How does a veteran find out about it?— 
A. I am sure, as they are counselled about this matter, they would be informed 
about the period in which they have to make application.

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. I think it would be a good practice for the discharging officer in every 

case to be instructed to inform the soldier that he should consult his nearest 
Veterans Affairs Department officer for full information concerning his rights.

The Chairman: Perhaps the deputy minister would care to add a few 
words of comment on Mr. Herridge’s suggestions.

The Witness: I am informed that the same form for counselling is used 
as in world war two, and that at one place on the form it has to be marked 
down that the counsellor has advised the “dischargee” that he should see the 
rehabilitation officer or a member of the veterans affairs staff.

Mr. Goode: It says in sub-clause 4 “such additional time”. What is the 
usual procedure as far as “additional time” is concerned? How long after the 
chap comes out of the hospital is usually given him?

The Witness: The normal period is a year.
Mr. Gillis: I wonder if the deputy minister would explain to us what the 

machinery is as between National Defence, the Department of Labour, and 
Veterans Affairs, in the case of unemployment insurance, where the veteran is 
discharged and he comes back to his hometown and there is no employment, 
and he makes an application for unemployment insurance?

The Chairman: If you do not mind, Mr. Gillis, could the witness not answer 
Mr. Goode’s question first while we are at it? With respect to additional time 
under clause 4, that was involved on his being a patient, or in receipt of an 
allowance for temporary incapacity, or because of delay in entering business; 
he is given that additional time in which to apply, over and above his 12 months.

Mr. Goode: I understood he was given a year.
The Chairman: Yes, and then additional time; he gets the time which was 

involved in being in hospital receiving treatment, or being in receipt of an 
allowance for temporary incapacity, or having been delayed in entering into 
business; he is given that additional time in which to apply under subclause 4 
of the original Act, and that is carried forward into this amending bill. Is 
that clear?

Mr. Goode: No, Mr. Chairman; but I will read it again when Hansard 
comes out. Maybe I will understand it before then. The veteran coming out 
of hospital is given sufficient time in which to make up his mind.

The Chairman: He gets a year plus the time which has been involved 
while he was in the hospital.

Mr. Gillis: I was asking about unemployment insurance; the document 
comes back to the Department of National Defence, but before he can receive 
unemployment insurance in his home community, the Department of Labour 
has to get the credits and forward them to that office, and there are months
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and months of delay. I have been complaining about it for a long time. I do 
not know what has been done to correct it. What machinery is there?

The Chairman: Would you mind letting your question stand until we get 
to that particular part of the amending bill?

Mr. Gillis : Well, he was talking about unemployment a moment ago.
The Chairman : I know. The witness put the whole statement in so as to 

have it before you. Perhaps you will not mind waiting.
Mr. Gillis: I do not mind so long as we have an opportunity to bring it 

up to date.
The Chairman: We will be coming to it when we get to that part of the bill.
Does that carry?
Carried.
Now, subclause (5) ? That carries forward the same idea as in the original 

bill, except that the date is the 31st of October instead of the end of the war.
Carried.

Subclause (6): s. 26 of Revised Statutes, chapter 281.
Mr. Harkness: This is the one which you brought up a few minutes ago 

when I asked about the position of regular soldiers. As I understand it, sub
clause (6) provides that a man who remained in the regular forces has until 
the 31st day of October, 1957 in which to make his application. Is that correct? 
It would be a year from the date mentioned here, in 1956?

The Chairman: The original Act said June 30, 1948; and, of course, the 
same idea is carried forward into this bill.

Carried.
Now, before we pass on to the “Pension Act”, Mr. Gunn is ready to deal 

with the clause which stood, that is, subclause (5) on page 3.
Mr. Gunn: You will realize the reason I asked for a little time was that I 

did not want to give you a snap opinion on such an important point; I wanted 
to consider whether clause 26 of the War Service Grants Act would have a 
bearing on the question of sucession duties. Just let me read it:

Chapter 289, War Service Grants Act, R.S.C. 1952, section 26, subsection (1), 
reads as follows:

26. (1) No gratuity payable or credit available to a member of the 
forces or his dependants is subject to attachment, levy, seizure or assign
ment under any legal process or to taxation.

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, that expression “or to taxation” covers the 
question raised, and I would say that a succession duties Act would not have any 
contrary bearing. I think that is all.

The Chairman: Carried.
Now we come to “Pension Act”, and clause 5, subclause (1), “Application 

of Revised Statutes, Chapter 207”; that is the Pension Act:
Mr. Quelch: Is the operation of the insurance principle limited to the period 

of time defined under subclause (b) of clause 2? What I have in mind is this: 
what is the situation regarding Canadians who are over there at the present 
time? Suppose a soldier incurs a disability. Is it automatically pensionable or 
does it depend on whether or not that disability was incurred on duty? Suppose 
he receives a pass and while he is on, let us say, a 24-hour pass, he receives a 
disability. Would it be pensionable?

The Witness: I think, Mr. Chairman, that for a soldier serving in Korea at 
the present time is, the same rules apply as to his service in the regular forces 
in this country; that is to say, any disability has to be attributable to service.
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The Chairman: Does clause 5 carry?
Carried.
The Chairman: Now subclause (2), “Saving provision”:
Mr. Harkness: What is the meaning of that? I do not understand just what 

the effect of that is.
Mr. Gunn: It is more or less a drafting provision to make sure that sub

clause (2) of clause 13, which as you know applies to the personnel serving 
within Canada, should not, under any circumstances, be made applicable to the 
special force, the people or the men who were recruited for the special force. 
That is the sole purpose, to make doubly sure that service of the special force 
members is covered and that the insurance principle would apply to those who 
were especially engaged in that service.

Mr. Harkness: And the effect of it would be that: suppose a man was in 
the special force; even although he is killed while on leave, his estate would 
still be entitled to his pension?

Mr. Gunn: That is right, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman: I think you did not make it quite plain in your answer to 

Mr. Quelch, as I understood it, Mr. Gunn, that this Pension Act applies to a 
person enrolled for the purpose of serving with the special force, under the 
terms of such enrolment; so, if he enlisted for service in the special force, it 
applies to him, even though the disability occurred after the time limit set out 
in clause 2.

Mr. Gunn: That is so; that is another angle of it.
The Chairman: I do not think you made that plain when answering Mr. 

Quelch.
Mr. Gunn: Either before he left Canada for service elsewhere or after he 

came back.
The Chairman: That answers your question, Mr. Quelch.
Mr. Qulech: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried. Now, clause 6, sub-clause 1?
Carried.
Sub-clause 2 “Veteran”?
Carried.
Sub-clause 3 “persons qualified to participate”? ,
Carried.
Sub-clause 4 “persons not qualified to receive additional benefits”?
Carried.
Now we come to the Veterans Insurance Act. Clause 7, sub-clause 1, 

“Application of revised statute chapter 279”.
Mr. Herridge: Before we pass this section, would the deputy minister 

be good enough to inform the committee what percentage of veterans have 
applied to take advantage of this Act, with respect to Korean service as com
pared to world war 2? /

The Witness: As I have already mentioned, only seven policies have 
been issued to veterans, and only one to a widow; so the percentage is very 
small. I am afraid I do not have with me the statistics of the number of policies 
issued as a result of world war 2, but according to my memory it is in the 
neighbourhood of 25,000, which is 25,000 on a million, which amounts to 
2-5 per cent; Korean applications show a considerably smaller percentage.

Mr. Goode: Did you say 7 out of 4,000?
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Mr. Green: I wonder if the deputy minister could give us an opinion as 
to why so small a proportion of these young men seem to be taking advantage 
of any of the benefits? It may be that there could not be any change made in 
the legislation which would bring about a larger number of applications, but it 
does seem strange that so few of them are asking for these benefits. For 
example, only 7 have taken out returned soldiers insurance. I would assume 
that the whole 22,000 were eligible for it, and even if they continued in the 
regular forces they would still be eligible to take out a policy of this kind. 
Why is it that so few are taking advantage of the benefits.

Mr. Forgie: My experience is that the men do not require it.
The Chairman? Mr. Parliament.
Mr. Parliament: I think one reason is that the first enlistments in the 

regular forces included a very high percentage of world war two veterans who 
had already had an opportunity to take out insurance. That is one angle. I do 
not think I need enlarge on it, but I think it does have a strong bearing on 
nearly all the benefits.

The Chairman: Shall the subclause carry?
Carried.
Subclause 2, veteran?
Carried.
Subclause 3, discharge from service.
Carried.
Subclause 4. Subpara, (iii) of paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of section 3 

of R.C., c. 279.
Carried.
Subclause 5, minister may enter into contract with widow.
Carried.
Subclause 6. The same idem.
Carried.
Subclause 7, time limit.
Carried.
Then we come to clause 8, reinstatement in Civil Employment Act.
Subclause (1), Application of R.S. c. 236.

By Mr. Pearkes:
Q. Were any limitations imposed by Order in Council about July, 1950, 

regarding re-instatement in the Civil Service of Canada?—A. I understand 
that there was an Order in Council regarding the reinstatement in the Civil 
Service, but we do not have it immediately available.

Q. Could you tell us the terms of that Order in Council, or the terms under 
which veterans of Korea may be reinstated in the civil service?—A. My recol
lection is that it was pretty extensive, that anyone who wanted to go and serve 
was entitled to reinstatement.

Q. I think there were some limitations as to the degree of service, or 
whether it was permanent or temporary service. I have had some correspon
dence on this subject.—A. I should prefer to get you the Order in Council 
if I may.

Mr. Pearkes: I think that would help.
The Chairman: Do you wish to have that stand until we get the answer?
Mr. Pearkes: I do not mind about it standing so long as the original Order 

in Council is made available to the committee.
The Chairman: It will be made available.
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By Mr. Green:
Q. Have there been any prosecutions taken under this provision?—A. It 

is administered by the Department of Labour, Mr. Chairman. I do not know 
of any prosecutions nor of any considerable difficulties that have arisen except 
one particular case.

Q. Is the group of veterans which is covered by this clause larger than the 
group covered by the other benefits?—A. It covers, as I mentioned, in the 
beginning—it is in 81, subclause (e). It applies to every person who re-engages 
with the regular forces since that time for a period not exceeding three years 
and those may not have served in any theatre of operations at all, so it is 
wider in its application than the other provisions of the Act.

Mr. Harkness: The same applies in subclause (d). Anybody in the 
reserve forces. This applies whether he serves in the special force or not so 
long as he was on a call-out during that period of time, so you have a consider
able increase in the number of people to whom this applies compared to the 
other sections? That is correct?—A. That is right.

The Chairman: Subclause (2), discharge and termination of service.
Carried.
Now, we come to clause 9, Veterans Business and Professional Loans Act.
Subclause (1), Application of R.S., c. 278.
Carried.
Subclause (2), Veteran.
Carried.
We now come to Civil Service Act, clause 10.
Subclause 1, Application of R.S., c. 48.
Mr. Green: Could we have an explanation as to the extent of coverage 

in this?
The Witness: This makes applicable to the Korean veterans the usual 

veterans disability and overseas service provisions. It covers the disability 
and the general preference for those who have served overseas.

The Chairman: Subclause (1).
Carried.
Subclause (2), the same. Idem.
Mr. Herridge: I understand that the Department of National Defence are 

recruiting into the forces persons who are immigrants, who are not citizens 
of Canada. How would they be affected by this subclause (b) of subclause (2) ?

Mr. Croll: Once a man has landed in this country he is domiciled. He is 
domiciled the minute he lands.

By Mr. Harkness:
Q. What is the purpose of subclause (c)(2)? Is that intended to take in 

the case of a man who is not considered eligible for pension but whose abilities 
have still been impaired?—A. No, sir. That is the definition in the Act of 
when a man shall have the disability preference. He may have a pension 
for disability, but it is only if it meets the conditions set forth in that clause 
that he gets a special disability preference in the civil service.

Q. That is this may take in pensioners and non-pensioners?—A. No, sir. 
Only pensioners.

Mr. MacDougall: Disability pensioners?
The Witness: Yes.
The Chairman: I think probably Mr. Herridge may not have got the 

complete answer to his question. The section reads: “was domiciled in Canada
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or was a Canadian citizen at the commencement of his service in or on the 
strength of the special force.” In other words, at the time of the commence
ment of service he must be domiciled in Canada or a Canadian citizen.

Mr. Herridge: I have a recollection of some other legislation where there 
is a certain period of time required to prove domicile in Canada.

Mr. Croll: Domicile under the law is a matter of intention, and when a 
man lands in this country this is his country of domicile once he is admitted 
by the immigration department.

Mr. Herridge: Would that apply under the divorce law?
Mr. Croll: Yes.
Mr. Goode: As a point of information, how long would a bona fide immigrant 

have to be in the Canadian forces before he was considered a Canadian citizen?
The Chairman: The requirement is either a Canadian citizen or one domi

ciled in Canada.
Mr. Croll: I think what Mr. Goode is asking is: does he have to wait the 

normal five-year period? I think there is a provision F-10 under which the 
minister can waive the five-year period in the case of a man who has served 
in the forces.

Mr. Goode: How long is usually considered appropriate in the case of a 
man belonging to the Canadian forces before he becomes a Canadian citizen? 
Is there any statute that would cover it? Can a man be in the Canadian 
forces for two years and yet come out of the Canadian forces and still not be 
a Canadian citizen?

The Witness: Yes.
Mr. Goode: I am talking about a bona fide immigrant, a man who intends 

living here.
The Chairman: He can either get the benefit as a Canadian citizen or as 

one domiciled in Canada at the time of his entering the forces. In other words, 
if a person who is not a Canadian citizen has come to Canada with the intention 
of making Canada his home, then Canada would be his place of domicile and 
he would get the benefit even if he never became a Canadian citizen.

Mr. Bennett: There were many Americans who served in the Canadian 
forces.

Mr. Goode: If a man comes into Canada from Germany under the immigra
tion Act and seven days after his arrival in Canada joins the forces, how long 
does he have to stay in the forces before he becomes a Canadian citizen?

The Witness: There is no legislation on that.
The Chairman: My own thought is that there is no such legislation in that 

respect. He would have to follow the usual procedure to become a Canadian 
citizen.

Mr. Enfield: I can confirm that because I have a problem on that, and that 
is the case. Merely because the person has served in the forces does not give 
him any special status as a citizen. You have to follow the Canadian Citizenship 
Act.

Mr. Stick: If domicile is all that is required why have the clause about 
Canadian Citizenship?

The Chairman: A person might be living abroad and join the Canadian 
forces—for example, a person migjit be a Canadian living in the United States 
and join the forces, and it would give him the rights of he were a Canadian 
citizen even though at the time of joining he was not domiciled in Canada. It is 
to take care of both cases.

Carried.
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Clause 11, “Public Service Superannuation Act”:
Subclause (1), “Application of 1952-53, c. 47”.
Carried.
Subclause (2), “Corning into force".
Carried.
Clause 12, “Unemployment Insurance Act”: subclause (1) Application of 

Part V of R.S., c. 273.

By Mr. Gillis:
Q. Mr. Chairman, I suppose I have to repeat what I said to the deputy 

minister. I asked him what machinery, under this Unemployment Insurance 
Act, is provided by the Department of Defence, the Department of Labour and 
the Department of Veterans Affairs with respect to a man who comes out of the 
service and goes back to his own community, who makes application, because 
there is no work for him, for unemployment insurance—he has to wait some
times for months before his credits are relayed back through the Department 
of Labour to his local office. I suggested several times that the Department of 
Veterans Affairs should take a look at this with the Department of National 
Defence and the Department of Labour to try to get some machinery whereby 
that could be speeded up. It also applies to the superannuation which is paid 
by a man in the service for two or three years. When he comes out it is paid 
back to him, but he goes months waiting for it and nobody can explain why that 
long delay should take place. The Minister of National Defence in the House 
once said that he himself could not understand the reason for the delay.

The other thing I wish to find out about this Unemployment Insurance Act 
is: there are some veterans coming out of the service who are told in the 
Unemployment Insurance offices that they are not entitled to unemployment 
insurance at all because they enlisted prior to July, 1950, and they are dealt out 
for unemployment insurance benefits. Apparently they were in the service 
before the Act was amended to include them and the Act made a cut-off date 
as of July, 1950. I would like the deputy minister to tell me what machinery 
is provided to speed up an application under the Unemployment Insurance Act 
and under the Superannuation Act, and what is the picture with respect to the 
man who enlisted before July, 1950?

Mr. Parliament: In the early days there were delays, but I believe you 
will find on checking that those delays have been cut down. Every shortcut is 
taken between the Unemployment Insurance office and the Department of 
National Defence. We are merely the paying agency. The question of super
annuation is one, of course, for the Department of National Defence.

With respect to your third question, the Act as written now does not 
provide for any members of the force who enlisted prior to July, 1950. When 
they come out and take their discharge, there are no unemployment insurance 
benefits available to them.

Mr. Gillis: That appears to be pretty rank discrimination.
The Witness: Mr. Chairman, the way this was built up is that the 5th of 

July, 1950 was the date on which the special force was formed, and we con
sidered it desirable to give them the benefits under the Unemployment Insur
ance Act as set forth here. It was also represented that if you gave them that 
protection in order to assist recruiting, so also should you give benefits of the 
protection to those who enlisted on regular force engagements and also protect 
them in regard to reinstatement in civil employment. But that was subsequent 
to the 5th of July, 1950.
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Concerning those who were enlisted in the regular force before this and 
while the emergency was on, I think the feeling was that they had enlisted on 
a regular engagement and they knew the terms and there was no obligation 
to apply these additional benefits to them. And furthermore, as I mentioned 
in another connection, it was desired to keep them in the service at that time, 
but at present this will apply practically without exception to those in the 
regular forces in the army because it is over three years since the 5th of July, 
1950, and the engagements are all for a three year period—

Mr. Gillis: I think the reasoning is all wrong. It is pretty hard for a man 
who has been in the army for five or six years and who has served in Korea 
and comes back to understand why he is not entitled to unemployment insur
ance while men who went in two or three years after him are receiving it. 
I think it is an oversight. I have had a few cases of it and I could not under
stand it. I am reasonably sure that the great majority of men who went in 
prior to 1950 do not understand it either. I would suggest before this committee 
rises it should at least make some recommendation concerning it. There are 
a lot of boys coming out of the service today who are discovering they are not 
entitled to unemployment insurance and I believe we should make some 
recommendation concerning that.

The Chairman: I see in the bill, Mr. Gillis, it provides for the man who 
has been discharged on medical grounds for disability relating to his service 
in the theatre of operation. In other words, as I understand the bill, if a 
person was a member of the regular forces and served in the theatre of opera
tions on the strength of the special force, he gets benefits under this Act if 
he is discharged for a disability relating to his service but, as I understand it, 
if his period of engagement comes to an end in the ordinary way then he gets 
the same treatment as any other member of the regular forces because, as I 
understand it, when he joined up it was contemplated he would serve a set 
period of time and he gets the benefit of it only if he is discharged ahead of 
time due to a disability incurred during or resulting from service.

Mr. Gillis: The ones I am talking about had no disability and they found 
they are in a class by themselves. I do not think special classes should be 
set up.

The Chairman: If you extend it to those members of the regular forces 
who served the same as any other member of the regular forces and who 
served their full period of time and then took their discharge; then anyone 
else who served in the regular forces, say in Germany, would feel he was 
entitled, too.

Mr. Green: But does the man who is in a regular force derive none of 
the benefits by reason of having served?

The Chairman: That brings up the general question again. General Burns, 
what benefit does a member of the regular force get by virtue of having served 
in the special force in Korea over and above what he would get if he had served 
in Germany?

Mr. Green desires to clear that up. Are there any benefits received by 
virtue of having served in the special force which he would not get otherwise?

The Witness: If some condition develops which he thinks was attributable 
to or incurred during service he has the privilege of trying to get a pension 
and he is entitled to training and reestablishment credit and gratuity and 
benefits under the Veterans’ Land Act.

By Mr. Green:
Q. If you grant that he is entitled to those benefits why should he not get 

the benefit of the unemployment insurance clause? I would like an answer 
to the question.—A. It would be rather difficult to draw up the terms under
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which he should be entitled to it. The class you wish to have entitled to the 
benefit of the unemployment insurance clause are those who were discharged 
between the 5th of July, 1950 and the 5th of July 1953 while the operations 
were still going on and who took their discharge in the regular way, is that 
what you mean? Do you mean they should be entitled to receive unemploy
ment insurance benefits?

Q. I do not understand why you deprive these particular veterans of 
unemployment insurance benefits when the department already admits they 
are entitled to all the other benefits which flow from war service in Korea?— 
A. These other benefits were given subsequent to the termination of operations, 
at least the training and the Land Act benefit.

Mr. Gillis: The veteran who enlisted after July, 1950 is entitled to the 
benefit, but veterans who enlisted in 1948 or 1949 and served in Korea are cut 
off by the regulations because they enlisted prior to 1950, and are not entitled 
to unemployment insurance benefits. That is pretty difficult to understand. 
However, the men who enlisted one, two or three years later are entitled to 
the insurance.

Mr. Philpott: How many would be affected?
Mr. Gillis: I could not say.
The Chairman: We are going to have the bill stand and before we report 

it the steering committee thought we should hear from the council of veterans 
before finally reporting it so that it would do no harm to let this particular 
subclause stand until we hear further evidence in regard to it.

Mr. MacDougall: That is clause 12, page 7?
The Chairman: Yes, subclause 2, “Veterans.”
Mr. Pearkes: Would it not be better if we let the whole clause stand?
Mr. Croll: We could pass it subject to letting subclause 2 stand.
The Chairman: Subclause 3. “Period of service”; that is not involved.
Mr. Croll: That is carried.
The Chairman: Carried.
Subclause 4 “application of section 103 of revised statutes, chapter 273”.
Carried.
Clause 13, “existing rights preserved”.
13. Nothing in this Act shall be held to prejudice any right, benefit or 

privilege that any person had, under any of the enactments to which this 
Act applies, prior to the coming into force of this Act.

Mr. Green: Could the deputy minister tell us what rights, benefits or 
privileges will be taken away by it?

The Chairman: I think perhaps Mr. Gunn might deal with it. I under
stand that it is a saving clause, to make sure nothing is taken away.

Mr^ Gunn: I think the purpose of this clause is to make certain that 
veterans who have unused benefits to which they are eligible as a result of 
service in world war II shall not be prejudiced in any way by anything con
tained in this Act, and that any rights accrued to them as a result of service 
in world war II are preserved intact.

The Chairman: Carried.
Clause 14, “repeal”
Carried.
Now then, gentlemen, the bill has been carried except for clause 12, sub

clause 2. As already stated the intention was actually not to report it until 
we have heard from the Council of Canadian Veterans who will appear before 
us on Thursday. I think we have done a very good job already this morning.
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Mr. Goode: I would like to ask the deputy minister one question which 
perhaps I should have asked him under the “Rehabilitation Act”. There has 
been some correspondence between my office and the department. I have 
two cases, of two men who served in the special force and who are now 
living with their families in England. These men applied under their benefits 
to purchase certain goods in my riding. The goods were purchased, but the 
stores cannot get the money because the gentlemen involved have moved to 
England and their present addresses are unknown. How should those small 
stores go about collecting that money?

Mr. MacDougall: With a hope and a prayer.
The Witness: I cannot make a statement, I am afraid, off-hand, without 

looking into the circumstances of the case.
Mr. Goode: Suppose I write a letter to you setting forth the particulars; 

would you be good enough to look into it and advise me.
The Witness: I certainly will.
The Chairman: If the minister is ready to make a statement in regard 

to bill 82, then we will take it up tomorrow; and if not, we will take up 
bill 459 “an Act to amend the Veteran’s Land Act”. At that time the director 
will make a statement before we take up any questions or deal with the 
bill in detail.

We are adjourned now until tomorrow morning at 11.00 o’clock.
The Committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 277, 
Tuesday, May 25, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.00 o’clock a.m. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cardin, Cavers, 
Croll, Dickey, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, 
Green, Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, Herridge, Jones, MacDougall, Pearkes, 
Philpott, Quelch, Stick, Thomas, Tucker, and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister, and the following 
other officials of the Department of Veterans Affairs: Mr. G. H. Parliament, 
Director General of Veterans’ Welfare Services; Mr. W. Gordon Gunn, Q.C., 
Director of Legal Services; Mr. O. C. Elliott, Director of Training, War Service 
Grants Act; Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser. Also, Mr. T. J. Rutherford, 
Director of Veterans’ Land Act, with Mr. A. D. McCracken, Senior Administra
tive Officer; Mr. H. C. Griffith, Superintendent, Construction Division; Mr. H. 
R. Holmes, Superintendent, Securities Division; Mr. W. Strojich, Superintendent, 
Property Division; Mr. W. G. Wurtele, Chief Treasury Officer, Veterans’ Land 
Act. Also, Mr. T. D. Anderson, General Secretary, and Mr. D. M. Thompson, 
Chief Welfare Officer of the Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans’ Land Act, was called.

The witness read a lengthy brief and filed a number of tables appended 
thereto, all of which constituted a review of the administration of the Veterans’ 
Land Act since 1945 and an outline of the changes to the said Act contemplated 
by the terms of Bill 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act.

On motion of Mr. Croll, it was ordered that the various tables, appended 
to the brief, be printed in the record.

Mr. Rutherford was then examined at length on the subject matters dealt 
with in the brief and, in his replies on certain specific points, was assisted by 
Messrs. McCracken and Griffith.

At 1.00 o’clock p.m., the examination of Mr. Rutherford still continuing, 
the Committee adjourned to meet again at 8.00 o’clock p.m.

EVENING SITTING

At 8.00 o’clock p.m., the committee met. Mr. Walter A. Tucker, Chairman, 
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cardin, Cavers, 
Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Goode, Green, Hanna, 
Harkness, Henderson, Herridge, Jones, MacDougall, Pearkes, Quelch, Stick, 
Thomas, Tucker, and Weselak.

In attendance: All those named as in attendance at the morning sitting, and 
in addition, Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of 
Veterans Affairs.

91824—li
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The examination of Mr. Rutherford, in connection with the brief presented 
at the morning sitting, was resumed and, at the conclusion thereof, the Chair
man extended the Committee’s thanks to the witness for his splendid and very 
elaborate presentation. Mr. McCracken, assisting, answered a few questions.

The witnesses were allowed to retire with the understanding that they 
would be available for further examination as and when the Committee con
siders, clause by clause, Bill 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act.

At 9.00 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.00 
o’clock a.m., Thursday, May 27, 1954.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE
May 25, 1954.

11.00 a.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. We have with us this morning Mr. 
T. J. Rutherford, the director of the Veterans’ Land Act, and pursuant to 
the wish of the committee he has prepared a comprehensive statement in 
regard to operations under the Veterans’ Land Act. He has stated to me 
that it is much longer than he would have liked, and suggested perhaps he 
should read the first part of it and put the rest on the record with the tables. 
I told him that I thought the committee were so interested in this question, 
and so anxious to have a full report in regard to it that I thought the feeling 
of the committee would be that they would want him to read the whole of 
the submission and put the tables on the record. Is that the wish of the 
committee, or does the committee prefer to have him read the general part 
of the report which is the first 14 pages?

Mr. Croll: I think he should read all of it except the tables.
Mr. Green: I think it would be helpful if he read the whole report.
The Chairman: T thought that would be the attitude of the committee 

and therefore we will ask Mr. Rutherford to present the submission which 
he has prepared. You may sit or stand as you like, Mr. Rutherford.

Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans' Land Act, called:

The Witness: I will stand, thank you.
Mr. Chairman and members of the parliamentary committee:

As several years have elapsed since a parliamentary committee has had 
under consideration any matters dealing with the administration of the 
Veterans’ Land Act, it was considered that you would wish to have a state
ment setting out the extent and nature of the settlement work which has 
been done, together with some estimate of the progress being made by the 
veteran settlers, as indicated by the number remaining, on their properties, 
the manner in which they are meeting their obligations, and the success 
they are achieving in their enterprises.

I have brought with me table “A”, which is in the form of a map and will 
give you a general idea of the extent and distribution of settlement. From 
this you will see that, as of December 31, 1953, 30,281 veterans had been 
assisted to establish themselves as full-time farmers; 31,809 as small holders; 
and 928 as commercial fishermen—or a total of 63,018. This total does not 
include 1,406 Indian veterans settled on reserves who are looked after by 
the Department of Citizenship and Immigration.

Not all of the 63,018 settled are still with us. Thirty-two hundred and 
thirty-one (3,231) have repaid their indebtedness in full and taken title. 
Another twenty-three hundred and fifty-nine (2,359) have arranged the sale 
of their properties to other veterans who have qualified for settlement under the 
Act. Most of these veteran to veteran sales have been made by small holders 
who, because of a change in employment, have had to move to other districts.
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Three hundred and thirty-nine (339) have abandoned provincial lands on 
which they were settled and thirteen hundred and ninety-nine (1,399) have 
voluntarily handed their land back to the director by giving quit claim deed. 
While many of these were potential failures whom it was thought well to 
encourage to seek re-establishment in some other line of endeavour where 
their chances of success would be better, a large number of these quit claim 
deeds were given for administrative reasons such as executors in the case of a 
veteran’s death, or by a veteran who had to move some distance away and 
wished V.L.A. to arrange a sale for him.

Out of the sixty-three thousand (63,000) settled, only one hundred and 
fourteen (114) have had to be put off their properties for non-payment or other 
non-compliance with their contract which I think is very significant as it 
represents less than two (2) out of every thousand (1,000) settled.

Collections
I have also brought with me tables “B” and “C”, which show by districts, 

regions, and fields, the number and the percentage of all accounts in “special 
arrears” as of April 10, 1954. Out of nearly 60,000 accounts there will always be 
some in what may be called “casual arrears”; in other words, a few days to a 
few months in default. While these count up, they present no serious collection 
problem, except to encourage better payment habits on the part of more often 
than not well-to-do people. In order to get a true picture, therefore, we adopted 
the classification of “special arrears” for cases requiring careful attention— 
that is to say, farmers and commercial fishermen, who pay annually, and whose 
accounts are $200 or more in arrears, and small holders who pay monthly and 
whose accounts are $100 or more in arrears.

It will be noted from table “B” that there are now no settlers in “special 
arrears” in the province of Quebec, only seven (7) in the province of British 
Columbia, and very few in Ontario. What there are, are largely in the spring 
wheat areas of the three prairie provinces where deliveries have been very 
slow, and in the potato growing area of New Brunswick where a large part of 
the crop still remains unmarketed.

In spite of the fact that recent trends in farm prices have been downward, 
and the total number of settlers under the Act is increasing year by year, the 
number in “special arrears” has dropped substantially each year since 1950, 
hitting a low point last October just before the annual payments on farms became 
due. At that time the total number of V.L.A. accounts in “special arrears”, 
both farms and small holdings, was three hundred and fifteen (315), or just a 
little over one-half (£) of one percent (1 per cent). With reasonable marketing 
conditions and a continuation of the present trend in collections, we should be 
down close to two hundred (200) at the same time this year. When we take into 
consideration the prepayments that have been made, collections to date amount 
to over 112 per cent of all the money due and owing since inception.

Most of the credit for the very small percentage of failures and the excellent 
state of collections, is attributable to the work being done by our two hundred 
and sixty-one (261) field supervisors. Each field supervisor resides in his 
own field, and works closely with his settlers whose circumstances, problems 
and abilities he is in a much better position to understand and appreciate than 
could anyone coming in from outside. This arrangement also greatly reduces 
administrative costs and saves for useful work, much time otherwise spent in 
travelling.

A settler’s field supervisor is generally the same man who made out the 
original appraisal on the basis of which his property was bought; also the one 
who superintended the purchase of his livestock and equipment and who assisted 
him through the early or difficult stages of his enterprise. It is this supervisor,
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too, who is held responsible for ensuring the return of the money owing to the 
public treasury. This latter is very important to the veteran as only by keeping 
up his payments can he be sure of obtaining title.

Our field supervisors work on the principle that it is rarely, if ever, in a 
veteran’s best interest to allow him to get behind in his payments as this is 
generally the first step towards failure. They are also taught that their primary 
responsibility from the day they appraise a settler’s property until he is securely 
established and has a sound economic unit, is to do everything possible to ensure 
his success. By doing this, they develop in the veteran not only the ability to 
pay but the will to pay. Each case in turn becomes just another example of 
“collections without tears”, which is our objective for all.

Our field supervisors, though entitled to civil service hours, work the hours 
of a country doctor and seem to like it. They are reasonably well paid and they 
find their work terrifically interesting, with the result, I am very pleased to be 
able to say, that all are doing a good job, and their veteran and public relations 
would appear to be excellent.

Our field staff are helped and encouraged to keep themselves up to date in 
the best agricultural and conservation practices in order to be in the best 
possible position to assist their settlers in improving their soil, planning and 
constructing new buildings, and making the most advantageous use of their 
capital in the purchase of livestock and farm equipment.

Special assistance is always available and given to farm settlers who at 
any itme may get into difficulties. The same kind of service is available to 
small holders although their success or failure is not so entirely dependent on 
their agricultural enterprise, as is the case with farmers.

That this work is paying very big dividends, is indicated by the small 
number of rescission cases and the present excellent state of collections, as 
well as by the outstanding success of so many of our settlers, many of whom 
are now the leading farmers in their communities.

The average net income from farm operations has been coming down and 
this condition could continue for some time before the trend is again upwards. 
The next few years could easily be a real testing time for the small family 
farm, of which we have so very many. We may lose some settlers in the 
squeeze but one thing I am determined shall not happen and it is this, that 
anyone who has had to give up his farm will ever be able to say with any 
degree of truth, “the director was given authority by parliament under section 
6 of the Act to supply instructors and inspectors to assist veterans with informa
tion and instruction in farming, and I covenanted in paragraph 6 of my agree
ment to observe instruction as to cultural practices and management given by 
the authorized representative of the director. This I would have been only 
too glad to do but not until it was too late did a field supervisor offer to assist 
me to reorganize my enterprise on a profitable basis and ensure that I didn’t 
make the fatal mistake of dropping behind in my payments.”

In order that the field supervisors may have more time to assist their 
settlers in a practical way, much of the time previously spent on collections is 
now being saved through arrangements for payments to be made by voluntary 
crop share agreements, salary assignments and pension orders. During the 
last fiscal year we collected about two million dollars ($2,000,000) in this very 
easy and convenient way. About two years ago we introduced the use of books 
of post-dated cheques as a method of collecting monthly payments from small 
holders. Over nine thousand (9,000) veterans are now making their payments 
by this convenient method, which will also bring in about two million dollars 
($2,000,000) this year. These arrangements also save a considerable amount 
in postage as no receipts are sent out which, in turn, reduces administrative 
work at regional and district offices.
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Despite an increasing workload which is, to an extent, cumulative as the 
number of accounts increase, we have been able to reduce staff by over 40 
per cent. In the process of doing this we have been most fortunate, in that we 
have been able to retain practically all our best people. This and continuous 
staff training have been important factors in our success.

Another policy which has proved successful has been a comparatively wide 
delegation of responsibility right down to the field supervisors in the front line. 
This greatly expedites action, which is so vital in settlement work where time 
is so often the essence of success. The man on the spot who knows the Act 
and regulations and is in close touch with all the circumstances of the case is, 
we find, more likely to be right than are those farther away dealing only with 
written reports.

The time involved in completing a settlement is of considerable importance 
to the veteran. Following the appraisal and negotiations for purchase, there 
are generally matters of title to be settled, and the purchase of livestock and 
equipment to be made. These all take time and it is important that, as far as 
possible, decisions be made at local levels; otherwise, the delays could be not 
only frustrating but costly to the vetran.

Apart from the Act and regulations and administrative instructions 
designed to coordinate and streamline procedure, we try to get along with 
as few rules as possible. In this kind of work, rules can be no substitute for 
sound judgment. We also find they tend to lazy thinking, destroy initiative, 
and are too convenient for staff to hide behind and blame if anything goes 
wrong.

V.L.A. has, however, one Golden Rule which applies generally, and it is 
this: “Could our Minister defend the action I am about to take, as he may 
have to do, before the parliament and people of Canada, as being within 
the Act and Regulations, and in the best interest of the veteran insofar as 
it is fair as between veteran and veteran, and between the veteran and 
the public?” Such a rule, based on the best democratic principles, can only 
fail where the individual fails or when he neglects to apply it.

V.L.A. organization is based on field areas of which there are two hundred 
and sixty-one (261) across the country. These fields vary in number and 
nature of accounts but, without adjusting the line fences too often, we try to 
have an equal workload in each. At present they average about two hundred 
and twenty (220) accounts and considerably over a million dollar investment, 
with as many as four hundred and forty-five (445) accounts where the 
majority are concentrated small holdings, and as few as seventy-nine (79) 
in a widely scattered field in Newfoundland. Each field is in charge of 
a field supervisor who has his office in his home or in a public building if 
there happens to be one close to the centre of his field.

The field supervisors were selected from veterans with successful farming 
experience and; whenever possible, with a degree in agriculture. The majority 
have now been with us for upwards of seven (7) years and have gained 
invaluable practical experience through their day-to-day work. They have 
also been given evry possible encouragement and opportunity to improve their 
knowledge through winter courses, field days, appraisal classes and farm 
planning exercises, as well as regular visits to agricultural colleges, experi
mental farms and stations. I think it is fair to say that they are as well 
qualified and as up to date in the fields of rural appraisal, farm organization 
and farm management as any large group to be found anywhere. They are 
the hands and eyes with which we work and it is necessary that they be good. 
Being on the ground, they are also asked to do considerable property appraisal 
and investigation work for other departments and branches.
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The fields are grouped into regions, of which there are now thirty-five 
(35), having been reduced by ten (10) during the past few years. Regions 
are located on a geographical basis and vary considerably in size and work
load. They are responsible for the qualification of settlers, for the consideration 
of appraisals, and recommendations for the purchase of land. The regional 
supervisor also supervises the work of the field staff within his region.

The regions are grouped into eight (8) Districts: one for British Columbia, 
in charge of Mr. W. H. Ozard; one for Alberta, which includes the Peace 
River block of British Columbia and the North West Territories, in charge of 
Mr. H. Allam; one for Saskatchewan, in charge of Mr. I. L. Holmes; one for 
Manitoba which includes Northwestern Ontario, in charge of Mr. R. M. Wynn; 
one for Western Ontario, in charge of Mr. R. W. Pawley; one for Eastern 
Ontario, in charge of Mr. H. L. Armstrong; one for Quebec, in charge of Mr. M. 
L. Lafontaine; and one for the three maritime provinces and Newfoundland, 
in charge of Mr. C. H. Scott. This arrangement gives the Districts, all things 
considered, as nearly an equal workload as is possible.

The work at head office, and similarly at the district offices, is divided 
on a functional basis into five divisions as follows:

(1) Administration and secretarial division
(2) Supervision and collection division
(3) Property division
(4) Construction division
(5) Securities division

The heads of these divisions at head office are here with me and, with 
your kind permission, I would suggest that your questions, insofar as they 
relate to the work of any particular division, can best be answered by the 
head of that division. Our work has many ramifications, and I do not pretend 
to be as familiar with the details of the work of each division as those who are 
dealing with them from day to day.

Mr. Arthur McCracken heads the administration and secretarial division. 
One of his principal jobs recently has been to liaise with the Department of 
Justice in the preparation of the bill you now have under consideration, and 
he is best able to explain the wording of this in detail. His regular duties 
involve preparation of estimates and allotments, legal and personnel liaison, 
special correspondence, and matters of organization and interior economy at 
head office.

Mr. William Strojich is in charge of the property division, which deals 
with matters relating to the purchase and sale of property, including the 
application of proceeds, and the subdivision and servicing of property. He 
also looks after the residue of soldier settlement, which consists alomst entirely 
of some fifteen hundred (1,500) remaining civilian purchasers of reverted 
soldier settlement properties.

Mr. Henry Griffith is in charge of the construction division, and has been 
largely responsible for the successful carrying out of our “Build Your Own 
Home” program. As this program is closely associated with the proposed 
part II, you may be interested in hearing from him particulars of how this 
program, which now accounts for 84 per cent of all our home construction, has 
functioned up to the present.

Mr. Hilton Holmes is in charge of the securities division. This Division 
looks after all matters having to do with land titles, conveyancing, and insur
ance and is, in effect, our land titles office.

The supervision and collection division is responsible for collection policy, 
for the training of field staff, and for supplying them with up-to-date agricul
tural information in order that they may assist their settlers to work to a sound
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plan, invest their money carefully, and avoid costly and perhaps fatal mistakes 
during the early years of settlement. I am convinced that the success or 
failure of many of our settlers and of V.L.A. as a land settlement scheme is so 
dependent upon a constructive and understanding approach to supervision and 
collection, which are part and parcel of one. another, that I have, up until now, 
kept this Division under my direct supervision and will try to answer any 
questions you may have with regard to it.

That I have been able to do this in addition to my regular duties, is due to 
the fact that in the divisional heads, together with Colonel Wurtele, our chief 
treasury officer and my financial adviser, I have a very capable board of 
directors on whose counsel and help I can, and do, rely.

V.L.A. is now big business. ' Without counting our subdivision properties, 
V.L.A. has a financial interest in, and therefore some direct responsibility for, 
the success of one (1) out of every thirteen (13) agricultural units in Canada 
and therefore some responsibility for it. The original cost of all property now 
held for veterans is well over three hundred million dollars ($300,000,000), its 
present day value being in the neighbourhood of five hundred million dollars 
($500,000,000). The present fire insurance coverage alone is three hundred 
and two million dollars ($302,000,000).

Our work has wide ramifications which affect the future and welfare of a 
great many people and the economy of the country as a whole. The Act gives 
the director wide discretionary powers. This is essential in a business of this 
nature, but no less important is the authority given for wide delegation of 
responsibility which is co-ordinated through direct consultation at each level. 
This can only work well where senior staff, both at head office and in the dis
tricts, is uniformly good and work together as a team. In this respect, as 
director of V.L.A., I consider myself extremely fortunate as I have as good a 
staff as I could possibly wish for.

With the new legislation in mind, I believe you will be interested in the 
progress of V.L.A. settlement work, broken down to full-time farms, small 
holdings, and construction. I will take these in that order—

Full-time farmers
Up until December 31, 1953, 30,281 veterans had been assisted to settle 

as full-time farmers under the Veterans’ Land Act. Of this number, 25,132 
purchased land by agreements of sale under section 10; 642 have been given 
loans on mortgage security under section 15; and 4,507 have been settled on 
provincial land under section 38. The average size of V.L.A. farms is 198 acres.

The demand for farm settlement continues steady, although retarded for 
some years by the increasing cost of the land, livestock and equipment necessary 
to set up an economic farm unit. With more stable prices now prevailing, we 
may very well see an increase in farm settlement during the years just ahead. 
However, capital considerably in excess of $6,000 will be necessary to effect a 
sound establishment even on the cheaper type of farm.

While frontier settlement on provincial land has not been nearly so popular 
as was originally anticipated, a very large number of our farm settlers are now 
engaged in the development of what we believe is a more productive, and 
even more important, agricultural frontier. Limited capital has forced many 
settlers, particularly in the older provinces, to take farms which have long 
been looked upon as rundown and worn out. More often than not these farms 
are in good communities, have reasonably good buildings, are serviced by good 
roads, schools and churches and have hydro available.
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Most of these farms once produced good crops and have the potential to 
do so again if given the right treatment. At prevailing prices they are, in my 
opinion, today’s best buy.

What these farms need to put them back into high production, is a new 
crop of Canadian pioneers with the vision to see their possibilities, and the 
patience and skill necessary to effect their renovation. Such work is conserva
tion at its best, and it can be made very profitable for those willing to under
take it. With the examples we now have among V.L.A. settlers of how this 
can be done economically, new frontiers are being opened up right under our 
feet, where settlers may substitute new techniques for dollars they haven’t got, 
and build for themselves and their children productive family homesteads 
which are the basis of a permanent and prosperous agriculture.

It is a real pioneering job requiring both courage and skill as, with limited 
capital, there is little or no room for trial and error but, given proper super
vision to ensure that capital is invested in the right things and at the right 
time, it can be rewarding to the individual, the community, and the nation.

Veterans settled on such farms, and we have many, are being encouraged 
by our field supervisors to buy lime and fertilizer, where previous owners 
bought feed and to grow soil improving grasses and clovers in place of the 
grain and hoe crops which have been responsible for most of the soil depletion. 
By specializing in grass fed as pasture and as silage self-fed from cheaply 
constructed bunker silos, it is possible to attain complete mechanization with 
about half the equipment necessary when a variety of crops are grown and 
handled in different ways. By adopting simpler, more convenient and less 
expensive methods of feed storage and livestock housing, building costs, as 
well as equipment costs and labour requirements, may be almost cut in two.

During the past few years agricultural methods and practices have been 
erupting with amazing changes and improvements, which only yesterday were 
being termed “fantastic” and “impossible”. Many people are stunned by the 
results and potentialities of these changes and even more so by their simplicity.- 
“Why”, they are asking, “since these ar,e solving so many problems of soil 
conservation and cheaper production, have they never before been effectively 
promoted?” The reason would seem to be that most have been looking for 
the solution of our agricultural problems in the wrong direction, or perhaps 
it is because for so long we have been, taught to believe that we must struggle 
with Nature in the growing of crops and in the feeding and housing of live
stock, rather than that we should work very closely with her. This struggle 
has been going on for a long time and has been successful only in destroying 
the structure of much of our soil and in keeping our production costs so 
high that we have been unable to compete in the world market in many 
things which we are in a good position to produce cheaply.

These changes, which have developed with almost geometrical progres
sion over the past few years, are today being heralded by the farm press 
across the continent as being the answer to conservation and cheaper produc
tion of livestock and livestock products as well as improving the soil in order 
to increase yields of necessary cereal, vegetable and fruit crops.

I mention this because I think you should know that V.L.A. has been pre
paring for this for several years. Our field staff already know most of the 
answers and are about as well posted on new developments as it is possible 
for them to be. Among V.L.A. settlers scattered across the country are some 
of the best examples of what can be accomplished along these lines. These 
early outposts are most important in developing a program of this kind.
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In developing our staff training and supervision program along these 
newer lines, we have been greatly helped by work being done at the experi
mental farm here in Ottawa and the experimental stations across the country, 
and given much assistance by members of their staffs.

We also owe a great deal to Mr. Tom Dickison, manager of the Ottawa 
Dairy Farm. For a number of years, Mr. Dickison has been an exponent 
of grass from the standpoint of soil improvement and, when fed as pasture 
and silage, as a balanced ration for dairy and beef cattle. He also was among 
the very first to adopt cheaply constructed self-feeding bunker silos and loose 
housing for his three hundred head dairy herd. This not only enabled him 
to dispense with thousands of dollars worth of expensive equipment but has 
greatly reduced his labour and feed costs as well as raised the quantity and 
quality of the milk produced. Mr. Dickison has been guest speaker at many 
of our staff conferences, and all the field supervisors from Ontario and Quebec 
have had the privilege of visiting his farm. His example and the success 
he has attained have given our staff a great deal of confidence in the sound
ness of what V.L.A. is trying to do for veteran-farmers. I am sure many of 
you would be interested in visiting this farm which is quite close by. The 
best time for such a visit would be during the second or third week of June 
when silo filling will be in progress.

Next to the Ottawa Dairy Farm, there is perhaps no farm in eastern 
Canada which is now receiving more publicity or attracting more visitors than 
the farm of V.L.A. settler Alfred Leatherbarrow, of Flora, Ontario. This 
practically abandoned 100-acre farm was bought for four thousand dollars 
($4,000) in 1946. Today, through good conservation practices and an all-out 
grassland program, it is producing all the feed required during the whole year 
for seventy head of cattle. It is also supplying the protein supplement, by 
way of grass silage, for one hundred and twenty-five pigs and fourteen hundred 
laying hens. The grain for the pigs and hens is bought by the carload from 
western Canada where it can be produced more cheaply. Farmers and business 
men alike are beating a path to the door of this farmer-veteran to see what 
he has accomplished.

We still have a considerable number of veterans who are qualified as 
full-time farmers but who are working out in an endeavour to earn enough 
to pay the necessary excess over the V.L.A. ceiling in order to establish a 
farm business. There is also a large percentage of those already settled 
who, because of lack of capital, are unable to develop their enterprises to 
the point where they can make the best use of their land and labour. Some 
of these are seriously restricted by acreage; others, while most anxious to 
get a soil building program underway, haven’t been able to finance the 
purchase of the lime, fertilizer and grass seed which, in many cases, is all 
their land needs to double its present production and thereby treble its 
value in the matter of a few years.

In all such cases, the provisions of part III would be of real assistance 
and would come like a tactical reserve just at the right time to transform 
many subsistence farms into sound economic units. In some cases, such a 
transformation may involve sale of the present property and a second estab
lishment on a better property; in others, the buying of additional land; but 
in most instances, the change will take place within the veterans’ own line 
fences. Settlers who are in need of an additional loan know by now, as do 
their field supervisors, exactly what to do with it in order to best exploit the 
line of endeavour most suitable for their farms.

As the field supervisor will be charged not only with the responsibility 
of recommending the loan but also with its collection, and as these men are
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now both sound appraisers and good farm managers, I see a great deal of 
good resulting from this part of the bill and little or no danger of loss either 
to the settler or the public.

Part III provides for additional loans up to a maximum of three thousand 
dollars ($3,000) to full-time farmers. These loans may be made either con
currently with settlement or to those already settled, and are payable on a 
5 per cent amortized basis over the remaining period of their contract. This 
additional money may be used to purchase land, erect buildings and effect 
other improvements designed to increase production and promote conserva
tion.

To be eligible for such a loan a veteran must, by his own efforts or 
from his own resources, have added value to his property in excess of its 
cost to the director by contributing to one or more of the purposes for which 
V.L.A. is authorized to make advances under part III; or have paid an 
amount to be spent for one of these purposes. Such amount, together with 
the added value, is to be not less than half the amount advanced by the 
director. For example, where V.L.A. advances a total of three thousand 
dollars ($3,000), the veteran must either have made improvements or additions 
to the property to the value of fifteen hundred dollars ($1,500), or must 
make up the difference in cash to be spent by V.L.A. along with the loan on 
improvements or additions to the property.

The total amount available to a farmer-veteran in which V.L.A. may 
share is ten thousand five hundred dollars ($10,500), or a maximum of 
ninety-three hundred dollars ($9,300) for land and twelve hundred dollars 
($1,200) for stock and equipment. This is made up of a down payment by 
the veteran of nineteen hundred and eighty dollars ($1,980), and advances 
by V.L.A. of eight-five hundred and twenty dollars ($8,520). As twenty- 
three hundred and twenty dollars ($2,320) of this represents the conditional 
grant, only sixty-two hundred dollars ($6,200) is repayable—thirty-two 
hundred dollars ($3,200) with interest at 3J per bent and three thousand 
dollars ($3,000) with interest at 5 per cent, payable over a period of twenty- 
five years on an amortized basis. Annual payments on maximum advances 
under part I and part III combined will amount to $407.07.

I have brought with me table “H”, which I have endeavoured to illustrate 
how the necessarily rather involved formula in sections 64 and 65 of the bill 
will work out in practice.

Small holdings
As of December 31, 1953, 31,809 veterans had been settled as small 

holders under the Veterans’ Land Act and, in spite of moves due to changes 
in employment and sales made in order to take advantage of very attractive 
offers, 27,741 are still in occupancy. Of these, 8,793 are settled on properties 
of less than one acre; 4,344 on from one to two acres; 9,347 on from two 
to five acres; 3,663 on from five to twenty-five acres; and 1,594 on twenty-five 
acres or more. The average small holding has 6-2 acres.

The great majority of small holders are settled on individual properties 
but about eight thousand (8,000) are on one or other of V.L.A.’s one hundred 
and eighty-five (185) subdivisions, most of which lie adjacent to the larger 
centres of population. There were many problems associated with the early 
development of these subdivisions, but I believe they have fully justified all 
the effort put into their establishment. One may see today in all but a 
very few of these subdivisions, well maintained and appropriately land
scaped homes, each with its own kitchen garden which supplies a goodly 
share of the family’s table requirements.
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While settlers are encouraged and helped by our field staff to improve their 
properties and develop their subdivision through community effort, full credit 
for what has taken place must be given to the subdivision associations. Many 
of these associations were originally formed as grievance groups but for a long 
time have been devoting all their energies to community enterprises such as 
tree planting, playgrounds, building of community halls, small holding competi
tions, community fairs, etc. This work has already resulted in a virtual trans
formation of many of the earlier established subdivisions into model com
munities. We are far from satisfied, however, as there is still much to do. Not 
all are up to a satisfactory standard but most are moving rapidly in that 
direction.

Unfortunately, some of the subdivisions which are adjacent to the larger 
and faster growing cities, have been incorporated into metropolitan areas with 
resultant increases in taxation. This, however, has not been unmixed evil 
insofar as the property owners are concerned. Values, too, have greatly 
increased, and most of the small holders who are seriously affected by the tax 
increases are now in a position to sell their surplus land for sufficient to pay off 
the entire remaining debt on their homes. Should they decide to do this before 
the ten-year period expires, they cannot, of course, receive the conditional grant, 
which is a bonus to encourage agricultural use of land and to make it easier to 
pay for properties. However, they would again become entitled to receive their 
re-establishment credit.

If a settler wishes to get out of a high taxation area and still retain his 
conditional grant, we are prepared to co-operate by permitting him to sell his 
entire property and re-invest the proceeds in a suitable small holding located 
in a lower taxation area. The settler may do this without extending the time 
within which his conditional grant may be earned.

The great majority of small holdings are individual properties as 
distinguished from subdivisions, and tend to be of larger acreage. You will find 
them adjacent to practically every town and village in Canada and along com
muting highways leading into the cities. These are the true small holdings 
which, in spite of growing cities, will continue as such and, no doubt, as pilot 
models for others as the advantages of the small holding way of life become more 
widely appreciated.

While there is no disputing the fact that many small holders came under the 
Act primarily with the idea of acquiring a home, the great majority are now 
using their properties for the purpose which parliament intended they should 
be used. Approximately 85 per cent of all small holdings now have vegetable 
gardens, with about 42 per cent producing, in addition to what is required for 
home use, sufficient to meet their payments. A rather surprising number have 
developed their part-time farming enterprise to a point where it is now their 
sole or principal source of income and may now be properly classified as full
time farmers.

The fact that out of the 27,741 presently settled, only forty-four (44) are 
today as much as $100 behind in their payments, is, I think you will agree, very 
indicative of the success and permanent nature of this type of establishment. 
That is not 44 hundred, gentlemen; it is just 44.

Our estimate of the annual income derived by small holders from their 
properties, as made from a recent check of a large cross-section, is six and a 
half million dollars ($6,500,000). This production is increasing every year and 
could be greatly expanded in any period of reduced employment.

This experiment in a new way of life for the urban worker—living, as it 
were, with one foot on the soil and the other in industry—has proved to be a
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boon to many families who would otherwise still be paying rent but who now 
live in an atmosphere of comfort and security where they can bring up their 
children under conditions which approach the ideal.

I have brought with me table “D”, which gives a breakdown of small hold
ings by districts, by stage of development, and by acreage.

Part III of the Act, while not applicable to small holders already established 
(they will be eligible for additional loans under Part IV of the National Housing 
Act), will make available an additional loan of fourteen hundred dollars 
($1,400) at the time of settlement to those being settled in future. This 
additional loan will bear interest at 5 per cent and will be repayable over the 
period of the contract, in most cases twenty-five years. To obtain this loan, 
the veteran must pay, in addition to the 10 per cent payable on the maximum 
six thousand dollars ($6,000) expenditure under Part I, an amount equivalent 
to one-half the additional loan. This will make a maximum of eighty-one 
hundred dollars ($8,100) available for expenditure made up as follows: fifty- 
four hundred dollars ($5,400) plus fourteen hundred dollars ($1,400) or a total 
sixty-eight hundred dollars ($6,800) advance by V.L.A., with six hundred 
dollars ($600) plus seven hundred dollars ($700) or a total of thirteen hundred 
dollars ($1,300) paid by the veteran. The conditional grant will be fourteen 
hundred dollars ($1,400), the contract debt fifty-four hundred dollars ($5,400) 
and the monthly payment twenty-eight dollars ($28.00). Under the Act as it 
stands, the veteran would be required to have twenty-seven hundred dollars 
($2,700) in cash in order to spend eighty-one hundred dollars ($8,100).

The small holder who takes his own contract to build his home will 
continue to have the privilege of attending a V.L.A. construction class, and 
the help of V.L.A. construction supervisors, as well as receiving progressive 
financing during the period of construction. Of course, it will still be necessary 
for the veteran to qualify as a small holder and to bring forward a property 
which meets the acreage and other requirements for small holders under Part 1.

One of the most difficult problems V.L.A. has had to overcome, has been 
the ever-increasing cost of house construction, which has risen by over 80 per 
cent since inception of our building program in 1945.

It was early realized that if veterans in the lower income groups and most 
in need of assistance, were not to be debarred from the benefits of the Act 
by initial payments they could not meet or by a debt they could not carry, some 
solution had to be found which would keep initial payment requirements to 
a minimum and monthly payments to a point where, with rising municipal 
taxes, they would still be within the veteran’s ability to pay.

The solution to this problem was found in the veterans themselves. Al
most from the beginning of construction under V.L.A., a few enterprising vet
erans, who had been able to satisfy our Administration that they had sufficient 
experience in the construction trades, were given contracts to build their own 
homes.

As these early attempts were quite successful, we gradually relaxed the 
experience qualifications as it had become fairly evident to those of us who 
were watching these contracts closely that practically any responsible veteran, 
working under the guidance of a good supervisor, could build himself a very 
satisfactory home. The most important qualifications we found to be: (1) a 
good employment record, indicating that the veteran was the sort of chap who 
would stick with a job until it was finished; (2) that he was able to devote an 
average of twenty hours per week to the work for approximately sixteen 
months; (3) that he was willing to accept a practical house plan; and (4) that 
he was prepared to follow the advice of his construction supervisor.
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It was decided, therefore, back in 1949 that the only way to beat rising 
costs and get on with the job, was to encourage the large number of veterans 
who had qualified, but who couldn’t find the money to build, to take their 
own contracts and build their own houses. We figured that by doing this 
they could save at least the contractor’s profit, which was no small item, 
and also one thousand dollars ($1,000) to twelve hundred dollars ($1,200) if 
they put in about the same number of work-hours. We also decided to permit 
where necessary, certain deletions from the contract such as interior doors, 
kitchen cupboards, hardwood floors, and leaving the upstairs unfinished; this 
work to be done by the veteran in his own time while living in the house, 
the material being paid for by the saving he would then be making in rent. 
This whole scheme has worked out much better than we dared to hope for 
or expect, and we believe that with six thousand (6,000) finished veteran 
contractor houses to his credit, Mr. Griffith has cut a pattern that is safe to 
follow.

To make closer supervision of a larger number of contracts possible with
out increasing our construction staff, evening courses were arranged 
wherever there were sufficient prospective builders to make one worthwhile. 
By thus substituting group instruction during the slack months for part of the 
individual supervision necessary during the busy season, the workload was bet
ter distributed, and one supervisor could look after more veteran-contractors. 
In fact, some supervisors now handle as many as they were able to do when 
their duties only involved checking the work being done by regular contractors.

Once started, these winter construction courses became very popular and, 
in order to give good instruction, attendance had to be limited in many places 
to veterans who were ready to start building the following year. The courses 
ran from fifteen to twenty evenings and followed a definite syllabus set by 
V.L.A. Head Office. This covered such subjects as purchasing material, organ
ization pf the site, dealing with the sub-contractors, foundations, framing, 
finishing, V.L.A. specifications and standards, reading plans, etc. Considerable 
time was also given to the common mistakes made by beginners which our 
experience in this field had brought out.

In conducting these courses, we have had wonderful co-operation from the 
Canadian Legion, provincial departments of education, architects, contractors, 
building inspectors, and others who either made classroom space available or 
helped out as additional instructors without remuneration.

About three hundred (300) courses have been held so far in various parts 
of the country, with attendance varying all the way from six (6) to one hundred 
(100) or more. They have been run practically without expense to the public 
except for the supervisors’ time, most of which is given after regular hours 
and for which they receive no extra remuneration. Incidental expenses, where 
there have been any, have until now been met by contributions from class 
members.

The success of the “Build Your Own Home” program is dependent on a 
well-trained supervision staff. Mr. Griffith gives staff training high priority 
and personally looks after this extremely important part of the work. Staff 
training is done at construction conferences held annually during the winter 
in each district, and through on-the-job training for new staff who are paired 
off with older hands for a few months until they become familiar with good 
supervision practices.

Since the inception of the “Build Your Own Home” program, over six 
thousand (6,000) veteran-contractor houses have been successfully completed, 
with an additional seventeen hundred (1,700) presently under construction. 
Our experience throughout has been that where the veteran builds his own
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home, we get a better type of construction than we were getting before in the 
average contractor-built house. While more constant supervision is required 
during construction, I can say, frankly, we have had practically no trouble 
with veteran-contractors.

Something goes into these houses besides brick and mortar and lumber and 
nails which ensures sound construction. We also know by now that a “sweat 
equity” put straight into construction, is a better guarantee of good maintenance 
and repayment of the loan than is a cash equity paid in advance.

Under Part II in the bill now before you, which provides for building on 
lots of any suitable size for a one-family dwelling, the veteran keeps his 
re-establishment credit but receives no conditional grant. He turns over a 
lot worth at least eight hundred dollars ($800) or, if worth less, the difference 
in cash. He selects a plan which we approve as practical for him, and has his 
loan approved by C.M.H.C. He takes a course or passes a test which must 
satisfy V.L.A. that he is capable of taking a contract and, if he does so, he is 
given a contract for the amount of the approved loan or eight thousand dollars 
($8,000), whichever is the lesser. V.L.A. gives the course, supervises construc
tion, makes interest-free progress payments, and looks after legal work. The 
veteran’s lot, or lot and cash, is used, in the first instance, as the security deposit 
for the proper fulfillment of his contract and when the contract is completed, 
it represents his down-payment. The monthly payment, on a 54 per cent 
amortized basis, is $48.84 which, with $180.00 taxes, would necessitate that 
the veteran have an income of $3,332.00. However, it should be possible with 
a cheaper type house and more owner-labour, for veterans with incomes 
considerably below this to obtain a home under the proposed Part II.

I may say, the loans are very much lower than what is provided for here 
at the present time. Mr. Griffith could give us an idea of that. We are still 
building a lot of houses.

There are a goodly number of veteran-built houses adjacent to Ottawa 
which the committee could inspect, should you so desire. We have a sub
division immediately adjoining the Ottawa Dairy Farm, and it would be possi
ble to visit both at the same time.

I have brought with me table “E”, which is a graph showing curve of 
farm settlement, small holding settlement, and house construction since incep
tion; also table “F”, showing the number of new house starts and completions, 
and the number and percentage built by veteran-contractors ; also table “G”, 
which is a copy of an actual form taken from our files showing how the financial 
arrangements for a veteran-contractor are arrived at. I have also brought 
table “H”, in which seven examples are given to illustrate how the financial 
arrangements made under the present Bill may be worked out.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that my associates and I will be able to furnish all 
the information with regard to our work which you may require. I can assure 
you we will be most appreciative of your constructive criticism and suggestions 
which may help us in improving the service given to the veterans.

91824—2
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Veterans’ Land Act Administration 
SUMMARY OF SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS 

Broken down by District, Region and Field Areas 
as of April 10, 1954

RECAPITULATION 
FARM AND FISHING ACCOUNTS

Paying Annually

No. of Full Time Farmers and Com. Fishermen as of April 1954 ........... 27,054
No. of Farmers and Com. Fishermen 200 and over in Arrears April 1954 556
No. of New Farm Settlements past 12 months .......................................... 1,228
No. Fully Qualified but not Settled—List purged January 1954 ........... 3,191
Full Time Farms accounts fully Prepaid ....................................................... 1,559

SMALL HOLDING ACCOUNTS 

Paying Monthly

No. of Small Holders as of April 1954 (Repayable accounts only) .. 26,492
No. of Small Holders $100 or over in Arrears April 1954 ........................ 44
No. of New Small Holding Settlements past 12 months ........................ 3,097
No. Fully Qualified but not Settled—List purged January 1954 ........... 8,808
Small Holding Accounts fully Prepaid ............................................................ 372
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in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
PrepaidSSB and 

Civilian 
Purch.

VLA
Civilian
Purch.

Small
Holdings

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 

$2
00
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d o
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N
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o.

 o
f

A
cc

ou
nt

s

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 

$1
00

 an
d o

ve
r

N
o.
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DOMINION TOTAL

Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
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al

l
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di

ng
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Fa
rm

 a
nd
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m
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l
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s

F a
rm

s a
nd

Co
m

. F
ish
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al

l
H
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ng
s

Superintendent District

i 169 86 2 5,326 4 1,438 7 7,801 Ozard W. H........................ British Columbia.................. 147 840 315 2,350 47 82

19

25

534 4 165 1 1,419 179 6,541 203 8,812 Allam H............................... Alberta....................................... 269 111 364 175 283 27

556 4 56 543 91 7,620 120 9,047 Holmes I. L........................ Saskatchewan......................... 298 72 1,319 146 903 11

7 167 2 66 7 1,439 202 4,026 218 5,776 Wynn R. M......................... Manitoba................................... 116 121 571 504 8 1

1 58 1 48 20 5,924 15 2,239 37 8,799 Pawley R. W...................... Western Ontario..................... 117 730 230 1,951 110 90

3 95 2 101 1 6,354 11 1,991 17 9,039 Armstrong H. L................ Eastern Ontario...................... 120 664 204 2,419 84 86

26 270 2,300 1,150 3,936 Lafontaine M. L................. Quebec....................................... 62 183 87 701 16 17

9 123 i 143 13 3,187 54 2,049 77 5,841 Scott C. H.......................... Maritimes................................. 99 376 101 562 108 58

65 1,728 14 935 44 26,492 556 27,054 679 59,051 DOMINION TOTAL....... 1,228 3,097 3,191 8,808 1,559 372

SPECIAL C
O

M
M

ITTEE



VETERANS AFFAIRS 97

SPECIAL ARREARS
le., Farmers over $200 due and owing and Small Holders with $100 due and owing

DISTRICT AND REGIONAL POSITIONS BY PERCENTAGES 
BASED ON COMPARATIVE SUMMARY APRIL 10, 1954

Districts
and

Regions

Positions
% Special 
Arrears 
to all 

Accounts

% Special 
Arrears % Special 

Arrears 
Small 

Holdings

% Sepcial 
Arrs. to 
Soldier 
Settlers, 

Brit. 
Family 
and S.S. 

Civ. Purs.

% Small 
Holding 
Accounts

Apr.
1954

Jan.
1954

Farm and 
Fish

Accounts

using Post 
Dated 

Cheque 
Plan

Quebec
Montreal...................... , 1 4 0 0 0 0 39-4
Sherbrooke................. 1 11 0 0 0 0 56-2
Quebec......................... 1 6 0 0 0 0 60-9

D.O. Totals................... 1st 1st 0 0 0 0 47-4

Brit. Columbia
Victoria....................... 2 5 •06 0 0 4-7 44-1
New West’r................. 1 3 0 0 0 0 28-4
Kelowna...................... 6 15 018 0-3 01 0 50-8
Kamloops................... 8 25 0-31 0-5 0-2 0 34-8

D.O. Totals................... 2nd 3rd •08 0-2 •03 0-5 35-6

East. Ontario
Kingston...................... 9 12 0-33 1-0 0 0 53-9
Newmarket................ 1 1 0 0 0 0 59-7
Ottawa......................... 11 10 0-37 M 0 0 65-9
Toronto..................:.. 3 2 •08 0 0 500 48-5
New Liskeard............ 7 7 0-25 0-2 0-1 4-3 52-0

D.O. Totals................... 3rd 2nd 0-2 0-6 •01 3-1 53-9

West. Ontario
London....................... 5 9 016 0-4 •07 0 36-3
Guelph......................... 13 13 0-6 0-9 0-3 0 41-7
Hamilton.................... 12 14 0-4 0-5 0-4 4-7 42-2
Windsor....................... 10 8 0-34 0-2 0-3 0 40-3

D.O. Totals................... 4th 4th 0-4 0-6 0-3 1-6 40-0

Maritimes
Charlottetown........... 16 31 0-81 1-0 0 5-8 28-1
St. John’s, Nfld........
Fredericton................

1 21 0 0 0 0 27-0
26 29 3-3 7-0 0-3 11-6 29-1

Moncton....................... 4 16 015 0-4 0 0 38-5
Kentville..................... 21 20 1-5 4-2 0-5 0 26-9
Truro............................ 17 18 0-86 0-3 10 14-2 42-2

D.O. Totals................... 5th 5th 1-31 2-5 0-4 7-3 32-8

Saskatchewan
Saskatoon................... 14 22 0-70 0-6 0 31 51-5
Prince Albert............. 20 24 1-4 1-4 0 3-3 73-6
Regina......................... 19 19 _ 1-21 0-9 0 5-3 79 0
Yorkton....................... 24 28 2-3 2-2 0 7-5 49-0

D.O. Totals................... 6th 6th 1-32 1-2 0 4-4 64-6

Alberta
Calgary........................ 22 27 1-6 21 01 6-7 36-7
Red Deer................... 28 33 4-3 50 0 4-7 40-4
Edmonton................... 18 23 1-20 1-4 0 1-8 40-9
Peace River............... 23 32 20 20 0 5-2 69-5
Grande Prairie.......... 29 35 4-4 4-6 0 9-3 42-1

D.O. Totals................... 7th 8th 2-3 2-7 0-7 3-5 400

Manitoba
Winnipeg.................... 25 26 2-9 4-5 0-5 3-7 26-9
Dauphin...................... 30 34 8-1 8-9 0 41 37-7
Brandon...................... 27 30 3-4 3-5 0-9 5-5 54-0
Port Arthur................ 15 17 0-76 0-9 0 0 23-7

D.O. Totals................... 8th 7th 3-7 4-9 0-4 4-1 28-9

Dominion Total.......... 11 20 01 3-7 42-3
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No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New' 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

SSB and 
Civilian 
Parch.

VLA
Civilian
Purch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 

$2
00

 an
d o

ve
r

N
o.

 of
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00
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BRITISH COLUMBIA DISTRICT

Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
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l
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s
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rm

 an
d
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m
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l
H
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ng
s

Fa
rm

s a
nd

Co
m

. F
ish
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al

l
H
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s

Supervisor
Field

or
Region

i 10 5 198 46 i 267 Ripley T. A. Courtenay 2 21 5 65 2
4 2 170 38 244 Lawrance H. W. Nanaimo 5 28 5 90 1 2

5 200 39 256 Fawcus N. G. T~)i|np.an 2 25 2 79 i 5
3 4 226 37 283 MacDonell D. L. Fsqm'malt 5 38 5 82
1 3 252 4 277 Burrell G. E "Vi etoria 1 26 2 122 5
3 3 229 6 255 Porritt ,7. F. Royal Oak 2 35 i 109 i 3

i 21 22 1,281 170 i 1,582 Chatterton G. L........... Victoria R. O. Total........... 17 173 20 547 3 17

4 1 319 24 359 Colville R "Rriph niise 2 40 2 30 4 5
322 1 346 And Arson A C Fhijrno 33 2 23 3

1 2 218 46 320 Berry W. Pad ner 8 54 2 28 5 2
2 6 151 27 215 Rockwell G Cl overdid a 3 41 4 99 2

1 203 11 248 Gibson W T Surrey i 33 1 53 i 6
1 181 21 232 Penny A P Whnlley 41 2 152 1
8 3 111 60 191 Hilton R. C. Pnmrlpv 3 21 4 28 2 5

30 1 165 61 268 Pieree FI F,
ajaugicj.................................

2 25 5 66 i l
6 3 188 81 305 Bazetfc R. H

W IlllllVVctVlV........................................................
TV1 issjon 8 IS 4 32 6

3 4 224 20 260 Holland F. W H nney 2 28 38 6 5
263 13 319 Keenleyside A (Inti ii it 1 q m 43 2 97 (j

2 1 191 5 205 Wiltshire W. E.
UIl lain............................

Rfl niet 4 2 234 4
1 184 1 194 Howell A H R 2 5 1 254 5

1 2 69 22 106 Hamilton H F F
LtCLl JUctAC.........................................................
Pnwell River h 10 3j 21 3 2

1 93 3 121 Wiltshire W E N V ti npnnt/'Pr a i 84
58 26 2,882 396 3,689 Grant R. D.................... New W est’ R R.O. Total. . 42 407 35 1,239 22 53
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20 3 161 1 91 1 281 Barber H. S. G................ Vernon...................................... 6 33 17 42 2
10 3 1 127 68 1 211 James F. V........................ Bankhead............................... 5 20 16 21 2 1

5 61 78 217 Waterman F. C. E.......... Westbank................................ 10 9 5 15 2
5 2 61 79 220 McGuaig I. B.................... Penticton................................. 12 47 14 64 1
7 5 92 81 196 Morgan H. G.................... Oliver....................................... 13 12 14 13 3 1
2 5 156 1 38 1 226 Cooper R. W..................... Nelson...................................... 8 27 3 56 1
5 3 101 102 229 Mackie W........................... Creston.................................... 10 20 14 39 4 2

49 26 1 759 2 537 3 1,580 Brown R. W.................... Kelowna R.O. Total......... 64 168 83 250 12 7

10 8 1 122 92 1 250 Stevenson V...................... Salmon Arm........................... I 31 24 46 2
11 1 176 88 305 Garlick G.......................... Valley view............................. 11 15 49 114 4 2
3 1 43 1 79 1 210 Wilson W. W...................... Quesnel.................................... 10 29 73 115 41 2

17 2 63 1 76 1 185 Redman W. R.................. Tellcwa. :................................. 2 17 31 39 1

41 12 1 404 2 335 3 950 Holman D. B................... Kamloops R.O. Total......... 24 92 177 314 10 5

1 169 86 2 5,326 4 1,438 7 7,801 D.O. TOTALS............... 147 840 315 2,350 47 82

I

V
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CD
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No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

SSB and 
Civilian 
Punch.

VLA
Civilian
Punch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 

$2
00

 an
d 
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er

N
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nt
s
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ec
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00
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ALBERTA DISTRICT

Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
ish

Sm
al

l
H

ol
di

ng
s

Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
ish

Sm
al

l
H
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di
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s

Fa
rm

s a
nd

Co
m

. F
ish

Sm
al

l
H

ol
di

ng
s

Supervisor
Field

or
Region

7 i 344 1 354 Martin W.E. .. Oa.lga.ry fl 9 10 9 82 67 1 1 67 76 Smith R.C............... Calgary W 2 1 17 5
1 22 1 6 85 1 114 Thring K.G. Hidshnry 2 3 U 1 5
1 11 8 115 1 134 Worthington L.P. Ca.ltTA.ry N F, 1 2 13 2 12
1 8 1 7 i 106 2 122 Allum H .A. . Hrnmheller 9 25 2 17 1

1 20 2 98 2 120 Larsen W.M. . Brooks 6 5 8 1
1 2 1 6 3 92 4 101 Shouldice D.R.M........... Calgary E 3 17 1 18

1 12 3 147 3 161 Buitendyk P. High Rivpr 11) 1 34 4 21
8 19 13 131 13 160 Cook A.D. Fort, Mac.lend 7 1 IS 3 12
1 2 110 1 76 i 199 Horne J.F.......... Lethbridge 17 5 14 IS 4 L

6 160 176 LeRaron H.T. Lethbridge E 6 i 35 4 17
4 59 15 i 539 23 1,077 28 1,717 Findlater A.................. Calgary R.O. Total........ 72 29 201 118 111 8

18 2 7 5 139 5 168 Robinson S.O.. ., Olds 2 2 13 2 5
2 14 2 9 146 11 163 Goulden L.D.... Tnnjsfa.il 5 6 1 8
1 15 2 71 9 143 10 233 Cameron W.A. Red Deer W 9 16 16 5 10 1

10 1 26 3 133 3 171 Clarke T.W. Red l~)eer E 4 14 7 5 2
14 10 2 175 2 201 Bond S.R. St.ettl er 9 1 31 2 4

1 8 26 13 182 14 217 Patrick H.R.. 5 1 15 5 2
6 3 3 12 133 12 158 McComb A.W................. Rimbey................................. h 13 4

4 85 8 145 53 1,051 57 1,311 Miller W.L.................... Red Deer R.O. Total. . . 45 20 108 26 34 3

1 20 2 9 6 147 7 180 Ahlstrom C.F.......... Edmonton E 4 2 121 32 5 16 2 182 3 243 Beswick C.A.J......... Vegreville. . 7 11 6 3 827 5 2 2 124 2 161 Chalmers R.K. Vermilion S 4 3 2 0
3( 5 10 4 155 4 201 Butterworth J.H. Wa in wright, 13 1 5 15 7

1 28 1 20 136 1 185 O’Brien VV.G. Oa TYI fflSp 4 4 i 8 1
1 19 9 5> 4 154 5 188 Wilson C.S....................... Wetaskiwin N...................... 8 i 8 1

100
 

' 
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15 12 17 1 141 1 189 Rose L.R........................... Wetaskiwin S......................... 6 3 1 2 1
12 4 g 1 149 1 174 Edgar J.E.......................... Edmonton W.......................... 4 1 9
4 1 11 4 151 4 167 Gough A.C........................ Evansburg............................... 10 2 4

17 s 1 5 156 6 187 Glenn A.............................. Mayerthorpe.......................... 7 3 4
9() 1 3 1 173 1 208 Gray M.E.......................... Westlock W............................. 7 1 5 3
]A 7 8 1 191 1 220 Robinson W...................... Athabasca.............................. 8 1 . 3
4 5 4 1 129 1 147 Ahlstrom R.C.................. Waskatenau............................ 3 1 5

2 259 7 283 Puffer G.P......................... Edmonton N.......................... 1 13 5
247 249 Hertzog R.F..................... Edmonton S........................... 7 4 2 2 7

19 5 130 5 152 Amos L............................... Vermilion N........................... 5
1 42 9 6 124 1 181 Trottier J.H.A.................. St. Paul................................... 5 10 4

12 7 4 152 176 Albers M.H....................... Bonny ville.............................. 4 1 1 5
4 i 2 1 157 1 104 Pym F.G........................... Westlock E............................. 3 4

6 328 84 633 38 2,551 44 3,655 Rogers H.G.................... EDM R.O. Total................ 102 48 35 22 97 15

2 2 1 160 1 164 Haugen C........................... Grimshaw............................... 8 1 1
2 4 7 11 148 11 164 Harrison A.H.................... Peace River............................ 3 2 1 2 6

1 11 3 4 3 131 4 154 Therriault T.H................ F alher...................................... 3 2 2 1
2 2 11 152 167 Elko P.F............................ High Prairie........................... 5 1 2
2 21 7 1 176 1 191 Kirkness R.J..................... Fairview.................................. 4 1 6

1 19 h 31 16 767 17 840 Goldfinch H.................... Peace River R.O. Total. . 23 3 4 3 17 1

1 5 9 13 7 146 8 176 Holmes E.C...................... Beaverlodge........................... 2 3 5
2 21 8 40 13 109 15 190 Hall J.E.............................. Gr. Prairie W........................ 7 2 1 7
i 9 2 7 17 152 20 168 Spink D.............................. Gr. Prairie E......................... 1 1

6 2 11 2 7 183 9 207 Johnson J.A.L................... Spirit River............................ 4 1 3 1
2 91 12 5 163 5 197 Chute E.C........................ Dawson Cr............................. 9 7 7 3 6

3 A 150 159 Paul J. A.............................. Dawson Cr N........................ 4 1 2 4
192 192 Hanevich N...................... Wanham.................................. 2 1

4 43 4 47 71 49 1,095 57 1,289 Honner A........................ Gr. Pre. R.O. Total......... 27 11 16 6 24

19 534 4 165 1 1,419 179 6,541 203 8,812 D.O. Totals..................... 269 111 364 175 283 27
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No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

SSB and 
Civilian 
Purch.

VLA
Civilian
Purch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

Sp
ec

 A
rre
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s 

$2
00
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o.

 of
A

cc
ou

nt
s

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 1

$2
00

 an
d o

ve
r

N
o.
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SASKATCHEl

Supervisor

VAN DISTRICT

Field
or

Region Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
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l
H
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s

Fa
rm
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m
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l
H
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Co
m

. F
ish
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l
H
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10 1 3 140 163 Ryan L. S. .. T ,1 oyd m inster North 4 14 8
8 15 131 158 Wade F. R. Tilnydminster Smith 4 13 6 11

13 41 2 171 2 231 Grenke E. G. North Bfl.ttleford 3 14 27 8 12
6 i 7 3 127 3 147 Downey E. A.................. Cutknife 7 16 2 21

21 i 1 3 182 3 212 Sanderson C. F.... Kerrobert 13 47 16
4 24 2 151 4 183 Gillespie W. M............. Plenty 8 17 28

11 1 8 2 245 2 271 Powell H. J. TCind ersley 5 2 35 3?
17 1 93 144 .259 Banks H. G.... R.ad isson 8 15 52 11 19

6 2 4 1 301 1 319 Simpson N. C. Rosetown 11 39 62
1 22 2 5 1 279 2 313 Ibbotson D. A.... Humboldt 8 55 2 46

22 6 1 253 1 289 Young A. Y... Wn.trnns 9 45 1 431

5 160 11 183 13 2,124 18 2,545 Nottingham .1. P............ Saskatoon R.O. Total. .. . 80 31 360 30 302

1 25 1 7 1 164 2 203 Nelson T. C. R. Spirit, wood 7 26 7
16 i 6 3 7 166 8 221 Bond .1. H. Shell brook 3 1 20 1 7
18 3 1 3 193 3 217 McKellar L. E. Weird n.le 4 21 8

Brown J. F....................... Prince Albert....................... 5 14 11
13 2 73 2 134 2 225 Ford C. G.. TCinistino 61 19 18 36 10
9 3 2 1 198 1 224 Morrow J. A. .. Rrooksby 1 33 1 7 1
7 6 4 2 343 2 376 Duncan J.... A ylshn.m 8 73 2 9

1 29 2 9 189 1 228 Brooks J. O............. Tisdale 3 27 61 8a 32 3 1 6 209 9 253 Peace J. A............. Porcupine Place.. . 4 27 1 6
5 149 i 26 100 22 1,596 28 1,947 Brown R................... ........... Prince Albert R.O. Total 41 20 259 47 73 i
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7
16
15
16 
22

9
24
16
19
9

15

7
5
4

40
62
17
22

2
4

31
7

216
144
224
287
265
247
207
208 
230 
252 
213

246
176
253
348
360
278
260
233
259
307
241

Sinden J. A........................ Swift Current......................... 18
13
11
8
7
9
4
7

12
15

9

1
1
1
4
6
1
1

60
57
46
33
52
35
14
45
39
41
23

1
1
2
2
7
6
5

33
18
40
61
50
44
21
53
26
25
17

2
1
2

3 3
2
2
2
3
5
2
1
1
5

5
3
4 
2

1
4
2 
1
5

Aldrich C. E.. Shaunavon..............................
Colton G. E...................... Aneroid.......:...........................
Severson S. C................... Moose Jaw.............................. 1

6Latta F. C......................... Regina......................................
2 Rouâtt G. E....................... Indian Head...........................

Powell J. A........................ White wood............................. 2
2 2

2
1
2

McCollum A. D............... Assiniboia...............................
1 Powell E N

D ty .1. M............................ Stoughton................................ 1 3
4Brown R. A....................... Carlyle.....................................

9 168 1 10 ....... 201 26 2,493 36 2,961 Thomson E. E.................. Regina R.O. Total............... 113 16 445 31 388 9

7 7 223 8 249 Everitt M. F..................... Wadena.................................... 9 24 2 17
w 3 G 199 7 232 Bayes J. M......................... Kelvington............................. 10 28 2 12

8 6 195 10 225 Fisher C. J. H.................. Wynyard................................. 6 2 ao 8 27
5 6 177 6 191 Sherwood G. G................ Yorkton................................... 8 49 7 13

2 3 3 2 190 4 208 Macdonald A. II.............. Kamsack................................. 14 43 2 24 1
2 U) 1 109 1 135 Knudston M. K................ Melville................................... 3 1 16 8 12

8 1 3 160 175 Dennis J. H....................... Balcarres................................. 6 1 24 1 21
6 i h 2 154 2 179 Holmes A. H.................... Bredenbury............................ 8 1 32 8 14

6 79 2 9 59 30 1,407 38 1,594 Larson L. B..................... Yorkton R. O. Total......... 64 5 255 38 140 1

25 556 4 56 543 91 7,620 120 9,047 D.O. TOTALS .............. 298 72 1,319 146 903 11
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No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

SSB and 
Civilian 
Purch.

VLA 
Civilian 
Purch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 

$2
00
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d o

ve
r
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s
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s 
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00
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o.

 of
A

cc
ou

nt
s

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s 

81
00

 an
d o

ve
r

N
o.

 of
A

cc
ou

nt
s

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s

S2
00

 an
d o

ve
r

N
o.

 o
f

A
cc

ou
nt

s

To
ta

l N
o,

Sp
ec

 A
rre

ar
s

To
ta

l
N

um
be

r a
ll

A
cc

ou
nt

s

MANITOB

Supervisor

V DISTRICT

Field
or

Region Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
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al

l
H
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di

ng
s

Fa
rm

 an
d
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m

. F
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l
H
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s
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ish
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al

l
H
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s

1 9 i 3 16 4 171 6 201 Evanochko M................. Morden................................ 8 14 3
1 21 1 25 9 190 10 238 Leggat L.W........ Carman 2 2 30 4 1 1

7 2 14 7 229 7 255 Lamont A.L. P T; Prairie 12 35 7 2
1 35 11 201 11 240 Tcrhurst It A rhnro- 6 2 42 5

17 1 60 8 150 8 233 Graham W.O. Stonewall 10 2 24 15
9 2 i 180 4 56 5 255 Westdal S.W.H.... Selkirk 1 11 20 53
5 3 i 68 4 185 5 263 Budd, A.E... Bea.ii séjour <J 7 21 23

1 6 8 60 12 170 13 246 Stewart J.A................... Steinba.eh 3 7 39 19 1
4 6 57 10 174 10 241 Brayshay R.H. Red R Valley 3 3 16 20

1 4 265 1 4 282 Clarke D.. . Ch a.rl es wood 13 4 119
5 225 1 11 1 244 Graham J.H. St. Vital 19 3 58

3 79 i 32 6 1,005 70 1,538 80 2,698 Bradford W.L.R......... Winnipeg R.O. Total........ 54 66 248 326 4 1

5 3 50 21 154 21 218 Barr J.M. Dauphin 6 7 8 183 2 3 15 202 15 210 Parfitt W.T. Grandview 3 15 1 13 i 1 4 20 196 21 204 Romanyk A.A......... R.ohlin 8 1 9 31 7 12 8 129 9 149 Tully M.C.. . . Swan River 4
6 1 2 15 206 15 216 Tully M.C.. Bire.h River 7 1

1 24 i 7 71 79 887 81 997 Palmer J.W.................... Dauphin R.O. Total........... 17 8 43 23 1

1 13 14 190 1 218 Taylor F.G. TCiHarney 5 25 9
4 1 23 6 189 6 218 McAree C. . Son ris 5 3 28 U
2 1 5 6 163 6 177 Leslie A.B. Moi jt,a G 8 34 3
6 (i 10 11 217 a 250 Laird F.B....................... Virden................................. 7 3 36 3 1
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6 1 12 14 218 14 237 Hart G.D.......................... Birtle....................................... 2 48 5
1 10 1 21 1 184 2 210 Menzies D.J...................... Minnedosa............................... 5 2 35 6
1 h 2 1 10 11 213 13 242 McLean I.A.L................... Neepawa................................. 10 i 42 2 1

3 54 12 1 107 49 1,374 53 1,558 Lan* A............................... Brandon R.O. Total........ 40 17 248 39 3

6 8 177 88 292 Mead K.Il......................... Port Arthur........................... 1 23 19 90
4 7 79 4 139 4 231 Wall T.B............................ Dryden.................................... 4 7 13 26

10 15 256 4 227 4 523 McMullin W.B............... Pt. Arthur R.O. Total. . 5 30 32 116

7 107 2 66 7 1,439 202 4,026 218 5,776 D.O. Totals...................... 116 121 571 504 8 1

/

y
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No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 

, Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

SSB and 
Civilian 
Burch.

VLA 
Civilian 
Purch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

CJ £ o o
fc-y œ

c3 £G> °
ÉTg

cS £ o ° h >
£ ° 
t'V
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al
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o.
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*03 WESTERN ONTARIO DISTRICT
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s ■0'S "g-C

< d
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cc w

= 1 
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o 1
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< d
a§

C/2 cz>

o § 
d g 
£«<

< § 
gs-91 CNcc

O g
O g

g °

H
Supervisor

Field
or

Region

oSpH
z 2o3 O

ïiiËj
E o 
wX

E Ed O
hü

— .E
So
cfiE

1 1 l 148 67 1 233 Allan D. R.. Sim coc 12 24 
32 

, 13
26 
16 
34 
10

11
3

38
44
95
52

9
14
10

3 1 140 81 254 Corbett E. A..................
Grover W...........................
Laid law W...

Wnnd cfnriL-
1 2 182 77 268 j? J
1 2 180 i 74 1 274 London q q
1 3 90 78 181 Hutton g 1

2 
21 1

355
169

i 15
31

1 403
216

Matthews C. W................
Teeple W. L.....................

Ferguson..................................
St. Thomas............................

1
2 5

2

2
8 10 l 1,264 2 423 3 1,829 Foyston B. E................. London R.O. Total............. 31 155 , 35 262 24 24

2 l 49 2 110 3 165 91 1 2 228 1 47 3 298 Fischer F. A. ( i iifi] p Vi 28
29
14
14
15 
15

8
6

75 Î
1
6

J
358 16 403 *

3 3 1 121 2 98 3 238 Bryans S. F. Sti’u tf^rd ........: 31
28
10
16
11
23

8
49

1 2 94 120 224
2

i
i2 2 66 119 196 Newton E. W. J i

2 3 66 124 202 Fergus 6
13

1
5

11
15

61 8 25 2 130 2 175 Stewart H. R. Shol hnrrie i5 1 74 1 120 1 203 Hughes W. J............. Durham g
4 1 1 52 2 139 3 199 Arkell H. I.............. Teeswater 14

21
7 15

5
i
41 3 1 158 92 1 267 Nichol .1.0............ Owen Sound........................... 9 19

20 1 26 5 1,121 16 2,570 Denholm N. J........ Guelph R.O. Total.............. 57 169 92 363 51 25

2
1 1

2
1

201
320

46 2
1

264
342

Crank J. F..
Thompson R. A.

Oakville................................
R.nl j nerton 21

32
15
44
31

7
1
4

10
1

44
69
86
88

115

3 4
4
2

3
1
1

1
2

147
241
327

49
42

1
1
2

218
322
348

Bright II. II................
Eddy A. R..................
Riley G. A........................

Dundas......................
Brantford...................
Spring V...............................

3
1

1
2

1
6
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4 150 71 249 Young H. B....................... Stoney Creek.......................... 4 33 4 79 9 3
1 6 203 46 1 277 Creel man J. M.................. Fon thill...................................... 1 32 5 55 4 e

1 1 297 1 47 2 385 Carlton J. L....................... St. Catharines......................... 2 40 5 96 1
i 1 2 180 1 56 3 251 Anderson R. R.................. Welland...................................... 11 4 77 3

1 21 7 9 2,066 2 358 12 2,656 Shaw C. F.......................... Hamilton R.O. Total........ 11 259 41 709 20 25

2 348 1 2 362 Crowe J. F........................... Roseland................................... 27 3 102 2
1 1 297 1 7 2 322 Attwood A......................... Tecumseh................................. 34 4 194 4

2 1 150 81 246 Haufek F.............................. Kingsville................................. 1 23 14 77 4 2
2 1 1 97 99 1 212 Martyn G. L....................... Ridge town................................ 9 16 23 63 2

2 1 253 63 1 333 Black A. W......................... Chatham................................... 7 24 11 101 7 4
5 158 86 269 Allen G................................. Petrolia...................................... 1 23 7 80 4 2

9 5 5 1,303 1 337 6 1,744 Buckley E. N................... Windsor R.O. Total.......... 18 147 62 617 15 16

1 58 1 48 20 5,924 15 2,239 37 8,799 D.O. TOTALS................ 117 730 230 951 110 90

VETER



No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
PrepaidSSB and 

Civilian 
Punch.

VLA
Civilian
Purch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts
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EASTERN ONTARIO DISTRICT

Fa
rm
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l
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rm
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. F
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H
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s
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rm

s a
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Supervisor
Field

or
Region

7 4 120 1 90 1 231 Hoard C.W. Cobourg 2 15 13 48 2 4
2 3 122 81 219 Wilson R.H.L. Cam phel 1 f ord 6 18 7 24 2 3
3 1 7 102 80 1 213 Crossman L .... Napa.nee 3 19 3 24 6 l

2 3 126 1 61 1 206 Conroy H C Lindsay 22 8 52 4
1 2 205 45 276 Latour W.G. Bel 1 evil le (] 29, 12 69 3 9
1 3 172 60 247 Stevens W.H. Kingston 2 20 5 82, 4 1

228 17 280 Wilson - A R. Pfvf.prhoro 4 29 5 117 l 3
4 1 75 1 100 1 187 Reid H.M. 3 12 5 14 5 1
1 1 6 129 2 94 3 248 Johnston V.R................. Brockville............................. 7 21 7 34 i 2

21 2 29 1,279 5 628 7 2,107 MacNab A R................. Kingston R 0. Total. ... 39 185 65 464 28 19

4 3 154 70 250 Bradley R.W Bowman vide 2 33 4 31 4 3
2 1 130 104 246 Owen W.A. Barrie u 25 U 60 3 2
3 2 100 95 219 Thomson W.F. Pram pt.on 3 12 q 49 5 3
5 3 159 83 258 Lloyd A.C. Newmarket 4 17 12 52 7
2 1 226 36 293 Tomkins W O Uxbridge 21 53 f, 13Q 5

f

2 3 87 85 182 Zimmer R P TT linf.^vi lie 7 7 12 40 5 2
8 2 160 78 262 A rhonr P S Orillia.................................... i 20 69

2 185 60 253 Tompkins L.G.
20 17 1,207 611 1,963 Donaldson E R........... Newmarket R.O. Total. . 30 167 58 440 34 19

1 1 88 1 74 1 168 Watt R.L. R enfrew 2 8 9 20 3 1
2 6 60 1 95 1 167 Cochran M.B.................. Perth..................................... 4 9 8 13 5 13 8 88 78 185 McLeod S.J Cornwall 2 21 7 33 110 6 45 1 94 1 156 McMillan H O Winchester 5 1 3 7 5
1 1 419 15 450 McKay R.M f'ln rletnn TTcrt 39 4 64 2 5
4 8 145 2 53 2 216 Carr H.D......................... Ottawa E............................. 3 12 2 30 2 2

21 .......... 30 845 5 409 5 1,342 Henry H.E.................... Ottawa R.O. Total........... 16 90 33 167 17 10
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3J

5
1
2
1
1
2

410
462
433
372
319
319

3
1
1
1

445
469
445
398
327
344

Kennedy R.D.................... Cooksville................................ 22
11
11
27
19
15

2
2
3
3
3
3

182
183
183
183
183
183

11
5
3
2
5
8

Kaye G.M........................... Weston........................................
Ring W.E............................. Willowdale...............................
Fairbairn P......................... Agincourt..................................
Pamenter W.D.................. Highland C.H.........................

2 4 2 O’Malley V.J...................... Richmond Hill.......................

, 4 12 2,315 6 2 2,428 Lundy J.J........................... Toronto R. .0.. Total... 105 16 1,097 34

2 3 1 184 60 1 290 Marshall M.C..................... Sudbury..................................... 3 23 6 81 1 2
1 2 137 52 232 Redmond S.S..................... North Bay............................... 15 32 4 83 2 1

J 17 6 103 1 157 2 295 Porter F............................... N. Liskeard............................. 12 16 19 23 2
3 2 284 68 382 Caskey A. H...................... Sault Ste. Marie..................... 5 46 3 64 1

1 23 13 1 708 1 337 3 1,199 Rawson G.L..................... N. Lisk. R.O Total.......... 35 117 32 251 5 4

3 95 2 101 1 6,354 11 1,991 17 9,039 D.O. Totals............................................................................. 120 664 204 2,419 84 86 VETERAN
S AFFAIRS 
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No. of A 
Far

SSB and 
Civilian 
Purch.

ccounts by F 
ms $200 or o\

VLA
Civilian
Purch.

ields also Nc 
or—Small H

Small
Holding

). of Special 
olding $100 oi

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Arrears i.e. 
over

Total
all

Accounts

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

Sp
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A
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s
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QUEBEC

Supervisor

DISTRICT

Field
or

Region l’a
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
ish

Sm
al

l
H

ol
di

ng
s

Fa
rm

 an
d

Co
m

. F
ish

Sm
al

l
H
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di

ng
s

Fa
rm

s a
nd

Co
m

. F
ish

Sm
al

l
H
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s

9 166 7 202 Juneau P. . Chambly 6 23 4 44 2
19 81 44 157 Prefont,ai ne R,. . St. Hya 4 4 2 33
15 125 49 197 Roi duc P TT nntingdon 1 12 3 40 1

7 159 34 214 Provencher P.V.... Three R. 3 6 2 87 1 1
21 83 32 149 Sylvain A St Jerome 4 8 1 49 2 i
14 89 35 143 Barrie E.R. Tjfl.chiit.ft 4 3 2 26 i

1 251 255 Michaud D P Glaire i 17 1 160
6 157 8 178 French P.J... . Mtl. N. 7 1 27 1

3 9 89 71 179 D’Aoust J.L. Hull 4 3 6 10 3 3
1 114 117 Des jardins W................... Deschene 10 12 i

3 102 1,314 280 1,791 De Grttohy Wr Mont R 0 Total 27 93 22 488 7 10

8 7 144 61 229 Beaudoin F. . . Sherbrooke 3 16 5 17 1
7 23 65 79 176 Simoneau J.C. Cowansville 4 3 2 10 1
3 1G 85 86 * 194 Poulin C.S. Cockshire 2 4 9 2 1
2 17 122 70 225 Vincent G. . . Richmond 4 14 1 13 i 1

20 63 416 296 824 POMERLEATT D J Sttrutc R O Tôt4r. 13 37 8 49 3 4

• 9 142 21 176 Brennan O.C... Quebec 9 6 28
10 44 34 94 Pelofjuin F GTiicontimi 3 5 9 55 1

1 , 9 75 60 154 Dumont J.H. 2 9 3 17 2 2
8 51 55 118 Dionne A T, ’ T,si et 2 3 1 u i

15 71 76 167 Voyer L.P. Rimouski 3 3 8 15 i2 27 65 94 196 Hudon S......................... Bonaventure........................ 6 h n 13
t
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13 92 95 213 Drapeau C.F................... Gaspe S................ 7 fi n

5 20 69 106 Grosselin G.H.................. Abitibi E.......................... 1 3 4 g
9 10 70 97 Lord D............................... Abitibi W.......... 5 3 9 6

3 105 570 574 1,321 Boulanger R.L.............. Quebec R.O. Total............ 22 53 57 164 6 3
26 270 2,300 1,150 3,936 D.O. Totals...................... 62 183 87 701 16 17
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No. of Accounts by Fields also No. of Special Arrears i.e. 
Farms $200 or over—Small Holding $100 or over

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF

SETTLEMENT AND ARREARS

APRIL 10/1954

New 
Settms. 
in Past

12
Months

Veterans 
Still Fully 
Qualified 
But Not 
Settled

Total
Accounts

Fully
Prepaid

SSB and 
Civilian 
Purch.

VLA
Civilian
Purch.

Small
Holding

Farms
and

Com. Fish

Total
all

Accounts

Sp
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MARITIMES DISTRICT
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Supervisor
Field

or
Region

2 6 82 5 102 5 198 Ca.mpbell N. T). G h a.rl ott.etn wn W 2 10 2 15 4 1
3 5 49 135 197 Doucette L. K. Charlottetown F 5 5 4 2 5 1

i 5 9 65 i 118 2 207 Martin A. W............. Summerside F. 2 10 1 7 2 1
2 6 32 1 121 1 173 Montgomery D. S. . Rummers!de W, 14 6 1 2 7 3
5 14 36 136 202 Martin R. M. Montague 3 5 3 3 7 1

i 17 40 264 7 612 8 977 Kennedy F. G............... Charlotte’n R.O^Total. . 26 36 h 29 25 7

2 80 9 106 Sharpe H. St John’s 1 15 3 65
38 11 79 Guzzwell H R Cormack 8 51 12 16

2 118 2 20 185 Sharpe H. St John’s R O 'T'otat, 9 66 15 81

11 9 92 13 112 13 223 Ai ton A. M.. Perth 6 12 8 11 4 1
7 30 i 6 2 70 15 129 25 243 Hannah R. W................... Woodstock... 5 3 6 7 2

4 108 47 164 Wilson A. G. St Stephen 2 5 2 5 2 1
4 4 144 1 48 1 206 Hubbard G A F red eric, ton 2 32 1 28 3 3

11 3 65 39 134 Hoyt J. H. M into 2 4 i 9 4 3
4 2 159 13 186 Innis F. K. Saint John 4 15 31 1 7

7 60 i 28 2 638 29 388 39 1,166 Gamblin H. S................. Fredericton R.O. Total. . 21 71 18 84 21 17

8 1 97 68 181 McLeod R. S. Sussex 3 12 6 21 8 3
2 3 110 101 227 Riordon L W Rathurst 7 12 u 25 4 3
3 7 104 2 114 2 248 Roy J. S... R jpVi i hncto 6 U 7 13 5 3
2 3 141 52 215 Keith D. M 2 9 7 25 1 1

10 13 108 55 200 Patterson W. S. Saclcville 5 U 4 17 10 i4 6 144 46 211 Geldart A. F. Havelock 4 10 3 37 2
29 33 704 2 436 2 1,282 Pickard C. W................. Moncton R.O. Total......... 27 65 38 138 30 n

112 
SPEC

IAL C
O

M
M

ITTEE



1 3 176 47 233 Fulton B. W......................... Windsor..................... .. 4 14 2 271 1 1
5 2 112 10 66 12 192 Woodman A. E.................. Grand Pre................................ 8 2 41 1 3

5 4 115 4 81 4 216 Borden W. G.............. Kent ville............ 2 3 i 2J 3
2 4 184 64 263 Davies C. M....................... Bridgetown............................ 23 16 5 4
1 2 172 1 57 3 237 Johnston G. F.................... Yarmouth.................. 12 1 9 1 1
1 4 1 122 22 1 160 Durno C. A......................... Lunenburg .. 12 41 19 i 4

10 20 5 881 15 337 20 1,301 Banks I. C.......................... Kent R.O. Total................. 6 72 10 83 n 16

1 1 8 4 144 41 5 200 Groves A. G........................ T mro 1 13 2 27 3 1
2 5 90 90 199 MacDonald A. G.......... Amherst 2 4 13 lü, 2
3 2 1 140 1 60 2 213 Cameron R. J.................... Antigonish 5 12 4 29 7 4

147 22 194 McDonald J. J. H............ Sydney E. 27 1 56
1 5 1 61 43 1 124 McKinnon M. W............. Sydney W .... 2 10 2 22 i

1 7 20 6 582 1 256 8 930 McNeill E. L. F.............. Truro R.O. Total............... 10 66 9 147 21 7

9 123 1 143 13 3,187 54 2,049 77 5,841 D.O. TOTALS................ 99 376 101 562 108 58

VETE



COMPARATIVE COLLECTION STATEMENT—FISCAL YEAR 1949-50 TO FISCAL YEAR 1953-54 INCLUSIVE 
ALSO SHOWING COLLECTIONS NOW MADE BY SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS WITH VETERAN

Block

A

Percentage of Total Due during the year including arrears carried 
forward from previous years which was paid during the year—not 
including Prepayments made or arrears on Reverted Properties.

Block

C

Total amounts Collected by arrangements of Pension Orders, other 
assignments and Crop Share Agreement. (Drop in 53/54 due to crop 
share in many cases not yet marketed)

District 1949-50 1950-51 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54

British Columbia.............. 91-4 91 -3 94-2 97-3 98-4
Alberta................................ 85-1 76-6 74-3 89-4 90-4
Saskatchewan.................... 91 -9 84-5 88-7 93-8 91-8
Manitoba............................ 900 84-7 90-0 89-8 85-7
West Ontario...................... 93-3 94-5 97-4 98-2 98-3
East Ontario...................... 960 96-4 97-5 98-4 98-5
Quebec................................ 87-8 87-9 91-6 97-3 99-2
Maritimes........................... 96-8 95-2 96-6 97-3 95-7

Total........... 91-5 88-8 91-0 951 94-9

District 1949-50 1950-51 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54

British Columbia.............. 116,849 152,631 181,446 225,465 259,477
Alberta................................ 78,351 97,867 113,395 167,052 130,125
Saskatchewan.................... 190,028 298,444 552,669 887,893 606,660
Manitoba............................. 37,972 50,499 63,000 78,256 91,896
West Ontario...................... 79,381 108,529 138,219 179,877 202,898
East Ontario....................... 116,574 159,574 192,661 245,393 277,717
Quebec................................. 68,089 95,573 118,534 113,812 153,621
Maritimes........................... 81,013 107,187 128,071 156,219 185,671

Total........... 768,257 1,070,304 1,487,995 2,073,967 1,908,065

Note:—If prepayments had been included 112% of all money due from inception 
of the Act until March 31, 1954, has already been collected.

Note:—The above, together with the 9,000 accounts paying by Postdated 
Cheques (See Block D below), now bring in approximately $4,000,000 
annually in automatic collections requiring no receipts unless requested by 
veteran.

Block

B

Number of accounts in “Special Arrears’’—Farm and Commercial— 
Fishing over $200 and Small Holding over $100 as at end of each 
fiscal year.

Block

D
Number of Small Holding (Veterans) paying by Postdated Cheques 
at end of each fiscal year.

District 1949-50 1950-51 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54

British Columbia.............. 144 37 6
Alberta............................... 614 281 184
Saskatchewan.................... 257 140 95
Manitoba............................ 171 137 211
West Ontario...................... 49 29 36
East Ontario...................... 64 18 14
Quebec................................ 143 30
Maritimes........................... 43 50 68

Total........... 1,485 722 614

District 1949-50 1950-51 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54

British Columbia.............. 345 1,548
Alberta................................ 258 414
Saskatchewan.................... 150 296
Manitoba............................ Nil Nil Nil 191 339
West Ontario...................... 1,469 2,064
East Ontario...................... 1,252 2,892
Quebec................................. 387 855
Maritimes........................... 243 776

T OTAL............................................ 4,295 9,184
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VETERANS AFFAIRS 115

A COMPARISON OF SMALL HOLDING DEVELOPMENT IN EACH OF THE 8 V.L.A. 
DISTRICTS WITH THE DOMINION AVERAGES

The Percentage of Small Holding Properties by Districts Graded as to Stage of Development 
(For Requirements of each Grade see Explanation below)

— Grade (A) Grade (B) Grade (C) Grade (D)

Number of Small Holders Out of 29,000 2,030 13,630 10,440 2,900

Dominion average.................................................................. 7-3 470 35-7 10-0

British Columbia................................................................... 60 53-6 360 4.4
Alberta....................................................................................... 10-7 62-3 230 4-0
Saskatchewan........................................................................... 50 510 35-3 8-7
Manitoba................................................................................... 150 590 24-4 1-6
Western Ontario....................................................................... 90 57-2 311 2-7
Eastern Ontario....................................................................... 11-7 51-0 33-2 41
Quebec........................................................................................ 20 19-3 49-7 290
Maritimes.................................................................................. 3-7 42-3 41 0 130

This table is compiled from development gradings of 11,697 consecutive Small Holding reports com
pleted during the latter part of 1953.

EXPLANATION OF V.L.A. GRADING AS TO PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT 
Grade (A)

The property has the proper balance of landscaping and agricultural development designed to meet 
the family’s needs. The landscaping is simple and practical and includes the necessary compliment 
of trees, shrubs and flowers; the home garden is adequate for the family’s requirements of summer 
and winter fruits and vegetables, and on the larger properties some livestock may be kept. The 
additional land bring in an income sufficient to meet V.L.A. payments and taxes.

Grade (B)
A balanced development with the landscape work progressing along sound lines and 50% completed. 
Adequate summer vegetables and fruits are grown and an income sufficient to meet V.L.A. payments 
is being made from the land.

Grade (C)
The development work may or may not reflect sound accomplishment but progress is being made. 
Some landscaping has been done, vegetables and fruits are grown and the secondary income is enough 
to pay taxes or insurance.

Grade (D)
Little or no development to date.

THE NUMBERS OF SMALL HOLDINGS IN EACH ACREAGE GROUP AS OF
MARCH 31, 1954

Districts Under
1 Acre

Including
1 Acre up 

to 2 Acres

Including
2 Acres up 
to 5 Acres

Including 
5 Acres up 
to 25 Acres

Including 
25 Acres
AND UP

British Columbia..................................... 597 1,723 2,063 1,225 183

Alberta........................................................ 682 80 352 181 28

Saskatchewan............................................... 346 30 132 39 11

Manitoba................................................ 683 166 388 173 53

Western Ontario........................................... 2,493 764 2,150 710 247

Eastern Ontario........................................ 2,484 862 2,280 662 402

Quebec....................................................... 954 205 867 167 148

Maritimes ....................................... 5,54 514 1,115 506 522

Totals................................... 8,793 4,344 9,347 3,663 1,594
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TABLE “F”
V.L.A. NEW HOUSING SHOWING NUMBER STARTED, COMPLETED AND UNDER 

CONSTRUCTION ALSO NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF VETERANS 
ACTING AS THEIR OWN CONTRACTORS

From Inception to December 31, 1953

—
STARTED COMPLETED

Total
Started

Veteran
Contractor

Total
Completed

Veteran
Contractor

2,673 2,673

By Contract............................................................................. 12,948 8,430 10,921 6,646

By P.I. Voucher..................................................................... 2,762 2,762 2,458 2,458

Total................................................................... 18,383 11,192 16,052 9,104

BREAKDOWN FOR YEARS 50/51/52 AND 53

Breakdown Covering
Past Four Years

STARTED COMPLETED UNDER CONSTRUCTION

Total
Started

Veteran
Contractor

%
Veteran

Contractor
Total

Completed
Veteran

Contractor
%

Veteran
Contractor

Total
Under
Con.

Veteran
Contractor

%
Veteran

Contractor

FOR YEAR 1950—By Contract........................... 1,931 1,484 77 1,669 1,057 63 2,402 1,925 80
By P.I. Voucher................... 796 796 100 871 871 100 434 434 100
Total........................................ 2,727 2,280 83* 2,540 1,928 76 2,836 2,359 83

FOR YEAR 1951—By Contract........................... 1,433 1,183 82* 1,789 1,335 74* 2,046 1,773 86*
By P.I. Voucher................... 326 320 100 359 359 100 401 401 100
Total......................................... 1,759 1,509 86 2,148 1,694 79 2,447 2,174 88*

FOR YEAR 1952—By Contract........................... 1,209 992 82 1,523 1,235 81 1,732 1,530 88
By P.I. Voucher................... 92 92 100 121 121 100 372 372 100
Total......................................... 1,301 1,084 83 1,644 1,356 2,104 1,902 90

FOR YEAR 1953—By Contract........................... 1,759 1,477 84 1,464 1,223 83* 2,027 1,784 88
By P.I. Voucher................... 79 79 100 147 147 100 304 304 100
Total......................................... 1,838 1,556 O

O 4* 1,611 1,370 85 2,331 2,088 89*

VETERANS AFFAIRS
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TABLE “G”

File 0/9588-B 
R.O. New Liskeard 
Date June 1953.

VETERANS’ LAND ACT, 1942

CALCULATION OF MONEY REQUIRED BY A VETERAN 
BUILDING UNDER V.L.A. AS HIS OWN CONTRACTOR

1. Name, John Dob; Occupation, Miner.

2. Value of property with fully completed house, $9,220.
Built on 2 acre lot; 3 miles from Hanmer, Ont. (near Capreol).
Plan, VLA-0-6; Size, 24 x 36; Stories, 1; Number of rooms, 5j.
Type of construction, block and stucco; Basement, concrete.
Heating, Gravity warm air; Sewage, septic tank; Water supply, Well.

3. Estimated Cost Fully Completed House, 17,040 cu/ft at 50 cents, $8,520.

4. Deductions:
Estimated value of Veterans labour content, 480 hours at $1.25 per hour........................ $ 600
Veteran’s available working capital..................................................................................... 0
Materials on hand..................................................................................................................
Lumber.................................................................................................................................... 200
Deletions...................................................................................................................... $
2 Bedrooms unfinished................................................................................................ 600
Upper Kitchen Cupboards.......................................................................................... 150
Interior Doors and trim.............................................................................................. 300
Painting, except prime................................................................................................. 200
Storm windows............................................................................................................ 150

Total permissible deletions......................................................................................... $1,400

Total Deductions....................................................................................................................$2,200

5. Contract price of house........................................................................................................................ 6,320

6. Cost of lot (Appraised value $700)..................................................................................................... 0

7. Total Amount Presently Required for House and Lot.......................................................................  6,320

8. Available through V.L.A. from Public Funds not including 10% Down Payment......................  5,400

9. Amount of cash veteran must have for house and lot including Down Payment.......................... 920

10. Plus Veteran’s available working capital.......................................................................................... 0

11. Plus Re-Establishment Credits which have to be repaid (Repaid $676)...................................... 0

12. Total Cash Presently Required....................................................................................................$ 920

13. Loan Value of property when contract completed.......................................................... $7,800

14. Amortized 25 years in monthly payments of.....................................  $19.90

Construction Started, May 1953; Occupied, Dec. 1953; Finished, March 1954.
Progress, Aug. 1953; Aug. 1953; Sept. 1953; Sept. 1953; Dec. 1953; Jan. 1954; March 1954.
Payments, $885; $1,390; $1,896; $885; $632; $316; $316.



EXAMPLES WORKED OUT TO INDICATE FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS WHICH MAY BE MADE UNDER THE PROPOSED
PART III AND PART II V.L.A.

Part
III — Amount

Required

Paid
by

V.L.A.

Paid
BY

Veetran

Conditional
Grant

Contract
Debt

Int.
Rate

Years
and

Amount

1
Part
III

A Part Time Farmer building his own 
home at a net cost of $7,000 on a 51 
acre lot costing $1,100 with well.

La.
Ho.

Total

1,100
7,000

Pt. I 
Pt. Ill

5.400
1.400

Pt. I
Pt. Ill

600
700

La. 1,400 pt. i 
pt. hi

4,000
1,400

31
5

Monthly 
25 Years

28 008,100 6,800 1,300 1,400 5,400

2 A Full Time Farmer purchasing a 
farm for $9,300 and receiving $1,200 
worth of Stock and Equipment.

La.
S. &E.

Total

9,300
1,200

Pt. I
Pt. Ill

5,520
3,000

Pt. I
Pt. Ill

480
1,500

La.
S. &E.

1,120
1,200

pt. 11 
pt. hi

3,200
3,000

31
5

Annual
25 Years

407-0210,500 8,520 1,980 2,320 6,200

3 A Full Time Farmer established five 
years ago on a farm worth $0,500 in 
which VLA invested $4,800 and 
$1,200 S. & E. is granted a loan to 
build a barn costing $3,600.............. Pt. Ill 3,600 Pt. Ill 3,000 Pt. Ill 600 pt. hi 3,000 5

Annual
20 Years 
Part III

240-73

4 A Full Time Farmer settled one year 
ago on a farm costing $4,800 and got 
S. & E. worth $1,200—has made no 
improvements to date but now 
needs barn costing $4,200................. Pt. Ill 4,200 Pt. Ill 2,800 Pt. Ill 1,400 pt. hi 2,800 5

Annual
24 Years 
Part III

202-92

5 A Full Time Farmer settled 5 years 
ago on farm costing $4,800 with 
S. & E. worth $1,200 has put in a 
water system worth $900 and re
quires barn worth $2,700.................. Pt. Ill 2,700 Pt. Ill 2,400 Pt. Ill 300 pt. hi 2,400 5

Annual
20 Years 
Part III

192-59

VETERAN
S AFFAIRS
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Part
II
1

Veteran wishes to build a house value 
$10,000 on 1/5 acre lot worth $700. 
CMHC have authorized a loan at 
$8,000................................................

Est. Cost of 
House and Lot

Contract
Price

Down
Payment

Veteran’s
Labour Deletions Insured

Mortgage Int. Monthly 
25 Years

Pt. II 10,700 8,100 Pt. II 800 8,100 900 8,140 51 49.69

2 Veteran wishes to build a house value 
$0,000 on 1/5 acre lot worth $800. 
CMHC have authorized a loan of 
$7,600................................................ Pt. II 9,800 Pt. II 7,000 Pt. II 800 600 800 7,733 5i

Monthly 
25 Years

47.20

Note: Example (5) above is a typical case in which the formula set out in Section 64 and 65 applies. The veteran has earned increment in the property but it is less 
than one-half the cost of the project for which the loan is given. In such a case, you arrive at the amount to be advanced by the Director and the veteran 
respectively in the following manner. Treat the value of the veteran’s earned increment as part of the project and add this to the money required. Of this the 
Director advances two-thirds and the veteran one-third less his earned increment.

__________

120 
SPECIAL CO

M
M

ITTEE



VETERANS AFFAIRS 121

The Chairman: For the purposes of the record, I think the committee 
would want me to translate its unanimous applause into congratulations on 
the splendid submission you have made, Mr. Rutherford, and on the wonderful 
report that you have been able to make of the work of the Veterans’ Land Act.

Mr. MacDougall: A fine job.
The Chairman: We will put the tables on the record, of course, I take it. 

Now we will proceed to questions. You can ask questions of Mr. Rutherford 
and if he wishes one of his officials whom he has introduced to answer the 
questions, he can designate the person.

Mr. Croll: I so move.
Mr. Herridge: I was interested in the question of abandoned farms. I 

suppose that would largely apply at the present time to the eastern provinces.
The Witness: Yes, Mr. Herridge, practically altogether.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. Mr. Chairman, on page 5 there is a reference to special assistance which 

is always available and given to farm settlers at any itme when they get into 
difficulties. I wonder if Mr. Rutherford could explain what is meant by special 
assistance?—A. It is not financial assistance. Our men are instructed to stay 
right with the case and give the settler all the help they can and nurse him 
along through his difficulties and give him advice. That works very well.

Q. There is a statement on page 6 which rather surprises me. You say 
that about two years ago you introduced the use of books of post-dated 
cheques as a method of collecting monthly payments from small holders. I 
thought it was rather a bad idea to encourage people to sign post-dated 
cheques.—A. I do not know what kind of an idea it is, but it works very well, 
Mr. Quelch, for collections, and saves a lot of time and money. Insurance and 
mortgage companies are doing it. I am paying off a mortgage in that way. 
I find it convenient and I do not get get behind in my payments.

Mr. Gillis: Is that not illegal?
The Witness: No, if the cheque bounces you cannot re-present it.
Mr. Bennett: It has the status of a promisory note.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. On the question of appraisals I have heard some criticism. I am not 

making a general criticism but I am referring to the area I am familiar with, 
the Acadia area, where you have a fine supervisor, Mr. H. Allam. I have heard 
that your field supervisors are far too conservative on the appraisals of the 
land and I know personally that some of the appraisals have been of a con
servative nature. I know the land has been valued at a certain figure and has 
been sold at maybe double the appraisal value. What is the basis of the 
appraisal? Judging by that area I would almost come to the conclusion it is 
based on a prewar value.—A. I think I must plead guilty that we are very 
conservative in our appraisals and the basis is the ability of the land to 
produce. It is appraised on its earning value.

Q. To produce, but at what price? Are you thinking of present-day 
prices or are you thinking of prices that may come in the future? I must 
gather you are looking for a future drop in prices.—A. We take the average 
price for a period of years and apply that. We do not take the high or low 
price. There is a certain amount of estimation, but we are teaching our men 
to appraise on the land’s production or its potential production, which is 
important. We can buy land in Ontario which is not producing very much
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right now, but we see the potential there—and I am not only speaking of 
Ontario but of all the eastern provinces and some of the grey bush soils in the 
west, too.

Q. On the basis of what happened after the first war, it is probably a good 
thing to be conservative in your appraisals. We do not want a repetition of 
what happened after 1919. There is one other point. On the question of a 
person who pays up his land in full without getting a grant, is he eligible for 
repayment of the re-establishment credit?—A. Yes.

Mr. Herridge: I was just going to suggest that in order that the questions 
on any one topic would be asked at the same time, could we start with page 
one and proceed through the brief.

Some Hon. Members: No, no, no.
Mr. Herridge: I thought we could perhaps do it by sections.
Mr. Pearkes: I have a question to ask which I do not think I could 

ask on page one because it applies all the way through this memorandum, 
in this brief which has been presented I think emphasis has been laid on 
the very excellent public relations which have existed between the field 
supervisor and the veteran—

Mr. MacDougall: Hear, hear!
Mr. Pearkes: It stresses that good public relationship from page four, 

where it is dealing with the question of the field supervisors and the farmers, 
and then it goes on later in the brief where it emphasizes the same good 
relations which have existed between the supervisor and the man who has 
the small holding. The fact that those good relations have existed is demon
strated by the fact that only 44 small holders are in arrears of over $100 
out of a total of 27,000-odd small holders. Now, I think, Mr. Chairman, that 
is a remarkable performance.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, Hear!
Mr. Pearkes: It speaks very, very highly for the staff of the Veterans’ 

Land Act. Then we come on to consider the proposals which are 
made in this new bill. We find that under Part III the opportunity for 
those good relations to continue is presented and we also notice that the rate 
of interest will be five per cent under Part III. But when we come to Part II, 
it seems to me that those excellent relations which have been established are 
to be scrapped and that all the collections and the dealings with the veterans 
are to be worked through Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 
Another disadvantage is that the small holder who takes his property under 
section 2 instead of being charged 5 per cent will be charged per cent. 
Now, why is it necessary, where you have established such an excellent 
organization which over the years has proved to work to the satisfaction 
both of the government and the veteran and the board, to hand over to 
Central Mortgage and Housing—an organization which cannot have had 
the same intimate experience with the veterans as the Veterans’ Land Act 
administration—all the collections for the payment under Part II of this 
new Act? Why is it necessary for Central Mortgage and Housing Corpora
tion to charge 5£ per cent whereas under the Veterans’ Land Act administra
tion the veteran is only charged 5 per cent? That seems to me to be a new 
departure as far as veterans legislation is concerned. We hand over the 
duty of collection to another outside organization and yet you have all the 
facilities here with experienced field supervisors and one might almost 
suggest that perhaps the field supervisors’ work is somewhat decreasing now 
because there are a lot of veterans under the ten-year terms who will be 
receiving their entitlement and I wonder why it is necessary to hand over 
the collection of these debts and the general administration of Part II, once 
the veteran has moved into his house, to Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation?
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Mr. MacDougall: A good point!
The Witness: General Pearkes, that is a matter of policy that I cannot 

answer very well, but I think I should say this: the idea behind it is largely 
to get the veteran back into normal loaning channels. If we gave a lower 
rate of interest to veterans being settled today who are building houses 
which are not on agricultural land, there would be some conflict between 
the some 80 odd thousand who have already taken re-establishment credit 
and bought houses under Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation and 
who are paying normal rates of interest. It would be hardly fair to give 
privileges now that they did not have earlier when they could not settle 
under the Veterans’ Land Act due to the fact that employment did not permit 
them to go so far afield.

The Chairman: They also get the advantage that you pay in the case of 
the veteran for the legal work which I take it under the usual procedure under 
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation would be paid by the borrower.

The Witness: Yes, under Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation the 
veteran would have to pay interest on any advances made during the period 
of construction. That is not charged to the veteran under this Bill and we also 
look after his legal expenses up to the deed and the mortgage.

Mr. Pearkes: It is quite possible that there may be some advantages 
accruing to a veteran which would not accrue to an ordinary individual pur
chasing or building a house under Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 
but it must be remembered that for some considerable time I think this com
mittee has advocated that the size of a lot which a veteran might get under the 
Veterans’ Land Act should have been very materially reduced so that he could 
build a house on that smaller lot instead of having to take the larger quantity 
of land. Now then, a great many veterans have been forced in the past to go 
to Central Mortgage and Housing in order to get a smaller lot, but now you 
are correcting that mistake or are changing that policy in accordance with the 
wish which I think has frequently been expressed in this committee. As I 
said, you are rectifying that mistake. Why is it necessary when you rectify 
that mistake to say that the veteran is still going to be at a disadvantage to 
the other veteran who takes the advantages of this Act under Part III by forcing 
him to go to Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation? You are now permit
ting him to have the smaller lot and to build a house on that under the 
Veterans’ Land Act but you say he suddenly has to come under Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation to pay back his debt, and he is still going 
to be at a disadvantage to a veteran coming under Part III because he has to 
pay 5 i per cent instead of 5 per cent. If you kept the management in your 
own hands you could still charge him 5 per cent instead of 5J per cent.

The Witness: Well, sir, I think it is on the principle that the advantages 
of the Veterans’ Land Act include a conditional grant and a 3£ per cent rate 
of interest which is intended to subsidize a veteran who settles on land and 
who is going to produce something for himself. I think that is about all I 
can say.

The Chairman: In other words, as I understand it, the Veterans’ Land Act 
as originally set up was a land settlement scheme and when you get into the 
field of assisting veterans to build houses on urban lots it is a housing scheme 
and so far as the bill goes it provides for giving assistance to the veteran in 
regard to the housing scheme to the extent indicated, but it is apparently the 
policy of the administration not to give exactly the same inducement and help 
to a veteran who is providing urban housing foY himself that you provide for a 
veteran you are trying to set up as a farmer either part-time or full-time. I

91824—4
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take it, Mr. Pearkes, that that is the policy and Mr. Rutherford, I understand, 
does not think he can answer other than to say that it is a matter of govern
ment policy.

Mr. Pearkes: May I make one observation on your remarks, Mr. Chairman? 
There was always a small holding section of the Veterans’ Land Act from 
the beginning.

The Chairman: But you will remember, Mr. Pearkes, at the time it was 
beginning to apply to smaller and smaller pieces of land it was getting away 
from having any aspect of settling people on land where they could provide 
at least part of their income from farming. It was decided then to make 
this requirement of a minimum of three acres to draw a differentiation between 
farm settlement and urban housing. That is why the three acres were pro
vided for as I remember it.

Mr. Pearkes: I agree with all that. We are now correcting that mistake, 
but for the life of me I cannot see why it necessary—you have such an 
excellent organization which has been built up here over the years and it 
has been demonstrated all through this brief how very well Veterans’ Land 
Act administration is working and is working in such harmony with the veteran 
—that now when you are going to give the opportunity to the veteran to 
acquire a house on a small lot you suddenly turn around and say that you 
are not going to put this excellent administration to work, but are going to 
turn it over to an organization which has not had the experience of working 
so closely with the veterans as the Veterans’ Land Act has. Why is it 
necessary? Again, I come to the point that in Part III you charge 5 per cent 
and under Part II, Central Mortgage and Housing will charge 5-J per cent. 
I cannot see why you do not give the veteran the benefit of this policy. Per
haps Mr. Rutherford cannot reply to policy, I do not know, but I still would 
like an explanation—perhaps the parliamentary assistant could give one—as to 
what is the advantage or why is it necessary now to turn this small holding 
section over to Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation? What is the 
policy behind it?

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, I would like to say first of all that the govern
ment is not correcting any mistake it has made as far as the small holder is 
concerned.

Mr. Balcom: Hear, Hear.
Mr. Bennett: Part I stipulates an acreage of 1.6 acres and the idea of the 

small holder, as far as Part I is concerned, is to settle the veteran on a property 
where he can supplement his income from the production from the land. That 
is the basis of it. The Department of Veterans Affairs has said many times 
they were not in the housing business. The aim of Part I is to settle the small 
holder as a part-time farmer, or as a full-time farmer. That is Part I and 
that has not been changed. It would be grossly unfair to change that now. 
Thousands of veterans have been able to settle under the Act with the require
ment of 1.6 or more acres. Other veterans have decided they could not come 
under the Act because of the acreage requirement. As I say, I think most 
of the members would agree that we have gone so long under that acreage 
requirement we should not change it now. With the high cost of living and 
the high building costs and with the great successes that have been achieved 
under the “Build Your Own” program of the Veterans’ Land Act, it was 
thought that the Department of Veterans Affairs could do something to help 
the veteran build his own home where he could not obtain 1.6 acres. Now, 
we are still not in the building house business in every sense of the word, 
but the government is trying to help the veteran build his own home and 
we are going to give him free supervision, blueprints and specifications, free 
interest on the advances and free legal expenses.
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Now, as the chairman has pointed out, many veterans have built under 
the National Housing Act and they have paid 5J per cent, and we do not think 
it would be fair to do other than make the veterans here pay the ordinary 
rate which other Canadians are paying because you will remember, General 
Pearkes, these veterans have used their reestablishment credits. There is no 
additional grant available under Part II, and the veteran may have also used 
his re-establishment credits provided by the veterans charter. This is an 
additional help to the veterans even though they were helped under the 
charter previously. We will help them three ways: supervision, interest-free 
money and free legal expenses.

As the director has explaineddhe veteran comes along and pays $800 down 
and saves anywhere from $1,000 to $1,200 on his own labour, saves contractors’ 
profit and construction costs and we think many houses will be built this way 
by loaning up to $8,000 under the National Housing Act.

Now, as far as Part II is concerned, and the 5 per cent charge being made 
there instead of 5J per cent, the basis is—

Mr. Croll: It is the other way around.
Mr. Pearkes: Part II is 5J per cent.
Mr. Bennett: There is different thinking here altogether. The department 

found that many veterans had settled successfully on a good farm but needed 
more money to improve the property—perhaps the veteran wanted to put a 
bedroom or two on to his house. Well, he could not get a loan under the Farm 
Improvement Loan Act because the director had the title to his farm. In other 
words, he was being discriminated against because he was a veteran. He needed 
more capital. Part III will give him another $3,000 and he will still pay the 
ordinary rate of interest which a farmer would pay under the Canadian Farm 
Loan Board Act.

The Chairman: The Farm Improvement Loans Act?
Mr. Bennett: No, the Canadian Farm Loan Board Act.
Mr. Pearkes: Even if it were necessary to collect 5J per cent instead of 

5 per cent, would it not be better for the Veterans’ Land Act administration to do 
that—the supervisor who has started the deal with the veteran—instead of half
way through the transaction turning it over to Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation and telling them to do the collecting? I should think that the 
veteran who had started in to make the contract with the field supervisor and 
the Veterans’ Land Act would prefer to complete that contract after the occupa
tion of his house when he still has to make payments for some years to go under 
the Veterans’ Land Act administration rather than go to Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation, even though he might have to pay the 5J per cent?

The Chairman: I wonder if Mr. Rutherford would explain to the com
mittee just how he envisages this is going to work and where the Central Mort
gage and Housing Corporation enters the picture, and in what way. Could you 
do that, Mr. Rutherford?

The Witness: As soon as the veteran obtains his lot and has decided on the 
type of house he wants to build, he goes to Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation and has the loan approved. They approve at a certain amount. He 
then comes back to us and is given his contract and when the house is com
pleted—

Mr. Harkness: He gets his contract from you?
The Witness: Yes, his contract to build, and when the house is completed 

a deed is given to the veteran who signs a mortgage to Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation at the same time. We prepare and register both documents.

Q. And you have nothing further to do with it from that point?—A. No.
91824—4J
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The Chairman: In other words, you are entering the picture to assist the 
veteran to build and to meet the requirements of Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation?

The Witness: That is right.
The Chairman: Mr. Dickey?
Mr. Pearkes: I have just one question of the witness on that point. Central 

Mortgage and Housing is to make the collections then?
The Witness: That is right.
Mr. Dickey: Mr. Chairman, I think it should be said Central Mortgage and 

Housing Corporation have always done the housing part of veterans’ housing. I 
do not know what the experience has been in other places, but certainly in 
Halifax they did very extensive housing projects at the Westmount subdivision 
which worked out excellently. The veterans made contracts with Central Mort
gage and Housing Corporation and, as I understand it, this is simply bringing 
the Veterans’ Land Act administration in to be of some additional assistance, and 
I for one think the principle of keeping the housing side of the business strictly 
under the one organization is quite proper and quite appropriate.

Mr. Croll: May I just make this observation while we are speaking about 
housing? I think the committee has lost sight of a few matters which are 
rather important. It is time the interest rate is the same for all persons under 
the new housing Act, the veteran under the present arrangements becomes his 
own contractor, something which is not permitted to civilians, and in that way 
he saves at least a thousand dollars. He makes a lower down-payment than 
the non-veteran has to make and, as Mr. Bennett has already pointed out, he 
pays no legal fees, and, in addition to that, he has interest-free money while 
the building advances are required to be made from time to time and he pays 
no supervision fee. Now, that is a considerable advantage when you add it 
all up. That is given to the veteran. That is not available to the non-veteran. 
All he does is pay the same rate of interest. It would have been difficult under 
the Act to work it out in any other way. I remember in 1945 we sat here and 
we said, “This is turning the Veterans’ Land Act into a housing scheme; it 
must remain a small holding scheme.” That was the general view. What we 
have here now is a housing scheme, it is a good one and many more veterans 
should take advantage of it. I do not think there need be a great deal of worry 
about the collections, a point which seems to be troubling .gome members of this 
committee. Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation are not hard by veter
ans’ standards. They are reasonable about these matters. They may not have 
quite as good a collection record as my friend Tom Rutherford has, which is an 
amazing record, but there has never been a complaint to this committee or in 
the House that Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation has been unreason
able with veterans or anyone. You will remember less than three months ago 
that a question was raised in the House when there was less employment than 
there is now. The question was asked, what would be done for some of the 
people who were unable to meet their payments? The government was quick 
to say that they would not be dispossessed and the matter would be given 
sympathetic consideration. The important thing we as veterans are interested 
in is that the veteran should have some advantage over the non-veteran, and 
between what my friend Mr. Bennett has indicated and what the chairman has 
added I think it is clear there are real advantages for the veteran.

The Chairman: Now, Mr. Herridge.

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. I think we all welcome this legislation and we are very pleased to see 

the government bringing it forward. I support Mr. Pearkes in his contention.
I admit the advantages mentioned by Mr. Croll. They are recognized, but I
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think it is the spirit of the thing which is important. The Veterans Land Act 
administration has a record in this country. It is in contact with the veterans. 
I have a feeling that the veterans will not like having to go and deal with 
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation knowing that their comrades are 
dealing with the Veterans Land Act. Therefore, I prefer to see complete 
administration come under the Veterans Land Act administration. I do not 
agree with Mr. Bennett’s argument that it would not be fair to certain veterans. 
There are many veterans who were settled on half an acre. Then all the 
regulations were changed, and there are quite a number of discrepancies now. 
Again I would emphasize that the majority of the veterans would prefer to 
come under the administration of the Veterans Land Act. I presume that this 
legislation results from the fact that there are thousands of veterans in 
Canada who are not able to obtain the acreage for a home.

There is a big demand for housing on the part of veterans. In my con
stituency there are two or three hundred veterans who would like to come 
under the Small Holdings Section of the Act if they could get the required 
acreage. I wonder if the director could give the committee an estimate as to 
the number of veterans who might take advantage of this legislation as the 
result of not being able to obtain the required acreage under the Small Holdings 
Section?—A. I could not even guess.

The Chairman: Mr. Green.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I would like to get it clear just what the situation is at the present time. 

You have a very large number of veterans with small holdings; a larger number 
than are actually settled on farms.—A. It is approximately the same.

Q. Is all the collecting in respect of those small holdings being done by 
your branch?—A. That is right.

Q. You have complete control of all those small holdings?—A. That is 
correct.

Q. And many of them are in suburban areas around the cities of Canada? 
—A. Yes, close to one-third, I would say, are around the cities.

Q. And the areas range from \ acre up. Is that correct?—A. Yes.
Q. And the only way in which Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation 

comes into this picture is that it has done the construction in certain cases, 
where there have been settlements put in, adjacent to some of the cities?— 
A. We have built these houses under contract ourselves. The houses on our 
property have been built by ourselves. Central Mortgage and Housing Corpora
tion do not build our houses.

Q. Where then did Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation come into 
this picture with regard to the small holdings?—A. Not at all.

Q. Well, Mr. Dickey mentioned that they did. I would like to know where 
they come into the picture.

Mr. Dickey: I said that Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation had 
done the purely housing part of the program, but not under the Veterans’ 
Land Act at all.

Mr. Green: Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation to date have had 
absolutely no connection with the Veterans’ Land Act?

Mr. Dickey: No, and never have.

By Mr. Green:
Q. But now a departure is proposed?—A. That is not quite correct. We 

have built between 50 to 75 houses on a joint assistance plan for Central 
Mortgage, under an order in council.
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Q. Under what?—A. I said that we have built between 50 to 75 houses 
on a joint assistance plan for Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation under 
an order in council which permitted a joint arrangement much the same as we 
are doing here and on small lots. That is the only exception.

Q. But you have handled all the management and collections in connection 
with the small holdings?—A. That is right.

Q. And now the proposal is that the veteran can build a house under this 
new Part II on a smaller area than half an acre?—A. That is correct.

Q. But in this case he has to be under the management of Central Mortgage 
and Housing Corporation?—A. No. We let the contract and superintend the 
building of the house; Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation finance it 
after the house is completed. We do the interim financing during the con
struction period, however.

Q. Once the house is completed and the loan arranged, then you go out 
of the picture?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation will do all the col
lecting; and if the veteran gets into arrears, he will have to deal with Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. You have absolutely nothing further to do with it once the loan, or 
once the contract is completed?—A. That is correct.

Q. And is your branch so set up that it could handle these loans under 
Part II, if the house should decide that that is the wiser policy to adopt?— 
A. I might say that we anticipate that most of the construction under Part II 
will be in and around the larger cities where we do not have a large staff. 
Each staff member there, looks after up to 400 small holdings, and that is quite 
a job. We would require more staff in and around the larger cities as that is 
where most of these houses will be built. In the country they would still have 
the advantages of the V.L.A.

Q. I beg your pardon?—A. In the smaller places they would still have 
the advantages of the V.L.A.

Q. Could you arrange to handle these collections?—A. Not without more 
staff.

Q. I beg your pardon?—A. Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
have collection agencies in those larger centres, while we would require more 
staff.

Q. You say you could handle it if you had more staff?
Mr. Croll: And more expense; you would be opposed to that, would you 

not, Mr. Green?
Mr. Green: I have been very much impressed by Mr. Rutherofrd’s state

ments throughout his brief that there is a friendly personal connection between 
the Veterans’ Land Act staff and the veteran, and that of necessity will not 
be present when he is dealing with Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation.

A person cannot blame Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation for 
that; it is just in the nature of things and it is impossible for them to have 
that class of personal, friendly association with the veterans. It does seem 
to me that a situation of that kind should not lightly be thrown over; and' 
yet that is what is going to happen under this new Part II, where the Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation will take over the whole management of 
the loans.

Will you have facilities, for example, for advising the veteran, if he should 
fall into arrears under Part II?—A. Well, there are already probably 200,000 
veterans who are paying back loans to Central Mortgage and Housing Cor
poration. We could not advise them all. We are in no different position 
to-day.
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Q. You said you would be having nothing whatever to do with the veteran 
once the contract is made.—A. That is right.

The Chairman: Mr. Cavers.
Mr. Cavers: In the acquisition of new property under the Veterans Land 

Act, the title to the property is taken in the name of the director of the 
Veterans Land Act. I can visualize a situation wherein a farmer-veteran who 
is overly enthusiastic and improvident might put himself in a position where 
he would build more buildings than he needs and acquire more equipment 
than is required with which to farm his holding. Thereby he would build 
up a great debt which is to his detriment and also to the detriment of the 
contractor with whom he deals, who would have no opportunity to file a lien 
or take any security against the land. Does the Veterans Land Act adminis
tration have any supervision over these men so that they can counsel them 
and guide them in order to prevent them from getting into that situation?

The Witness: Yes. If we find them doing that very thing, we certainly 
advise them against it. I know cases have happened where veterans have 
got over their heads in debt but it was not on our advice. Our advice was 
quite to the contrary.

By Mr. Enfield:
Q. On the matter of construction under this new small holdings section 

in Part II, after the house is constructed, will not the V.L.A. be available 
regarding further construction or questions regarding problems of construction 
or something that may happen to the house after the house is completed?— 
A. I do not think we have ever turned down a veteran who was building, 
or denied him advice. If we have the time, we will give any veteran free 
advice.

Q. Well then, after Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation starts 
with the collections, the veteran will still be able to go to V.L.A. regarding 
matters of construction which may arise?—A. Yes. We do not advertise this 
but we do a lot of it anyway.

Q. And will that policy continue?—A. Yes, in so far as we have time to 
do it.

Q. Just to clear up the financial aspects of that new section, Part 23 sets 
out the details of the maximum amount that the veteran may obtain; $8,100. 
You say that the veteran ends up by putting in $2,700 of his own money while 
the department lends $5,400, making a total of $8,100. Is that $2,700 in cash, 
that you contemplate there?

Mr. McCracken: That is where it is today.

By Mr. Enfield:
Q. It was not clear to me; I thought it was just $1,300 cash.—A. That is a 

comparison between what he pays under the new bill and what he would now 
be required to pay if he were able to put up the cash for the down payment.

Q. So that the total maximum amount he has to find is $2,700?—A. Do you 
mean at the present time?

Q. Under the new section?—A. No; under the new scheme it is $1,300.
Q. You say under the new scheme it is $1,300; but under the old scheme 

it was what?—A. It was $2,700. In order to have the same amount of money 
to spend on his house he is required now to put down $2,700, while under the 
new scheme he would get away with $1,300.

Q. I see.
The Chairman: Now Mr. Gillis.
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By Mr. Gillis:
Q. I think the place to argue the principle of the bill is on the bill. Mr. 

Rutherford is not in a position to disagree with government policy. I do not 
like the change, personally. I like the brief. The brief demonstrates some 
pretty sound thinking; but I am afraid that what is happening is this: that 
you are demonstrating that you are getting houses built for the sake of pro
viding homes and with not too much profit. I think perhaps we are making 
too much progress to suit some of them; when you talk about putting veterans 
into the hands of Central Mortage and Housing Corporation the chances are 
that they are going to finish up in the Bank of Montreal or the Royal Bank, 
because the banks are going into these aspects of it. It looks to me as if 
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation was getting out of it as an organ
ization, judging by the talk in the House on the last housing bill.

And when you talk about Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation you 
are talking about the insurance companies. And if we are going to swing 
around to having the veterans make applications through Central Mortgage 
and Housing Corporation—and, incidentally, if the Royal Bank or the Sun 
Life Insurance Company have got to give approval—then in my judgment 
you are taking the business of the veterans out of the hands which built it up.

And too, as I understand it, we are not trying to make money out of the 
proposition; but you are placing it in the hands of a group who are going to 
build houses for the sake of making money out of it, and I think that is a bad 
principle. However, I suppose the place for us to fight it is on the bill and 
not here. But while I am on my feet I would like to ask the Director if he 
could give the committee some idea of the number of vacant farms there are 
in the maritimes?—A. I was down there about three weeks ago, Mr. Gillis, 
and there are a great many. We are hoping to be able to settle some of these 
—I could not tell you how many—but there is an increasing number with 
great possibilities and we are hoping to be able to do something to resettle 
some of them with veterans. We will need a little more money to put two of 
them together in some cases. They are, generally speaking, too small for 
economic units, and they need lime very badly.

Mr. Weselak: I wonder if Mr. Rutherford could tell us whether the 
mortgages would be held by Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation or 
turned over to the banks as is being done under the revision of the National 
Housing Act.

The Witness: I am sorry, I could not hear the question.
Mr. Weselak: The question again was: could you tell us whether the 

mortgages would be held by Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation or 
turned over to the banks or financial institutions as is being done under the 
revision of the National Housing Act?

The Witness: It could be done either way. I think the majority will be 
held by Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation for the time being, but we 
do not know.

The Chairman: Mr. Harkness is next.
Mr. Harkness: I think this point raised by General Pearkes is one of great 

importance. I will not go into the arguments why I think the veterans would 
be much better off if these were all handled by Brigadier Rutherford’s branch.

The Chairman: I think we can debate that after we have the submission.

By Mr. Harkness:
Q. However, there are one or two questions I would like to ask. When 

this question was being discussed a short time ago Mr. Croll said there would 
be more expense if it were to be handled by the Veterans’ Land Act administra-
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tion rather than Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. However, I do 
not see that that would be the case. As a matter of fact, the Veterans’ Land 
Act has an organization set up at the present time. They are making collec
tions and making them extremely satisfactorily, and Mr. Rutherford said 
that more staff would be required if they were required to make collections 
under the new scheme to small holders. By the same token more staff would 
be required for Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation to make the collec
tions. They have collection agencies set up and they have an organization, 
but the Veterans’ Land Act has an organization too, so it would be simply a 
matter of adding staff to one or the other. I would ask Brigadier Rutherford 
if that is the situation and if in fact there would be more expense if the 
collections were handled by the Veterans’ Land Act?—A. I think there would 
be because we are set up in rural areas and Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation in urban areas, and we could not undertake more in the urban 
areas. Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation could probably operate with 
their present staff while we would have to have more people.

Q. You would have to put more people in, but Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation would have to do so too?—A. Not necessarily, because 
they are covering the area anyway—it is like having two milk routes in the 
same town.

Mr. Philpott: I have just one question, and that is on page 24 of the brief 
where you are talking about how much the veteran saves under the build-your- 
own plan. Have you any exact figures on that? I mean, there is just an 
estimate there on the bottom of the page, which says:

We figured that by doing this they could save at least the contractor’s 
profit, which was no small item, and also $1,000 to $1,200.

Have you, or has Mr. Griffith, any figures as to what is the actual experience 
and how much they do save?—A. I will ask Mr. Griffith to answer that 
question.

Mr. Griffith: It is rather a difficult question to answer, Mr. Chairman. 
We find in trying to ascertain what the houses actually cost from the veterans 
themselves that their methods of keeping records are rather antiquated and 
loose. I have found in asking veterans what the houses had cost them—that 
is, in addition to what the contract price was—that he has not got the records 
because his wife is looking after them. She is not too sure because all bills are 
not in. She remembers she had $50 last month with which she bought some 
linoleum. The veteran went out and did a little work for another chap who in 
return put some effort into the house, therefore it is rather difficult to get down 
to a definite figure. Our contracts run all the way from—for example, in B.C. 
we actually have some contracts which run about $1,400; that is, particularly 
in the Okanagan valley.

Mr. Philpott: Is that $1,400 or thousand?
Mr. Griffith: $1,400 in some cases on irrigated land. That is what they 

have left to build a house with and that is what they start with. All he gets 
is a shelter at that time. We have one that runs up to $60,000 which we are 
not too happy about, but taking our contracts, for instance for the month of 
February, there is one for $5,200, $5,400, $5,500, $6,000 and so on. Generally 
they run between $5,000 and $7,000. That is the amount that has gone into 
the house as we leave it with the veteran. He may have and very often does 
have to put another $1,400 or $2,000 into that to make it what you would call 
a complete house. Now, as to his savings all we can say is that he does elimi
nate the contractors’ profit and overhead which is a very substantial figure. 
He may save money by getting materials at a much lower price than perhaps 
his neighbour, but the general figure if you take a house for which a contract
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has been set for say $6,000 the veteran’s time and effort and that of his friends 
may bring that up to $8,000 and that house might sell on the open market for 
say $10,000 or $11,000—they are the only figures we have.

Mr. Philpott: So he is saving at least $2,000 on a $8,000 house?
Mr. Griffith: We figure that he is.
Mr. Philpott: Thank you very much.
Mr. Jones: I would like to add my thanks to the director for an excellent 

brief which has certainly made it clear to us what has been done on behalf of 
veterans. I am particularly interested in page 5 where it says: “Special 
assistance is always available and given to farm settlers who at any time may 
get into difficulties”. It is on that subject I would like to say a few words. 
A month ago several veterans in the Okanagan valley lost their complete crop 
through frost—that is, the soft fruit bloom. One veteran said the losses run 
from 60 per cent to 95 per cent. He lost 85 per cent of his own crop for this 
year. He will be in difficulties unless some special assistance is given to him 
as would other veterans who are unfortunately in the same position. I would 
like to know what assistance can be or will be given to these particular veterans 
in the southern Okanagan valley? I realize if they are assisted for this one 
year they could carry on. It is not like the frost we had four or five years 
ago where the trees were killed, but this year they want just enough to carry 
them through until next year when possibly they will get an abundant crop.

The Witness: There is no financial assistance we can give, but it is 
surprising what our boys are able to do in scratching up further assistance.

Mr. Croll: Do you mean scrounging?
The Witness: We do a lot of that too. I cannot say what can be done in 

this particular case, but we helped quite a bit at Kamloops when the frost hit 
there, by arranging with the province to have the trees removed so the orchards 
could be replanted.

Mr. Jones: Could the Act assist them to get a loan? That is what they 
want.

The Witness: I am sure the field supervisor would take them to the bank 
and help them arrange a loan. We do that quite frequently.

Mr. Croll: May I make one observation. Mr. Weselak asked a question 
which indicated that he seems to be disturbed whether these mortgages would 
find their way into the hands of banks or approved lenders. Under the Act 
at the present time that is not possible. A veteran may start to build today 
and may not complete the house for a year, in which case banks and approved 
lenders under the Act do not give forward commitments. The only organiza
tion which will carry forward commitments are the Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation. They retain that mortgage and it is not possible under 
the present Act for these mortgages to find their way into these “avaracious 
institutions” Mr. Gillis talks about. On previous occasions it has been indi
cated that the sort of house the veterans are building now is the same type 
of house which was built for defence workers; they are $8,000 and $10,000 
homes. This home would sell on the market for from $10,000 to $12,000. It 
was indicated quite clearly that the builders’ profit on these homes was 
between 10 per cent to 12 per cent. That is a normal profit as most of you 
know. So, in addition to whatever savings he has as a result of the labour 
he and his friends contribute, he has that saving which would amount to at 
least 10 to 12 per cent.

Mr. Dinsdale : Mr. Chairman—
The Chairman: Mr. Dinsdale, it is almost one o’clock. We planned our 

next meeting for Thursday at which time we will hear the National Council
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of Veterans. I was thinking perhaps the committee would like to continue 
this afternoon and finish questioning Mr. Rutherford because otherwise his 
submission will be broken up and he would not come on again until Friday.

Mr. Croll: You laid down a program a little earlier in the week and we 
agreed to it. We have the external affairs committee this afternoon. We 
have missed many of those meetings to come here. If you are going to vary 
our meetings let us know in good time.

The Chairman: When we decided on this schedule of meetings we did 
not rule out a possibility of meeting in the afternoon at least on Tuesday. The 
idea was to meet at least four times a week and that we might hold an after
noon meeting on Tuesday or Thursday if it suited the wishes of the committee.

The Chairman: Is everybody satisfied to meet at 3.30 and we will go on 
with the questioning of Mr. Rutherford?

Mr. Pearkes: I am on the external affairs committee and we have to make 
a report as was announced in the House yesterday in order that the Secretary 
of State for External Affairs may be able to present his estimates on Friday. 
There are several members here who are also on the external affairs committee.

Mr. Bennett (Grey North) : Could we sit tonight, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Enfield: Are we not through with Brigadier Rutherford?
The Chairman: I fancy that other members have questions to ask him. 

It is for the committee to agree when you would like to meet again.
Some Hon. Member: Why not meet tonight?
The Chairman: At 8.30?
Mr. Croll: The House meets at 8 we might as well do the same.
The Chairman: We will adjourn until tonight at 8 o’clock.
The committee adjourned.

EVENING SESSION

8.00 p.m.
The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. We can now continue our questioning 

of Mr. Rutherford.

Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director. Veterans' Land Act, recalled:

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. At noon I was going to ask Mr. Rutherford a question about the practical 

implications of the new part of the legislation. We are all in agreement that 
it is going to fulfill a very great need so far as housing for veterans is concerned. 
For example, in my own city of Brandon there are 150 veterans who are 
waiting for accommodation in the wartime housing units. I would imagine 
they would be interested in a project of this kind.

Now, the question I would like to put to Mr. Rutherford is this: who is 
responsible for the promotional work? I think you made some suggestion 
this morning that in urban areas the V.L.A. are somewhat shortstaffed. There 
was also some reference made to the interest of the Canadian Legion in the 
project. Who would be responsible for taking the initiative in acquainting 
veterans of the potentialities of the legislation and giving them some instruction 
and some guidance in making use of the new legislation?—A. We are not 
particularly shortstaffed for our present work, but we would be for any 
extension of it.

/
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The provision for the construction schools will be made by regulations 
and I cannot say just what those regulations will be. The governor in council 
will have to pass on these as you know.

The Legion, in their brief, did volunteer to promote house construction 
by veterans under this measure. They suggested this measure very much as 
it is in the bill. We expect to have full cooperation from the Canadian Legion. 
In fact, they are very anxious to promote it. But we, as a government agency, 
would not be actively promoting it. We do not do that. We are here when 
veterans come to us. They would be advised through the Legion and through 
the press as to what the legislation is.

By Mr. Croll:
Q. Is the Legion behind this bill to your knowledge?—A. The Legion 

asked for very much the same thing in their brief to the Prime Minister last 
November.

Q. Have they expressed any views on this bill to your knowledge?—A. I 
cannot say.

The Chairman: As a matter of fact, Mr. Anderson, General Secretary of 
the Legion, who is here this evening, spoke to me about the possibility of their 
appearing and giving further evidence. He said he had been in touch with 
the president of "the Legion and after consulting with him he expressed the 
attitude that they did not feel they needed to make any representations and 
that they felt it was a very satisfactory bill. I am very happy to hear that 
that is their attitude. I think I have stated it correctly, have I not, 
Mr. Anderson?

Mr. Anderson: That is right.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. I have a few questions to ask. May I take this opportunity—since this 

is the first time I have had an opportunity—to say to Mr. Rutherford through 
you, Mr. Chairman, that this was the finest brief that I have ever listened to 
in a committee of the House of Commons. It is a lovely job that you have done. 
It is an exception, perhaps, because it is a businesslike brief. Some of the 
briefs we get are not businesslike, I can tell you. You mentioned this morning 
something about the number of thousands of veterans building homes under 
the auspices of Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Do you remember 
the amount?—A. I used the figure of 200,000 which I think is approximately 
correct. I think that many have built homes or have used their credits to 
take the mortgages off their homes. General Burns told me that about 82,000 
had used their credits to buy homes.

Q. 82,000?—A. That is right.
Q. Would you have an opportunity to know of any general complaints 

which the veterans might have made against the collection agencies of Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation?—A. I have heard of none at all at any time.

Q. You have heard of none?—A. No, I have not heard of any.
Q. That is all.
The Chairman: Now, Mr. Henderson.

By Mr. Henderson:
Q. There are a few points I would like to ask you about. The first one 

deals with the size of the lot on which these homes, under Part II, can be built. 
I presume that the size of the lot would be similar to the size of lots which are 
approved by Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation?—A. That is correct.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 135

Q. My second question is this: down in Kingston, west of Collins Bay, 
there is now a V.L.A. subdivision where veterans homes have been built and 
they have had trouble getting their water supply. I want to make sure that 
the proper branch of your department has this under consideration and that 
they will give it every consideration to which those veterans are entitled? 
—A. That matter is under very active consideration right at this moment, and 
if every thing is as represented, we think we should pay for the two or three 
wells that are being sunk there. We would consider them as test wells. Perhaps 
we should have had drilled test wells before the houses were built. How
ever, we assume some responsibility for it and we are going to do something 
about it.

Q. Thank you very much.
The Chairman: Mr. Herridge.

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. I was very pleased with Mr. Rutherford’s brief. It has given us a 

complete picture of the operation of this department, and that is of great 
benefit to any person on this committee. I am sorry that the committee 
members did not agree with my suggestion of a systematic approach to this 
review. Therefore I shall have to follow their rather scattered method of 
questioning.

I want to ask you four questions and say a word or two in regard to them.
I am intrigued with the phrase on page 4 of your brief, “collections without 

tears”. But in view of the excellent record to date as far as collections are 
concerned, what is the principal reason for any failure to make repayment on 
time at this time? What would be the principal reason?—A. As I mentioned, 
most of the people who are in arrears at the present time are in the spring 
wheat areas where marketing has been very slow, and in the potato-growing 
area around Fredericton in New Brunswick. There are 77 cases of special 
arrears in tjie maritime provinces and in Newfoundland ; and of those 77, 50 
are in three field areas out of a total of 22 areas, so you can see that they 
are concentrated in the potato-growing areas. These are the only difficult 
cases we have there. Then there is some at Dauphin. In the flooded area 
north of Dauphin. This year the crops were very poor, and the collections are 
poor also.

Q. That would mean that in the majority of cases it is because of factors 
over which the veteran has little control.—A. That is right.

Q. And on page 5 you say:
Our field supervisors, though entitled to civil service hours, work 

the hours of a country doctor and seem to like it.
In fairness to them, in our district we have offices which are open and in 

which they are working at 10 o’clock at night for succeeding evenings during 
the week. What does your department do by way of compensating them for 
overtime? Is some provision made for them by way of holidays and so on? 
—A. I think that the country doctor goes fishing when he finds there is nothing 
particular to do. Those boys take time off. If we catch them fishing on 
Wednesday afternoon, there is nothing said to them. They are more or less 
free agents. They work by the year, not by the day or by the hour.

Q. On page 12 you mention:
The original cost of all property now held for veterans is well over 

three hundred million dollars ($300,000,000), its present day value 
being in the neighbourhood of five hundred million dollars ($500,000,- 
000). The present fire insurance coverage alone is three hundred and 
two million dollars ($302,000,000).
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Possibly that would be the major criticism I would have to make of the 
Veterans’ Land Act administration. Up to this last year or so I was under 
the impression that your appraisals had been made rather on a conservative 
side in some districts. I think these figures indicate it. In view of your 
experience with the Act up to date, and in view of those figures, would you 
agree that they have been rather on the conservative side?—A. Yes, I think 
I said that before, Mr. Herridge.

Q. Well, I did not hear it.
And on page 13—and this is my last question—you say:

While frontier settlement on provincial land has not been nearly 
so popular as was originally anticipated, a very large number of our 
farm settlers are now engaged in the development of what we believe 
is a more productive, and even more important, agricultural frontier.

Like the director, I too was somewhat disappointed at the amount of use 
made by veterans of the opportunity to settle under pioneer conditions on 
provincial lands. There must be a reasn for it and I presume that the 
reason is that under modern conditions brides will not live under pioneer 
conditions; and also, in order to compete effectively, they have to have modern 
conditions.—A. That is pretty much the case.

Q. I asked this question because there are many veterans who will, in 
the future, want to go on provincial land providing they are assured of an 
opportunity to make even a modest living. But for that to be done I think 
there must be more cooperation between the federal Department of Agriculture, 
the provincial Departments of Agriculture, and the provincial governments to 
make it certain that services are supplied in relation to certain proposed 
developments. Has anything been done to secure the cooperation of provincial 
departments, by way of indicating to them that you would like to settle 
veterans on provincial lands?—A. We have had very excellent cooperation 
from the government of British Columbia. As you know, there is a coordinating 
committee in British Columbia with representatives of the provincial govern
ment, the federal government through P.F.R.A., and our department. They 
work very closely together and we are getting excellent cooperation.

Q. Are your officials instructed to keep you informed as to vacant provin
cial lands which will present an opportunity, let us say, in the near future?— 
A. No, but they do keep us informed, and they are free agents to encourage 
settlement. As you know, settlement comes under the provinces. It is the 
province which settles the veterans. We assist them after they are settled. The 
province has to be satisfied with them before they get the grant. They have 
to be satisfied that they are proper people to be settled on provincial land.

Q. Do you think that later on there will be greater use made of section 
35 than there is up to date?—A. It is possible.

Q. There are roads being built today which would make new areas avail
able?—A. That is right. And that is true in the case of some of the ranch 
country up the Cariboo. It is very attractive to veterans.

Q. And the Lardeau too?—A. That is right.

By Mr. Balcom:
Q. By provincial lands you mean “crown lands”?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Enfield:
Q. Mr. Rutherford, on page 20 of your brief where you are referring to the 

small holdings you say: “Unfortunately, some of the subdivisions which are 
adjacent to the larger and faster growing cities have been incorporated into 
metropolitan areas with resultant increases in taxation.” Is it not true that
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in the province of Ontario an amendment was recently made to the Ontario 
Municipal Act enabling municipalities to pass by-laws giving veterans relief 
in these cases?—A. That is correct.

Q. Is that true?—A. Yes.
Q. And has that procedure been followed in any other provinces, do you 

know?—A. No, we have certain tax arrangements with certain municipalities 
but no general arrangement like there is in Ontario now.

Q. Would it be true to say that the problem exists mainly in Ontario?— 
A. Yes, mainly in Ontario.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Rutherford, on page 13 of your brief you refer to run
down and worn out farms that have good service, roads, schools and so on. 
Is the title of any of these farms held by the Veterans’ Land Act?

The Witness: Yes sir, we have some farms that we bought which have 
reverted and we have them for sale. We do not think they are good enough 
to put settlers on. We try not to follow up one failure with another. We 
have not many, but we have a few.

By Mr. Pearkes:
Q. In the explanatory notes of the bill, reference is made to the fact that 

Part III would provide additional benefits for commercial fishermen. You 
have said very little in your brief about commercial fishermen. I wanted 
to ask what particular type of benefits would accrue to commercial fishermen. 
Would they be able to buy additional nets or additional gear for their vessels 
or must the money they can obtain—I think it is $1,400—be spent on hous
ing or can it be spent on gear?—A. That is correct, sir, for new settlers 
only and for the purchase of lands and the construction of a house.

Q. I did not get that part of your answer.—A. For new settlers and only 
for the purchase of land and the construction of a house.

Q. So there is nothing which goes to a commercial fisherman for the 
purchase of new gear?—A. That is right.

Q. Nothing?—A. Nothing additional.
Q. It is all for the housing?—A. Yes.
Q. Might I ask you if you can define a commercial fisherman? Is it any

body who has a commercial fishing licence or how do you define that? We 
have had considerable difficulty on the west coast regarding the definition of 
commercial fishermen.—A. Well, a commercial fishing licence is a prime essen
tial, of course.

Q. Well, that costs $1—you realize that? And I can tell you of a number 
of professional men who go out every year and take a commercial fishing licence 
and spend their holiday commercial fishing. I do not think that is a very 
good yardstick.—A. Well, the licence may only cost $1, but can everyone get 
a licence who has a dollar to spend or is it only certain people who are able 
to get them?

Q. If they are Canadian citizens and if they have been British citizens 
and have had licences before.—A. A fishing licence is at a high premium in the 
Ontario Great Lakes area. They do not cost much, but there is a very limited 
number available. If it is their principal occupation we would consider them 
as commercial fishermen.

Q. Of course, the difficulty which has been experienced out on the west 
coast is that it is such a seasonal occupation that you get a lot of people 
who are commercial fishermen for a short period of the year and a lot of them, 
as I say, are holiday fishermen who go commercial fishing to augment their 
incomes.—A. It would have to be their principal occupation.

Mr. Balcom: The main source of their income?
The Witness: That is right.
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By Mr. Weselak:
Q. On page 13 of the brief you make the following statement:

With more stable prices now prevailing, we may very well see an 
increase in farm settlement during the years just ahead. However, 
capital considerably in excess of $6,000 will be necessary to effect a 
sound establishment even on the cheaper type of farm.

Part III provides for additional loans of $3,000. Am I correct in assuming 
that with the new settler you actually have available to him $9,000?—A. There 
would be $10,500 available with the $1,980 the settler puts up as a down 
payment.

Q. So you would have $9,000 available?—A. Yes.
Mr. Goode: I wonder if I could refer Mr. Rutherford to the table at the 

back of the brief entitled “Special Arrears”. I am interested in the New 
Westminster heading.

Mr. Croll: What table are you speaking about?
Mr. Goode: One in the back of the book.
The Witness: Table B.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. I am interested in New Westminster because my constituency is 

Burnaby-Richmond, which is included in that. Before I ask my next question 
I want to mention Mr. Grant, who comes under your department and who is 
most co-operative. I have met him, and I think he is doing fine work. The 
table shows that everyone in the riding pays their bills. How many people 
have you got in the New Westminster district that come under V.L.A.? Have 
you got the tables there?—A. We have 3,689—the largest in Canada. Excuse 
me, Edmonton is a close runner-up. Edmonton has 3,655 and New Westminster 
has a few more, and we are very very proud of what New Westminster has 
done. They came up this time without any special arrears at all.

Q. You have no table of the location—there are three or four there—can 
you break down New Westminster in a hurry? Can you give me Burnaby, 
for instance?—A. Tell me which one is nearest: Brighouse, Cloverdale, Surrey, 
Whalley, Langley, Chilliwack, Mission or Haney?

Mr. Green: Those are all in the Fraser Valley.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. What I was asking is do you happen to have the figures for Burnaby; 

it is not mentioned in your table?—A. No, it is included in one of the others, 
as the headquarters of the field supervisor.

Mr. Green: None in Burnaby! ,
Mr. Croll: Let us get on with the bill.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. I would like to ask Mr. Rutherford one question. Can you tell us how 

the veterans who were settled on government land in the special areas in the 
so-called “drought area” are getting on? I am especially interested in that 
because I know you were a little leery in the first instance about settling any 
veterans in there but finally under pressure from the veterans themselves 
you did allow a few to settle in there and I understand they are doing very 
well.—A. I cannot answer that very definitely, Mr. Quelch. There were a 
few who did not succeed but those who are there now are getting along 
very well.
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Q. About the same percentage of arrears as the rest of Canada?—A. We 
have more arrears in the Red Deer region. There is only two other regions 
which have more arrears than Red Deer. I think this report indicates that 
Dauphin and Grande Prairie have more than Red Deer. It should not be as 
bad as it is. I believe Mr. Allam has one at Drumheller.

Q. Please turn to example 3 in table H:
A full-time farmer established five years ago on a farm worth 

$6,500 in which V.L.A. invested $4,800 and $1,200 S. and E. is granted 
a loan to build a barn costing $3,600.

Then you show $600 as being paid by the veteran. Why is that only $600? 
Are you taking into consideration the $500 in excess of the $6,000?— 
A. Example No. 3 refers to a full-time farmer established five years ago on a 
farm worth $6,500 in which V.L.A. is interested. There was an excess paid 
at the time of purchase.

Q. That is $500 excess?—A. No, it was more than that—$1,200 plus $500; 
$1,700 excess.

Q. In the case Mr. Herridge mentioned just now where a good many of the 
farms held today by veterans are worth considerably more than the amount 
paid for them, if they were then to get a loan, that excess value would be 
taken into consideration in the payments, would it?—A. If it was put there 
by the man’s own work. The excess value which has grown up because of 
better times would not be considered.

Q. On the other hand, if he had paid a certain amount of his own money 
in addition to the amount he had to pay, would that be considered?—A. Yes, 
the same as under the Act.

Mr. Bennett: Or if he got a bargain from, say, his father when he bought 
the farm.

Mr. Croll: Mr. Chairman, could we get on with the bill?
Mr. Goode: I have just one question which has just come to my mind. 

Can you tell me quite quickly—what about the veteran who has a small hold
ing, as they have in Richmond, B.C., and he dies; what is the position of his 
widow? Maybe I should know, but I do not.

The Witness: The widow takes over the property if she so desires. In 
fact, I have a clipping here which I was just showing to Mr. Tucker which 
concerns a widow in Winnipeg whose husband was killed in a railway accident 
last year. Our boys are out helping her put in her garden. I clipped this 
out of the paper today—at least my secretary did. The widow took over her 
husband’s small holding—I think three acres—and is putting in a garden and 
the field man and some of our office staff are out giving her a hand. That is 
what generally happens. If the widow wants the property we give her every 
assistance.

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. I think there have been one or two cases in our district—I am not sure 

whether they are under the Veterans’ Land Act or not—cases where the veteran 
acquired a property and a home. He and his wife worked on it for several 
years, and then for some reason or other the husband disappeared and left the 
poor wife without any title to the property. Have you had any experience 
along those lines and have you given any consideration to joint-ownership 
between the wife and the veteran?—A. We have had some cases of that 
nature. We cannot very well take action in these cases, but we do endeavour 
to get them together and have some arrangement made. There is nothing we 
can do to put the property in the wife’s name.

91824—6
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Q. Suppose the wife were to carry on and keep the payments up and that 
sort of thing; what happens then?—A. She is taking a certain amount of 
chance, Mr. Herridge.

Q. That is, the wife is?—A. Yes. If there is no reconciliation and she 
is paying a debt for the husband and we would be required to give the husband 
title should he return. Title would have to go to the husband under the law.

Q. It is tough going for the wife?—A. Yes, it is tough going for the wife 
but we have always been able to arrange those things. I do not know of a 
case that has ended up in real hardship.

The Chairman: If we were to start taking the bill clause by clause then 
questions could be asked arising out of the various clauses if the general 
questioning has been completed.

Mr. Green: Was it not the understanding that we would hear this review 
and then have the submission from the national council tomorrow and then 
go into the bills later on? As a matter of fact, this bill was the fourth one to 
be considered.

The Chairman: What I had in mind, Mr. Green, was that the pension 
Act would be held for consideration until after we heard from the national 
council and that any of these other bills that we considered would not be 
reported until we had heard from them. Now, we will not hear from them 
until Thursday.

Mr. Green: Our next meeting is on Thursday?
The Chairman: Yes. Would the committee have any objection to taking 

the non-cententious items in this bill and asking any questions of Mr. Ruther
ford arising out of the bill as we go along?

Mr. Green: We did establish the other order of business. We have only 
had this bill a short time. As a matter of fact I have not yet had the time to 
read it.

The Chairman: If anyone wants any section to stand it could stand. Mr. 
Rutherford will be here and we could take another half hour asking any ques
tions on sections that they might desire to stand arising out of the various 
sections of the bill.

Mr. Green: I do not think we should go ahead and pass the sections.
The Chairman: I did not have in mind passing them unless there is 

unanimous consent.
Mr. Green: A number of members were not able to be here this evening. 

We met for the purpose of finishing the presentation of Mr. Rutherford. I 
think we should not go ahead and pass on the bill now especially as it is the 
last bill.

The Chairman: We thought originally we would not deal with it until we 
had dealt with the Pension Act. Another thing which influenced me tonight 
was the attitude of the Canadian Legion that they were satisfied enough with 
the bill that they did not desire to make representation on it.

Mr. Green: In any event this is an extra meeting this evening. It was not 
planned at all. We simply sat this evening to finish hearing Brigadier 
Rutherford.

The Chairman: I do not want to press it if the committee wishes more 
time.

Mr. Goode: It is very nice to listen to these conversations if we could 
hear them, but I have not heard a word Mr. Green said and I have heard very 
little you have said.

Mr. Croll: You have missed nothing.
The Chairman: As Mr. Croll says, you have missed nothing. -



VETERANS AFFAIRS 141

Mr. Croll: Oh, no. I was just whispering.
The Chairman: It reminds me of what happened once in the House. 

Someone was making a speech and somebody said “I can’t hear a word being 
said” and the man next to me said to the objector “You are lucky”.

Mr. Goode: I do not think I am lucky. I would like to hear what is 
going on.

The Chairman: I suggested we call the clauses and there might be some 
questions occur to the members of the committee arising out of the various 
clauses and nothing would be carried except by unanimous consent. We are 
making use of today while we are waiting for the National Council of Veterans 
and if there is any real objection we should not insist on proceeding. Therefore 
I would ask if there are any other questions arising out of the brief that 
members would like to ask now, and we will wait until we have the brief of 
the National Council of Veterans, and then start taking the bill clause by 
clause. As stated in view of what we decided and the objections of Mr. 
Green we should not proceed clause by clause, but if there are any further 
questions we would like to have them now.

By Mr. Harkness:
Q. I was not here earlier this evening and do not know what questions 

have been asked. If this question has not been asked I would like an answer. 
I noticed somewhere in the brief you mentioned the very large increases in 
taxation which have taken place, particularly as far as small holdings are 
concerned, and those increases in taxation also apply to a lot of full time 
farmers. What has been your experience as to the amount of hardship that 
has meant as far as veterans under the Veterans’ Land Act are concerned? 
—A. The only place it has made a great deal of difference I think is the province 
of New Brunswick where taxes have more than doubled and in some places 
they have trebled on farm lands due to the building of new schools for instance. 
I do not think it is as serious a matter in other provinces. It is balanced more 
or less by the raise in farm income.

Q. I know of one case in which the veteran’s information to me was that 
he was not going to be able to meet his payments next year and attributed 
this for one reason, to the increase in taxation, which in his case was more 
than twice what it had been, and Iwondered whether that was perhaps one 
of the reasons for the very small number of people who are in arrears? 
—A. Was that a farmer or small holder?

Q. Full time farmer.—A. We have considerable in tax arrears and are 
working very hard on them at the present time. We do not want to become 
tax collectors for the municipalities. That is their responsibility. If we started 
we would have to keep on doing it, but as far as we can we are making every 
effort to get our settlers to pay their taxes.

Q. If you do pay the taxes, it becomes something further due to you by 
the -veteran.—A. Yes.

Mr. Balcom: Is it not true that where taxes go up the land value increases 
probably greater than the increase in the taxes?

The Witness: Generally speaking, but probably it has had the reverse 
effect in the province of New Brunswick.

Mr. Balcom: Would this be the case in New Brunswick in the last year?
The Witness: In the last five or six years, yes.

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. Mr. Chairman, some time ago I had complaints concerning the veterans 

settlement under V.L.A. in relation to the Farm Loan Board. Is the V.L.A.
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veteran entitled to assistance under the Farm Loan Board? I think there 
was some complication recently which I believe has been cleared up? 
■—A. Probably you are referring to the Farm Improvement Loans Act?

Q. Yes.—A. The Farm Loan Board of course do not give loans on V.L.A. 
property but our veterans get a lot of help through the banks under the Farm 
Improvement Loans Act. There has been some suggestion in various places 
that they are not allowed to give loans to veterans settled under the Veterans 
Land Act. I think that that has been said just as an excuse not to give a 
bad loan. Our veterans have many loans under the Farm Improvement Loans 
Act.

Q. The veteran is under no handicap?—A. Not so far as the purchase of 
livestock and equipment is concerned. It does not apply to real property. Just 
chattels. Our problem has been with people getting too much in some cases, 
particularly with respect to buying trucks.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. The only benefit the veteran will get under this Act will be he will be 

able to count the increments or excess payment he may have made on the place. 
On the farm improvement loan he would have to put up one third. On this 
he, if he has paid a certain amount on the place, may count it as a cash pay
ment.—A. Loans under the Veterans Land Act are for real property loans. 
Under the Farm Improvement Loans Act they are for stock and equipment, 
principally farm equipment.

Q. Under the Farm Improvement Loans Act a veteran can get a loan for 
machinery, stock or improvement to the house. Now, he would be just as 
well off under this Farm Improvement Act except that this is for a longer 
period of time?—A. Yes.

Q. The interest rate and cash payment would be the same, but this is for 
what—ten years?—A. This is for the balance of the period of his contract; it 
may be from 25 years down.

Q. That would be a big advantage because under the Farm Improvement 
Loans Act he has only three years?—A. As a rule, yes.

Mr. Harkness: I notice on page two you state: “339 have abandoned pro
vincial lands on which they were settled.” What province was that in in 
particular? I was wondering particularly about the success of the provincial 
scheme in Alberta which looked as if it would be quite good.

The Witness: Mostly in Alberta and Quebec, I think. I think Quebec and 
Alberta would cover the most of them.

Mr. McCracken: Alberta is heavy.
Mr. Harkness: What is the reason for the abandonment in most of those 

cases?
The Witness: I think it is the good times around the oilfields.
Mr. Harkness: How many of the people, that is veteran settlers, that took 

these provincial lands on the joint scheme are still there and apparently are 
able to carry on successfully?

Mr. McCracken: In Alberta?
Mr. Harkness: Yes, as compared with ones who have abandoned them?
Mr. McCracken: Roughly 2000 out of 2263. How many still there?
Mr. Harkness: Yes.
Mr. McCracken: Roughly 2000 out of the original group of 2263.
Mr. Harkness: 263 have abandoned it and 2000 others are still there?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
The Chairman: What is the record in Saskatchewan?
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Mr. McCracken: 66 have been abandoned out of 1572. In those two figures 
there were a number who actually obtained title to the properties. For 
instance the one project up in Alberta.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Why is it that there has been the difficulty with respect to provincial 

lands? If I remember correctly our idea when the Act was originally passed 
was that there would be quite a large number of veterans settle on those 
new lands in the frontier districts in the various provinces, particularly in 
the west. I suppose it is because there has been so much business around the 
cities and one thing and another that it is pretty hard to get veterans to go 
out to these frontier areas. But, is there any way in which you can suggest 
that situation would be remedied because it is of the utmost importance that 
these areas be settled?—A. We are I think probably as much interested in 
renovating the farms that are already cleared and have the facilities of 
schools and churches and good roads and all that sort of thing. Those crown 
lands will still be there and are not hurting. Do you think there is any great 
advantage in opening up more land at the present time when we have land 
that can be renovated and made productive?

Q. As I remember it the intention of the members of the committee back 
in the 1940’s was that the Veterans Land Act would be very useful in help
ing to open up these lands, and I should think in quite a few cases the 
situation of the veteran in the long run would be better than to go onto these 
old farms which had been more or less abandoned. Apparently the policy is 
to concentrate on these old farms. That may be a better practice, but I am 
afraid the situation is that this one intention of the committee in earlier years 
is not working out.—A. The settlement on Provincial land is done by the 
province. We do not take the initiative in the settlement. The province settles 
the man and if we consider him a good risk we give him assistance under 
section 38.

Q. If I remember it correctly the provinces assured us they would see 
that the veterans were settled in districts which would be serviced with schools 
and other facilities. Now, have the provincial governments been falling 
down on that undertaking or is the situation that the policy of the Veterans’ 
Land Act administration has been focused on settling more on the old farms 
rather than on the provincial lands?—A. No. We have no policy in the matter, 
sir. The veterans are not as interested in going into those outlying places now 
as they were after the first war. The larger settlements under the Soldiers 
Settlement Act were on the frontiers.

Q. Are the provincial governments cooperating in each case to help settle 
veterans?—A. They are.

Q. In all provinces?—A. In all the provinces with which we have agree
ments. There is no agreement with Prince Edward Island or Nova Scotia.

Q. But you have agreements with all the other provinces?—A. All, but 
these two.

Q. Can you suggest anything that could be done to facilitate settlements 
of this type in the frontier areas?—A. No. The provinces are interested in 
opening up those areas, provided there is a demand for them; but the demand 
has not been any greater than the number already settled.

Q. I suppose there is a limit to the number of old farms that can be taken 
up by veterans?—A. Yes.

Q. Have you nearly reached that limit?—A. No. There are a great many 
left yet.

Q. Have you made any estimate of the number of veterans who are likely 
to be settled per year in the coming years?—A. I think if you will follow the 
graph on table “E” you will get an idea of how the trend is going.
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Q. Well, have you any estimate of the number you expect to settle, let 
us say, in 1954?—A. The farmers are running about 900 a year, I think. Just 
a second and I will tell you.

Mr. McCracken: Do you mean provincial land settlement or all land 
settlement?

The Witness: Last year new settlements numbered 1228 and that includes 
commercial fishermen. However, there were very few commercial fishermen.

By Mr. Green:
Q. These are farm settlements as distinguished from small holdings?— 

A. That is right; 1228.
Q. Have you made any estimate of what there would be in the years 

ahead?—A. They have flattened out, but I think there will be quite an upsurge 
of settlement with additional money available. There is bound to be, because 
that is what has been holding the veterans up; they did not have enough to 
pay the excess.

Q. Has there been any trend in later years towards settling on provincial 
lands?—A. No. I would say it was drying up.

Q. You think it is more the other way?—A. Yes.
Q. You mean that more are settling on old farms?—A. That is right. 

Clearing is very expensive these days, and it is going up all the time, and 
in comparison to the land values it is much higher today.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. I think that one of the reasons that many veterans settled under the 

provincial settlement plan was the fact that they did not have enough money 
to qualify under the Veterans’ Land Act. They were not able to put up 
enough money to meet the cash payment on a farm costing $6,000; but on the 
other hand they could get government land with very little or no money 
at all?—A. Yes.

Q. And for the reason that they did not have any money. That was one 
reason why there might be more failures than there would have been if the 
veterans had been better off?—A. That is right.

Q. I think a lot of land in Alberta, under the provincial scheme, has 
been very good land; but I think the veterans there were in poorer circum
stances than other veterans. However, you have said that 2,000 out of 2,200 
were still on the land and I would not call that too bad considering the condi
tions under which they are settled.—A. Alberta has been very, very good to 
the men. They probably cleared them too much land, more land than they 
could handle. They have been very, very helpful.

Mr. Green: But in British Columbia only 153 settled on provincial land, 
which seems very, very low compared with the other provinces.

Mr. Hanna: The Peace River block is included in the province of Alberta. 
I am right on that, am I not?

The Witness: That is right. It is a matter of communication.
Mr. Gauthier (Portneuf) : Have you the figures for the province of 

Quebec showing the number of veterans on Crown land? I mean the number 
of veterans who have settled in the province of Quebec and in what districts, 
and the number on Crown lands which have been distributed to veterans 
in the province of Quebec, in cooperation with the provincial government 
there?

The Witness: The total is 353 to the end of the year. Most of them are 
in the Amos area.
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Mr. Cardin: If the reason for the abandonment of farms by the veterans 
in Alberta was the discovery of oil, then what was the reason for the aban
donment of the farms in Quebec? Why were the farms abandoned?

Mr. Croll: Because of the discovery of Duplessis.
The Witness: Do you want an answer?

By Mr. Cardin:
Q. Yes, if you please.—A. Well, pulpwood was at a pretty good price 

when the lands were taken over. I suppose some of them received a very good 
price for this, and took up employment elsewhere.

Q. What would be the percentage of those who left the land?—A. In 
Quebec?

Q. Yes.—A. Twenty-four per cent, which is higher than the others. But 
a good many of those who settled on Quebec provincial land took over land 
that had already been abandoned and partly cleared. They took it over and 
kept it for a while and then turned it back.

Q. Thank you.
The Chairman: Are there any further questions? If there are no further 

questions then I would certainly like again to thank Mr. Rutherford for the 
very splendid submission he has presented and to express our satisfaction 
that he was able to present such a splendid picture of the situation under the 
V.L.A. administration, and also to suggest that we are looking forward to 
having him back with us when we deal with the bill clause by clause.

We are now adjourned until Thursday morning at 11.00 o’clock.

The committee adjourned.
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EVIDENCE
May 27, 1954 
11.00 a.m.

The Chairman : Order, gentlemen. If the committee will come to order 
we will now proceed. We have the pleasure this morning of welcoming the 
representatives of the National Council of Veterans Associations in Canada. 
Their member associations are the Army, Navy and Air Force Veterans in 
Canada, the Canadian Corps Association, the Canadian Pensioners’ Association 
of the Great War, the War Amputations of Canada, and the Sir Arthur Pearson 
Association of War Blinded. Heading the delegation is our old friend whom we 
all think so much of, Colonel Eddie Baker. Colonel Baker is going to introduce 
his delegation and have Judge F. G. J. McDonagh present the brief and then 
Colonel Baker will speak to it. Colonel Baker is an old hand at appearing before 
parliamentary committees so that I told him he could arrange the presentation 
as he thought best. I now call on Colonel Baker.

Lt. Colonel E. A. Baker, Chairman, Sir Arthur Pearson Association of War Blinded, 
called:

The Witness: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Gentlemen, you have always 
been very kind in the receptions you have given us and we have tried to 
spare you in the matter of length of presentation so without further ado 
1 will introduce our delegation. First we have Judge F. G. J. McDonagh 
of Toronto and Mr. A. T. Pollock of the War Pensioners of Canada. Judge 
McDonagh is past president and Mr. Archie Pollock is the president in 
office. Next we have the War Amputations of Canada. Mr. Allan Bell, second 
war, and Mr. Dick Turner, first war. Next, the Sir Arthur Pearson Association 
of War Blinded. Mr. Lloyd Tomczak, president and Mr. W. C. Dies, first war, 
past president. The Canadian Paraplegic Association is represented by Mr. 
Robichaud in the wheel chair. Unfortunately our representative from the 
Canadian Corps Association was not able to be with us today. The Army, 
Navy and Air Force veterans are represented by Mr. John Nevins, dominion 
secretary.

Now, gentlemen, I will ask Judge McDonagh to read our brief. I under
stand you each have a copy in your hands. Will you proceed?

Judge McDonagh: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen.
This submission is made on behalf of the National Council of Veteran 

Associations representing the following organizations: —
Organized

Army, Navy and Air Force Veterans in Canada .................. 1840
Canadian Corps Association .......................................................... 1934
Canadian Paraplegic Association................................................... 1945
Sir Arthur Pearson Association of War Blinded...................... 1917
The War Amputations of Canada................................................... 1920
The War Pensioners of Canada..................................................... 1922

We appreciate the opportunity you have afforded us to express some 
opinions in respect to the bills, discussion of which constitutes your order of
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reference. We regret that your terms of reference do not include consideration 
of war veterans allowance and treatment of war disabled in classes 1 to 11 
for non-entitlement conditions.

Subject to your indulgence, we would appreciate the opportunity of 
expressing our views on treatment, which is of extreme importance and vital 
interest, especially for those on low incomes who may require such. 
Reference Bill 339

In respect to this bill, we offer the following comments.
Section 3, Sub-section 11: If this section will facilitate the fixing and 

administration of commensurate salaries, without impairing the force and effect 
of appointments to the commission by the House of Commons, and protected 
from partisan or other influences which would be detrimental to the fair and 
impartial administration of the Canadian Pension Act, we have no objection.

Section 36, Sub-section 3 (a)—Widows; and section 74, Sub-sections 1 (a) 
and (b)—Wives and Children: We may here quite properly reiterate our 
comment of May 13th, 1952:

In 1930, most of the member organizations of this council suggested 
a formula establishing bona fides of marriage in the case of those married 
subsequent to the appearance of the disability. Our suggested formula 
was not accepted, but a definite deadline, January 1, 1930 was put into 
effect. From time to time, it has been necessary to introduce requests 
for the elimination or advancement of this deadline and considerable 
confusion and hardship has resulted. In 1948, we again appealed for 
the elimination of this deadline, but again it was advanced. Arising 
from the fear of death-bed marriages of very old veterans with very 
young women, the deadline idea was born and has thus far survived 
to plague the peace of mind of worthy veterans of the first great war
and their wives and at various times it has given rise to unfprtunate
implications in the case of women married after a deadline, and even 
some children born after the deadline as compared to others in the 
same family born before. Our original formula of five years of married 
life or one child born in wedlock might even be enlarged by or sup
planted by a limitation of not more than twenty years age differential 
between the veteran and his wife.

We are still of the same opinion.
There is one comment which is not in the brief which deals with the bill 

and that is that section 14 of the bill, the amending section uses the term 50
per cent to 100 per cent. We suggest that to be consistent it should use the
same terminology which now appears in section 36, subsection 3 of the Pension 
Act; namely, that it should be “classes 1 to 11” rather than “50 per cent to 
100 per cent” as it is. It is already in the Act as classes 1 to 11 and we think 
the amending section should be in the same terminology.

Multiple Disabilities
We respectfully desire to draw your attention to the plight of those who 

must labour under the handicaps of two or more disabilities for which they 
have been granted entitlement. Some of these disabled men would, under the 
present system of assessment, show a disability total up to 270 per cent or 
more. Under the Pension Act they are entitled to receive only the 100 per 
cent disability rate. No amount of war disability compensation can ever 
really compensate these men for the discomforts, frustrations and interference 
with a normal mode of life and activities. There is no provision in the Pension 
Act for more than 100 per cent disability compensation. Where blindness or 
amputation or both may be involved in one case, helplessness allowance may
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be granted. We bespeak for men in this group every consideration that can be 
devised to make the restricted life and living condition permissible as secure 
and comfortable as possible.

459—Act to Amend the Veterans Land Act
We note with appreciation the proposals to facilitate home building by 

veterans. The easing of the restrictions on the location and size of the lot 
and in the face of modern building costs, the increase in the loan available, 
should do much to encourage the veteran in seeking to build and own his 
own home.

We have a resolution put forward by the War Pensioners of Canada and 
approved by our national council for presentation at this time. The resolution 
is quoted as follows:

Be it resolved that where a veteran settled on the land dies before 
completing 10 years of occupancy, his dependents shall be permitted to 
sell and receive the benefits as if they had completed 10 years of 
occupancy.

Comment: Where a veteran dies before completing 10 years of occupancy, 
his dependents may be unable to continue making payments and working the 
land. This also would apply in the case of a market garden or small holding, 
since the reduced income of the family would not be sufficient to complete the 
contract. In making this suggestion, we are anxious to avoid hardship and loss 
for dependents under such a tragic circumstance.

Hospitalization and Treatment for Disabled Veterans for Non-Entitlement 
Conditions

With your permission, we re-submit our 1952 recommendation: —
Recommendation:—That war disability compensation cases in classes 

one to eleven be afforded treatment without charge by the Department 
of Veterans Affairs for non-entitlement conditions.

Comment:—Complications and cases of hospitalization in general 
have become an important and serious factor in the life of veterans, 
especially those in the major war casualty group. Various efforts have 
been made to relieve the worries affecting these men, but each time 
complications have usually multiplied to the point of becoming a plague 
to those responsible for administration and a source of confusion to the 
veterans concerned. An effort was made several years ago to organize 
a Blue Cross coverage, but it soon became obvious with the variations 
in Blue Cross coverage and fees in various provinces in which they 
operated, that increasing difficulties in meeting their requirements and at 
the same time meeting the needs of the veterans, made the plan financially 
impractical. If the government of Canada and the Department of Veterans 
Affairs have definitely concluded that the Canadian economy cannot face 
this issue and provide free treatment for non-entitlement conditions of 
the major casualties of the two great wars, constituting after deduction 
for those otherwise covered, less than one-third of the total number of 
surviving casualties, then we would respectfully suggest that the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs be authorized to work out a medical insurance 
and hospital policy designed to cover all war disabled veterans and per
mit the veteran in the group to subscribe or authorize deduction from 
pension payments due.

Comment as of the Present:—We greatly appreciate the effort which has 
been made by the treatment branch of the Department of Veterans Affairs and 
the government to amend treatment regulations to afford more definite relief 
to disabled veterans in this category, especially those who are in the lower
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scales of income. Any latitude which may be given to the department in the 
administration of treatment regulations to relieve or avoid financial hardship 
for the veteran and his family will be most encouraging to him and to all who 
understand the problems of the disabled and who appreciate loyal service to 
the country, unselfishly rendered at whatever cost.

It is our opinion that the people of Canada think that the seriously dis
abled; i.e., in Classes 1 to 11, are now entitled to treatment at any time for any 
condition from which they may suffer, regardless of entitlement.

Deduction From Treatment Allowance
Recommendation:—That the practice of deducting $15.00 per month from 

the allowance payable to a disability pensioner, when he goes into a Department 
of Veterans Affairs hospital for treatment of a disability which has occurred 
as a result of active service, be eliminated. This Council on other occasions 
has advocated this policy and are still of the same opinion.

Comment:—We are certain that the disability pensioner was not charged 
$15.00 per month while being treated in dressing stations or in general hospitals 
before being discharged. It is our opinion that the people of Canada are not 
aware that their disabled veterans are being charged this $15.00 a month for 
treatment of disabilities incurred on active sèrvice. We are further of opinion 
that there is no provision in the Canadian Pension Act which would provide for 
said deduction, and that any such regulation passed under the provisions of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs Act is inconsistent with the intent of the 
provisions of the said Act and is repugnant to the principle of all veterans’ 
legislation commonly referred to as the veterans’ charter. Any regulations, in 
our opinion, which may have been made to cover this deduction have in fact no 
authority in the Act and the money deducted from the veterans mentioned has 
been wrongfully charged.

In concluding our presentation to you today, we wish to emphasize the 
point of view and the policy which we as responsible veterans have earnestly 
endeavoured to maintain down through the years. We believe we have been 
right in assuming that the government of this country and the administration 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs and of the Canadian Pension Commission 
have been humane in their administration and co-operative with the veterans 
and all who try to help them.

We, as organized veterans, have always endeavoured to present reasonably 
the views of veterans and where necessary, the needs of an unfortunate 
individual. In this, we have been greatly encouraged, especially in more recent 
years, by the broad understanding and the thoughtful co-operation which we 
have enjoyed. This has been particularly true of the treatment division of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs and of the Canadian Pension Commission. 
Any comment, especially public, which would suggest otherwise, is not fair, 
realistic or rational. The administration of the Canadian Pension Act, with all 
the responsibilities involved, has been the best we have ever known since 
1916.

We appreciate your considerate attention:
Respectfully submitted,

E. A. Baker, Chairman,
J. P. Nevins, Secretary, 

National Council of Veteran Associations 
in Canada.

Hon. Members: Hear, hear.
The Witness: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that is our fairly brief brief 

and I appreciate Judge McDonagh’s kindness in reading it to you so distinctly.
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Now, I do not propose to take much of your time. I do appreciate—I think we 
all appreciate—the fact that you, as veterans yourselves and elected members 
of the House of Commons, have obviously a keen sense of responsibility to do 
the fair thing as opportunity offers. We, on the other hand, as veterans 
endeavouring to the best of our ability to represent the needs and conditions 
of veterans across the country, also have a sense of responsibility. Down 
through the years we have come up here to meet with committees such as 
this from time to time in the hope of ironing out some wrinkle or relieving 
some condition which seems to us to be a little out of line with the principle 
that underlies these provisions and to express our views as to what is fair 
and reasonable. Now, we do not seek undue privileges as compared to other 
citizens in Canada. We have regard for the fact that Canadian forces who 
have served, especially overseas in the two great wars and in Korea, are not 
draftees essentially. They were volunteers and as such were employees of 
this state serving on behalf of the people in the state. As employees, serving 
without counting the possible cost, many of them have suffered and it is a 
question of war disability compensation that we have insisted should be reason
able as well as the treatment provision and such other rehabilitation provisions 
as are necessary. I am proud of the record which Canada has set, but since 
no legislation that I have ever known can be said to be perfect in the finality 
there still may remain certain wrinkles or adjustments that are desirable, 
and we feel impelled as a co-operating body to work with you in pointing out 
where troubles may lie and where improvements may be made. We realize 
that these things cannot always be done immediately. In our experience— 
some of us have been plugging at this for a long time—it takes 5, 10, or 15 
years to get an idea across. Maybe we are not such good advocates. Maybe 
it takes time for ideas to sink in and for the authorities to whom you must 
appeal to recognize and take the necessary action.

Now, in our work with the Department of Veterans Affairs as it is now 
known—most of us have known it under various names since 1917—we have 
worked on the principle that as responsible citizens and with the additional 
responsibility of representing veterans that our job is to cooperate with the 
department. We realize that the department have their sense of responsibility 
and that we may reasonably assume that the department is going to do its best 
to administer the provisions for the veteran in the fairest way possible. It is our 
job, being closely in touch with the veteran in his everyday life, to come and 
cooperate and point out wherever we think there is friction or something to be 
adjusted, and in effect we are partners. We have worked on that principle down 
through the years and have also worked on another principle. I recall in the 
early days of the veteran movement in this country the resolutions used to be 
started off “we demand”. I discussed that with some of the veteran leaders 
and pointed out that it was a wrong approach, because when someone approaches 
me and says “I demand” something my back hairs stand up and the tendency is 
to resist. I said, on the other hand, if we cooperate I am sure such cooperation 
will beget cooperation and everybody will be a little happier working together 
and the veterans will be relieved. That has been our policy. That does not 
mean where we have seen any weakness or any inconsistency that we are not 
going to put the finger on it and be quite frank about it. We have been critical 
on occasion, but we have done our criticizing where we thought it would be 
most effective and it has usually worked out. We have tried to be reasonable 
in the process.

Now, gentlemen, I do want to thank you. Some of you have been on the 
Veterans Affairs committee for many years. I want to thank you and those 
who have come into the picture more recently, for your interest, for what you 
have done, for what you are trying to do, and I can assure you that you may 
count on our fullest cooperation.
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I think, Mr. Chairman, if there are any questions or if any member of the 
delegation has something to add to what I have already said, that this might be 
the opportunity.

The Chairman : Colonel Baker, we certainly do appreciate your being able 
to be with us today, and the very fine presentation your organization has made 
to us, and the applause which you have received will indicate how pleased we 
are to have you with us, with the presentation you have made, and the attitude 
you have taken in these important matters on behalf of your comrades and ours.

Now, as Colonel Baker said, if there is any member of his supporting 
delegation who would like to add anything we would be glad to hear from him.

Then, are there any questions that any member of the committee would 
like to direct to the delegation?

By Mr. Goode:
Q. Mr. Chairman, I have not only one or two questions, but some comment. 

I would like to know how many members the National Council of Veterans 
Association in Canada represents throughout the country?—A. I have not the 
exact figure, but it would be about 90,000. The Army, Navy and Air Force 
Veterans would be the largest organization with some 70,000. The Canadian 
Corps Association has about 6,000 active members. The War Pensioners have 
about 7,000. The War Amputees have about 3,200. The War Blinded have 330. 
The War Paraplegics I think have about 250. I know of no paraplegic of the 
First Great War still surviving; these are all Second War.

Q. About 90,000 in toto?—A. Yes.
Q. At the bottom of page one you say: “We regret that your terms of 

reference do not include consideration of war veterans allowance.”
The Chairman: Sorry I did not hear your question?

By Mr. Goode:
Q. I am going to comment on that. As a government member it is per

haps difficult to make an observation on this matter, but I think I should go on 
record and say that I not only agree with your mention of it, but the mention 
also made by the Canadian Legion. You mention on page three that a number 
of men have a disability total of 270 per cent or more. How many would 
there be?—A. We know of a number of specific cases that we can furnish 
the particulars on. I could not say off hand. I know personally of at least 
five or six.

Q. On page four and continuing on page 5 you make some comment 
regarding a veteran who dies while participating in the Veterans Land Act. 
Do you know that there has been some conversation in this committee on the 
matter of a widow being left with certain obligations under the Act, and you 
probably know of the answer that was made in this committee?—A. I have 
not heard, no.

Q. If you read the record you will find that Mr. Rutherford said to me 
that every consideration would be given to the widow, and that the contract 
would be carried on under certain circumstances ?—A. Knowing the admin
istrator of the Act I would expect that the fullest latitude possible that he 
could give under the Act would be given.

Q. With respect to hospitalization on pages 5 and 6, we in British Columbia 
are concerned about this, and if I remember rightly the department have 
written to the government of British Columbia to ascertain whether some 
system could be devised whereby some of these people could be taken care of 
on a joint scheme. We have hospitalization as you know in British Columbia
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and if my memory serves me correctly the province of British Columbia were 
not interested at that time in cooperating with the federal government in 
respect of a joint scheme. I think I have that on my files and I think you 
should know that.—A. I appreciate that.

Q. With respect to this $15 taken from a pensioner on entering hospital, 
I am not too sure—but I would like to know your views more fully—that you 
are on sound ground. There are reasons for this $15 deduction, but the ques
tion I want to ask you is this: you make some comment regarding the fact 
that there is nothing in the Act that would allow the government to deduct that 
$15. Is that right?

Judge McDonagh: In respect to the treatment regulations, may I read to 
you section 31:

Subject to section 34, an allowance may be awarded in an amount 
which, when added to any pension and any award under paragraph (a) 
of section 12 or under section 21 of the Pension Act, but excluding any 
addition to such pension for blindness, will equal the amount of the 
pension for 100 per cent disability less, while an in-patient a deduction at 
the rate of $15 a month.

That is in the Order in Council for treatment regulation.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. I expect that some of the members of the committee will wish to ask 

you further questions. I do not want to take all the time.—A. It used to be $1 
a day.

Q. You will remember that the Canadian Legion brought forward some 
views in respect to their administrative difficulties with the Canadian Pension 
Commission. You mention on page 8 that the co-operation given to you by the 
Canadian Pension Commission has been very fair. I think those are your words. 
Have you any of these cases where the Canadian Pension Commission have 
not entirely co-operated with the National Council.—A. I think our experience 
is frankly summarized in our statement there. Now, we realize that in any 
administration that you can develop an argument over a case, and I can assure 
you that most of these cases—I looked over the legion cases and I do not 
recall that we have any outstanding cases of that character. They are all in 
the disease classification. I can understand how even the Canadian Pension 
Commission might be stymied a bit on the omychomychosis case because that 
is a disease common to Central Africa among the natives. When that point was 
brought out that this chap had been in Central Africa it is understandable that 
such a condition would be possible. But, we have not frankly any outstanding 
cases of that sort because when we have a case of that sort we sit down across 
the table and discuss it and we do nt>t get into a dogfight over it.

Mr. Goode: I have no further questions, but before I resume my seat may 
I compliment you on a very fine brief.

The Witness: Thank you.

By Mr. Nesbitt:
, Q- I have one question in view of the remarks. What would be the number 

of cases, of those that would appear to be a concern of the Canadian Pension 
Commission, that the National Council of Veterans Association in Canada 
would handle as compared with the number the Legion would handle for 
instance?—A. I would say generally speaking it probably would not be more 
than 5 or 8 per cent. You see our cases generally speaking are the more 
serious wound cases or serious conditions which bring them into our seriously 
disabled category. I know in cases of the blind we have had rarely a case
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where there was any particular difficulty. I think that probably the legion 
would have a much greater bulk and would be very likely, with their many 
branches across the country, to come into contact with a good many borderline 
cases.

Q. Do any of the organizations on behalf of whom you speak have service 
bureaux?—A. Yes. The army and navy has two bureaux agents. The War 
Amputations have a service bureau officer in each of their 17 branches across 
the country. Each have their pension adjustment officers. In our war blinded 
group, of course, every office of the institute across the country—some 30 odd 
reception centres—have representation and then we have a permanent com
mittee which keeps in touch with all the group. There is fairly constant 
contact.

Q. One further question. Would you not think that it would be reasonable 
to expect in view of the very much larger number of cases that the legion 
handle that they might run into, as a natural consequence, more administrative 
difficulties because of that than possibly your organizations?—A. Well, that 
would be a reasonable presumption on the basis of the law of averages. But, 
much depends on the approach. We have never, believed in attempting to 
force the administration to make a favourable decision unless we could convince 
them by reasonable argument. Now, as I have remarked before, in a large 
organization there is a well known fact that anyone who has had to do with 
administering the large number of people across an expanse such as the breadth 
of Canada and at long range that there may be dislocations enroute. That is 
conceivable. It is human to err, and it would seem to me that most of the 
errors have been corrected and attempts made to relieve hardship as far as 
the Act would permit. I think there is no reason that I can see to attack an 
administration because they have not yielded without proof.

Q. But from your remarks are we to gather that you consider that other 
veterans organizations do not always use the best methods?—A. I am not 
charging anybody. If the shoe fits it is available.

Mr. Nesbitt: I am surprised to hear that.
The Chairman: I do not understand what you are surprised at.
Mr. Jones: I would like to commend Colonel Baker on a very excellent and 

very modest brief, and I see no reason why most of it could not be complied 
with. But, I would point out in view of the fact that every organization that 
has appeared before this committee has referred to the veterans allowance 
that that should be clarified. I have received several wires in the last two or 
three days on that same point requesting that this committee be enlarged, 
or its term of reference be enlarged to include veterans allowance. I think 
that if it were left to the committee that practically every member of the 
committee would be in agreement with that. Therefore, it should be made 
quite clear that this committee has no power to deal with that particular 
subject although most of us feel that it should be dealt with.

On page 8 there is a definite statement which I think should be clarified 
while the committee is here today. It is: that the deduction of $15 from 
veterans in hospital is illegal or is beyond the constitution of the Act. I 
would like that clarified either by members of the government or members 
of the pension board or whoever is capable of doing it.

Judge McDonagh: You were dealing with page 7 I believe. Down at 
the bottom of page 7 we say that any such regulation passed under the pro
visions of the Department of Veterans Affairs is inconsistent with the intent 
of the provisions of the said Act and is repugnant to the provisions of our 
veterans’ legislation commonly referred to as the veterans’ charter. Now, 
that, of course, will take a little bit of research. You will have to go back
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to the Interpretation Act which deals with the matter of Orders in Council 
and Orders in Council cannot be repugnant to or inconsistent with the Act 
under which they are passed. Now, take the case of the man who goes into 
hospital for his pensionable disability, say he has a leg off and goes in for 
treatment of the stump. He is given hospital allowances under the regula
tions which are supposed to be the equivalent of 100 per cent pension and 
then under the regulations $15 is deducted. In other words, he is charged $15 
a month out of his hospital allowances which are the equivalent of pensions of 
treatment of a condition of stump which he received on active service. I 
would suggest—I have not the Interpretation Act here with me—but I suggest 
that the Interpretation Act would have to be looked at and I also suggest that 
our suggestion is in accordance with the terms of the Interpretation Act of 
Canada.

The Chairman: Any other questions? Mr. Enfield?
Mr. Enfield: First I would like to congratulate Colonel Baker and 

Judge McDonagh on their presentation of this brief. I am very glad to see 
this principle expressed in the brief on page 6 and I would just like to 
comment on it. It says: “If the government of Canada and the Department 
of Veterans Affairs have definitely concluded that the Canadian economy 
cannot face this issue and provide free treatment for non-entitlement condi
tions of the major casualties of the two great wars, constituting after deduction 
for those otherwise covered, less than one-third of the total number of 
surviving casualties, then we would respectfully suggest that the Department 
of Veterans Affairs be authorized to work out a medical insurance and hospital 
policy designed to cover all war disabled veterans and permit the veteran 
in the group to subscribe or authorize deduction from pension payments 
due.” I think we are facing up to the problem—which we always have done— 
that we are justified in spending the taxpayer’s money, and if not we are given 
an alternative here, and I think if that principle were expressed in more of 
these briefs I would certainly be happy to see it, because if you feel that 
your responsibility to the taxpayer does not allow you to carry out something 
at least you have an alternative to work on. Now, specifically speaking I am 
not quite clear on the reference to section 36 subsection 3(a) and section 74 
subsections 1(a) and (b) of Bill 339. Now, if I had more time I could read 
this, and the bill, and probably clarify it, but could Colonel Baker or one of 
the members of the delegation say just what problem section 36 of the old Act 
and section 74 are endeavouring to cover? Just what are the confusions and the 
hardships which you mention result from those sections and just how will the 
new amendment that we have here in section 11 of the new Act affect those 
old sections?

The Witness: I think, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in answer to this 
question that the hardships are fairly obvious. You see, what happens in our 
experience is that as soon as a new deadline is set these fellows who take a 
notion to get married—I take it that is normal and to be expected—they do 
not plan their marriages in line with these deadlines and the girl is not ready 
and the chap is not quite ready and they usually turn up with a few more 
cases a month or two after the new deadline has been set. Then they go 
along—very often there has been a lot of publicity about this in veterans 
ranks—gnd frequently to this chap’s surprise he is not eligible for an allowance 
for his wife and if there is a child born he is not eligible for an allowance for 
the child. If he were married before and has children by the first wife, they 
are on allowance, but the children of the second wife are not, and that does 
raise questions and implications for those who are not familiar with the
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circumstances. As I recall it, these allowances are not made retroactive when 
the deadline is moved. I do not know whether the chairman of the Canadian 
Pension Commission is present—I think he is.

The Chairman: Yes he is.
The Witness: He could answer that question. It means that since the 

last move of that deadline—it is two years and nine months or something— 
two years and 8 months. Now, it does provide some hardship, and yet we 
recognize that in the early days coming before the committees here I recall 
when there was no allowance or widow’s protection for men who were married 
after the appearance of the disability and hence there was considerable 
hardship and it took a lot of argument to get that straightened out. This 
deadline does not effect men of the second war, only men of the first war. 
The original argument was—we were taken back to the civil war in the 
United States, and the problem that arose there with men of 80 marrying girls 
of 18 and then leaving them on pension for many years to come. As a matter 
of fact, in that connection I knew of a widow in Toronto who had married 
an old civil war veteran when she was a young girl. She evidently was married 
twice afterwards and apparently their law permitted her to draw that widow’s 
pension as a result of her first marriage, and throughout the duration of her 
two subsequent marriages and finally as a third time widow she died at the 
age of 85 and up to that point she was still drawing widow’s pension. We 
are not suggesting that—we have no part of parcel of that racket—but we do 
feel that there is something of a hardship here and we still feel that it could 
stand correction.

By Mr. Jones:
Q. I would like to get your reaction to the statement made on page 5. 

You deal with the veteran who dies without completing his 10 years of 
occupancy. Yesterday there was a bill before the House giving certain benefits 
to widows in the case of civil servants and for $24 a year they will be covered 
for $5,000. in case of death. I was wondering if in the case of a veteran 
purchasing a house or farm if some similar policy could not be included in 
the payments. In this case we will say an average of $5,000 for the maximum 
loan—| the maximum for the full period—for $2 a month he could be fully 
covered, and the widow could get title to the property. Would your reaction 
to that be favourable?—A. What would happen to the conditional grant in 
that event?

Q. Of course, I have not gone into it fully. I am merely suggesting 
some insurance clause be included and that would even take care of that 
grant as well—it could be worked out.—A. If some equivocal arrangement 
could be insured I am sure it would have our support.

Judge McDonagh: Perhaps I could answer that. I have had some 
experience with the Veterans’ Land Act. I think at the present time—and I 
stand to be corrected—there is no provision in the Act whereby the director 
can allow the conditional grant to be given to the widow and it is something 
like that we are seeking to bring to your attention so it could be corrected. We 
gave this some thought, and you take a man who has lived on the property for 
8 years, as he could, since 1945. He lives for 8 years and then dies. Two years 
more and that conditional grant of say $1,200 or $1,400 would have been his, 
but he dies and the widow does not get any benefit from that at all.- Now, 
the director has that in mind, and whether it needs an order in council or 
regulation I do not know, but to the men of the second war who have been on 
property for 6 or 8 years, it is rather important.

The Chairman: If the widow completes the contract she gets the grant.
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Judge McDonagh: I do not think there is any power under the Act whereby 
she could get it.

The Chairman: I was positive in my mind that if the widow completes 
the contract, she gets the grant.

Mr. Harkness: That is my understanding; if the widow completes the 
amount of payment due she gets title to the property. Brigadier Rutherford 
could tell us that.

The Chairman: I see that Mr. Rutherford, Director of V.L.A. is here. 
Perhaps he could tell us definitely about that.

Mr. Rutherford: If the man dies the widow has the option of taking over 
the property on the same condition. It is frequently done. She could get an 
absentee permit for two years and could take the title without living on the 
property but she could not sell it.

Judge McDonagh: I am not clear in my mind—does she take over as a 
civilian purchaser or does she get the benefit of the grant?

Mr. Rutherford: She takes over in the veteran’s place and get the grant.
The Chairman : Did you have a question, Mr. Hanna?
Mr. Hanna: I was just going to ask if the director of the Veterans’ Land 

Act could positively state that the widow could get title and he has already 
answered that question.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I would like to ask one or two questions. On page 3 of the brief we 

find a statement concerning the deadline and then in the last sentence of the 
submission we find this statement: “Our original formula of five years of mar
ried life or one child born in wedlock might even be enlarged by or supplanted 
by a limitation of not more than 20 years age differential between the veteran 
and his wife.” Now, are we to understand from that that you think this situa
tion could be met by making three different classifications: (1) that if the 
veteran had been married for five years, he would be covered automatically, 
(2) if he had a child born in wedlock he would be covered, and (3) if he 
married a woman who was not more than 20 years older than himself, he would 
be covered?

Mr. Harkness: 20 years younger than he is.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Yes, younger. Is that what you mean by that? It seems to me that some 

of these are pretty strict rules too. A man would have to be married for five 
years. That would automatically disqualify quite a number of them who have 
married in the last year or two, for example, and they certainly might not have 
any children, and then if the veteran is going to be bound down about the age 
of his wife he would be disqualified if he married a young woman who was 21 
years his junior. It seems to me you- substitute one set of limitations for 
another.—A. Well, we thought if the deadline could not be eliminated then 
we would suggest conditions which were possibly not more onerous but would 
relieve the situation while protecting the government from the fear long held 
of deathbed marriages. As a matter of fact, curiously enough, in 1929 when this 
deadline was originally set up, I remember the first case, as I recall it, of a 
widow who was married to a chap who had a fairly rapidly progressive con
dition. She was married to him, if I recall correctly, about the first of Decem
ber, 1929 and he died about the 29th of December, 1929 and under this deadline 
arrangement she became eligible for widow’s pension on the 1st of January, 
1930. It was quite unexpected as far as we were concerned, or at least as far
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as the government was concerned, in accepting that deadline principle, but it 
certainly proved our point that that deadline as such did not prevent deathbed 
marriages.

Q. No, but we have had this up, I think, on every veterans affairs 
committee and it has always been my understanding that the committee has 
met the situation in every case by extending the deadline, and the thinking 
behind the deadline, of course, was that there might develop a situation such 
as developed in the United States, after the civil war. Is it not a fact that so 
far as the committees of the House are concerned they have met this situation 
completely? I take it from your statement today, that you feel some cases had 
not been covered and if that is so, I am very worried about it.—A. If I remember 
correctly, the last cases of marriage which occurred since April 1st, 1951, have 
waited their two years and 8 months, or whatever lesser time it was since 
they were married, with no certainty of ever being covered. I do not think 
there is any implication here that it will always be extended.

Q. Do they not get any retroactive payment?—A. The chairman of the 
Pension commission could answer that. I do not think they do.

Mr. Melville (Chairman of Canadian Pension Commission) : I understand 
Mr. Green’s question is this: when the deadline comes into effect and a World 
War I veteran has married prior to the deadline, does he get a retroactive 
payment? He does not. In each instance when the Act has been amended the 
amendment as such becomes effective—I think the first one was the first of 
May, 1933—and then the first of May, 1948 and the first of May, 1951, but it 
is not retroactive.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Then are we to take it that in each case of the extension of the deadline 

there are veterans who lose out?
Mr. Melville: No, there are no veterans who lose out unless they marry 

after the deadline, but if they marry between the current date line—and 
suppose we establish a new date line this year—and they marry in that interval, 
the pensioner is entitled to additional pension for his wife.

By Mr. Green:
Q. In effect then some of them are losing out each time?
Mr. Melville: Yes, between the advancement of the date line.
Mr. Green: I would hope something could be done to meet that.
The Chairman: The actual provision is section 36, subsection 3(a) : “.. .if 

the marriage took place between the 30th day of April, 1948, and the first day 
of May, 1951, no payment shall be made for any period prior to the first day 
of May, 1951.” In other words, if the marriage took place sometime in 1950 
and when the deadline was extended they could pay the widow a pension 
from the first of May, 1951, but they could not date it back to the date of 
marriage. It would start as of the new date line.

Mr. Green: I am sorry to hear that. I thought it always provided that 
they were covered throughout and it was simply a matter of bringing up the 
question of the deadline periodically, but I did not know anyone was suffering. 
Apparently there are cases where they are losing out.

The next question has to do with the submissions concerning multiple 
disabilities. In the last sentence of this submission you say: “We bespeak for 
men in this group every consideration that can be devised to make the restricted 
life and living conditions permissible as secure and comfortable as possible.” 
Now, that does not seem to be a very definite recommendation for action. Do 
you have any suggestion as to the way you would like to see that done by legis
lation or regulation?
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The Witness: We have discussed this among ourselves as to what could be 
done and I must admit that between what the government have found it 
possible to do and the condition which some of these individuals face and 
experience in trying to live or continue to live, there is quite a gap for some of 
these chaps. As a matter of fact, I think soldiers among themselves develop 
a philosophy and few of us would change places with some other chap who we 
thought was worse off than we are. I know we all feel very sympathetic 
towards and sorry for some of these cases because the interference is not only 
with any form of employment activity, but it reaches back into their social, 
recreational and home life, and in some of these cases the mere duration of 
life is just a prolongation of the misery. Personally, I think it would take a 
Solomon to solve that problem, but we would like to see every consideration 
given to these chaps. You have gone a long way, of course, through the 
helplessness allowance in realizing that for those who need attendants or who 
are unable to take care of creature wants, but it is pretty tough on some of 
these chaps. I do not know whether helplessness allowances can take care of 
some of these cases. Brigadier Melville and his commission have been up 
against this for years, and we too, and if you like, we were expressing the 
pious hope that any solution that could be found or any additional assistance 
that could be given would be a boon to such as these.

Mr. Green: I think you are more of a Solomon than any of us on this 
committee, and we have always been very sympathetic towards these cases, 
but it is going to be very hard for us to figure out any action or change which 
we could recommend if you folks have not got some specific suggestion.

The Witness: We will be happy to discuss it with Brigadier Melville and 
some of his experts who probably have an even more thorough knowledge of 
the number and varieties involved and I assume that before this committee 
makes its report it will have Brigadier Melville available for discussions and if 
he can offer any suggestions I can assure you we will give them very serious 
consideration.

The Chairman: While you are on your feet, Colonel Baker, is there any 
provision in the legislation of any country that you know of for giving an extra 
pension over and about 100 per cent disability allowance to cover to some extent 
loss of enjoyment of life?

The Witness: At the moment I cannot put my finger on a definite legisla
tion in any other country. I am not quite clear as to the interpretation of the 
American legislation in such cases. Theirs, to me, is somewhat complicated.

Judge McDonagh: I think they have some provision in the United States.
The Witness: I think they have, too, but I was not sufficiently clear on it 

to state it definitely.
Mr. W. Dies (Sir Arthur Pearson Association of War Blinded): Could I 

speak for one moment? I have had some difficulty following what is going on 
here just because of this very subject you are discussing now. The acoustics 
are not too good in this room, and I apparently am in a poor location to hear 
what is going on, but I gathered that you are talking about multiple disabilities.

The Chairman: That is correct.
Mr. Dies: On another occasion here I rose to remind you gentlemen— 

kindly, I hope—that you cannot compensate for these disabilities. I must 
reiterate that. They cannot be paid for in dollars and cents. You can do your 
best and you have done very well in the past. Now, it seems to me that on 
the occasion of our last visit here we dealt with the subject of multiple 
disabilities and came up with the suggestion which Colonel Baker may have 
forgotten at the moment, along the lines that you might accept the responsi
bility up to 150 per cent of the multiple disability. That is, if the disability
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was 200 per cent, then you might accept 50 per cènt over the 100 per cent. I 
think we have a resolution in our brief and that is our suggestion. I believe 
it was Mr. Green who was talking about this and that section of the brief 
might answer his question. I think most of the disability group would go 
along with that idea. I am sure they would because in our national council 
we passed it. I just wanted to put that in because it occurred to me that 
possibly Colonel Baker and Judge McDbnagh might have forgotten it.

The Witness: I had that in mind and you will recall, gentlemen, that 
you and the pension commission very kindly altered this system of assessment 
of disabilities, if I remember correctly, in December 1947. Prior to that time 
it was a successively reducing rating for the multiple disability case. If the 
70 per cent leg amp. had an eye out which was rated at 40 per cent, that 
40 per cent was taken on his remaining 30 per cent and it became 12 per cent. 
If he had an injury which was rated as 25 per cent, it was taken off the 
remaining 18 per cent and so on and in that way no one could ever become 
a 100 per cent multiple disability case. He could only reach 100 per cent 
through infinity and he would have to be darn well trimmed up. We suggested 
the only fair way was to assess each disability and add them up and wherever 
the total exceeded 100 per cent he could at least get the 100 per cent. We go 
along with the further resolution Mr. Dies mentioned where if it exceeded 
100 per cent there might be an allowance on half of the excess over the 
100 per cent, because someone tried to tell us no man could be more than 
100 per cent disabled. Actually, if I remember correctly—Brigadier Melville 
can correct me—I understood that the 100 per cent is assessed on the 
ability of the veteran to operate in the common labour market. Now, I 
think I am correct that that is the basis of our pension. These disabilities we 
are referring to interfere not only with employment in the common labour 
market, but in any other labour market we have heard of and even reach into 
the social, recreational and home life of an individual with all the inhibitions.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Is the national council standing behind this suggestion today that there 

should be allowed one-half of the excess over 100 per cent?—A. We would 
stand behind that if there is no better solution.

Q. Mr. Dies said something about 150 per cent. I-am not sure how that 
comes into the picture.—A. That is in relation to the 200 per cent cases.

Q. Your submission is that where the multiple disability brings the man 
to over 100 per cent that one-half of the excess over 100 per cent should be 
allowed?—A. It would be in effect a comfort allowance.

Q. I know, but you are asking for one-half of the excess over 100 per 
cent?—A. Yes.

Mr. Goode: I am interested in trying to get a breakdown of the position 
of the Canadian Pension Commission. I would like to know from Brigadier 
Melville the extent of the operations over the last five years. I want to know 
how many pension cases they have had, how many were granted and how many 
were turned down. If you will just ask Mr. Melville, I would like to have 
it put on the record.

Mr. Melville: Following the meeting on the 19th of May, Mr. Goode 
asked me if I would furnish certain statistics governing decisions rendered 
by the commission over the past five years. I addressed a letter to him and 
with your permission I would like to read that letter because it contains the 
information:
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2, Ontario, 
May 20, 1954.

Thomas Goode, Esq., M.P.,
House of Commons,
Ottawa 4, Ontario.

RE: PENSION ACT
Dear Mr. Goode,

In response to your request of yesterday’s date, the following gives the 
number of decisions rendered by the Commission on Injury or Disease and 
Death over the past five years, namely, 1st April, 1949, to 31st March, 1954: —

Disability
Injury or Disease Granted Not Granted Total

World War I ...................... 3,628 7,310 10,938
World War II...................... 24,498 28,516 53,014

* Special Force...................... 1,533 667 2,200

Total ..................................... 29,659 36,493 66,152

Deaths
World War I ...................... 1,275 16,069f 17,344
World War II...................... 1,469 4,521 5,990

* Special Force...................... 19 10 29

Total ..................................... 2,763 20,600 23,363
Grand Total ........................ 32,422 57,093 89,515

* 1.11.50 to 31.3.54.

fMay I interpolate there and state the reason there are so many decisions
which are not granted for World War I deaths is that we are called upon to
rule on practically every death for World War I which is brought to our
attention. It affects other matters, the erection of a headstone, Returned 
Soldiers’ Insurance, and so on. I closed my letter with this observation:

“It is probably pertinent to observe that for World War II claims from 
these former members of the Forces who served in a theatre of actual war, 
approximately 70 per cent of all applications were granted.”

Mr. Quelch: Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer to page 5 of the brief. 
The recommendation on that page reads: “That war disability compensation 
cases in classes 1 to 11 be afforded treatment without charge by the Department 
of Veterans Affairs for non-entitlement conditions.” Then on page 7, com
menting on that, you say: “It is our opinion that the people of Canada think 
that the seriously disabled in classes 1 to 11 are now entitled to treatment at 
anytime for any condition from which they may suffer, regardless of entitle
ment.” Well, I do not think there is any doubt but what the people of Canada 
do believe that and I will frankly admit I am not at all sure in my own mind 
as to just how far this entitlement goes. It is correct, is it not, that any 
veteran of the first world war who is indigent is entitled to free hospitalization 
for any condition he may suffer from? The definition of indigent used to be 
$1,000 or less. Is it higher now?

The Chairman: Perhaps Mr. Burns, the deputy minister, could best 
answer that.

Mr. Burns: The definition is rather complicated and it is rather hard to 
give in a few words. There are conditions attached to the amount of readily
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realizable assets the veteran has and also the amount of income, but roughly 
speaking the critical amount of income is $1,200 a year when married and the 
pension is only counted in that to the extent of 75 per cent.

Mr. Quelch: Does that apply to the veteran of World War II as well as 
World War I?

Mr. Burns: Yes. The veteran must be a pensioner or have had service in 
an actual theatre of war.

Mr. Quelch: In this brief you are asking that the veterans who are 
seriously disabled and who are suffering disability which may not be connected 
with war service should be entitled to free hospitalization for their disability. 
I am just wondering how the decision is arrived at in certain cases of serious 
disability. For instance, where a man is an amputee and has lost a leg perhaps, 
and is crossing the road and gets run into by a car, would he be entitled to 
free hospitalization then on the grounds that the accident was in part attri
butable to the fact that he is an amputee?

The Witness: That would be very much of a question. We used to bring 
that up time after time on the question of “consequential injury” or disability 
that might arise—in our opinion—because of the war disability he already 
carried and we find it very difficult to ever establish that. Coming back to 
this question of who might be eligible, if something happened to Mr. Dies one 
day, unless he could prove that it was due to war service, he would not be 
entitled to treatment in spite of his multiple disabilities of hearing, total loss 
of sight, and the loss of his right arm.

Mr. Quelch: I quite agree I do not think the public of Canada realizes 
this for one minute. I think the vast majority of people are of the definite 
opinion that all seriously disabled pensioners are entitled to free hospitalization 
upon incurring a further disability no matter from what cause.

The Witness: If a man has had war veterans allowance he gets his 
hospitalization free.

Judge McDonagh: But if he has saved a few dollars he doesn’t.
Mr. Cavers: In regard to page 7 of the brief, could the committee be told 

what amounts are derived each year from the treatment allowances which are 
paid by pensioners?

The Witness: $15 a month.
The Chairman: Have you any figures on that, Mr. Burns? The question 

has to do with the deduction of $15 per month while the pensioner is under
going treatment in a hospital, and the question was: what is the total amount 
collected under that heading?

Mr. Burns: We did calculate that, Mr. Chairman, at one time, and my 
recollection is that as far as the married pensioners alone were concerned 
it was $650,000 a year.

Mr. Green: Could we have an explanation from Mr. Burns as to the 
reason for these deductions?

The Chairman: Could you give the committee the background of this?
Mr. Burns: May I suggest that the chairman of the Canadian Pension 

Commission could perhaps give a better resumé of the history of this 
deduction than I could.

The Chairman: I think the committee would like to hear it.
Mr. Melville: Gentlemen, I hope I can help you. Going back many 

years, pension was suspended when a pensioner was taken to hospital for 
treatment for his pensionable condition. It was suspended on the date of 
his admission. He then became entitled to hospital allowances because 
when he was in hospital he was being treated for his pensionable condition.
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The hospital allowance was equivalent to 100 per cent pension less $30 per 
month for maintenance and the amount is now $15. That system continued 
in effect until 1946, in which year the Pension Act was amended and one 
of the amendments had this effect—and the arguments were very favourable, 
let me say—that pension should be continued at all times to pensioners 
irrespective of his admission to hospital.

If he was a 10 per cent pensioner he got his 10 per cent pension. He 
knew it was coming in every month. And if he was a 50 per cent pensioner, 
the same situation applied. When he goes into hospital his pension is sup
plemented by hospital allowances equivalent to the 100 per cent scale; and 
that is what has happened; it is in effect at the present time.

Mr. Green: From that 100 per cent pension you take away $15 a 
month. Why?

Mr. Melville: Because of the regulations which Judge McDonagh read, 
whereby $15 is deducted from all patients in hospital who are treated for 
pensionable conditions, but only the 100 per cent pensioner will have $15 
deducted from pension. The 90 per cent pensioner will have very little deducted 
from his pension.

Mr. Green: Apparently they say that no matter how small the man’s 
pension may be, when he went into the hospital he was certainly 100 per 
cent disabled then. So, by way of hospital allowance, you raised his pension 
to 100 per cent. That seems to be perfectly reasonable. Now, on what 
basis do you take away $15 a month from that 100 per cent pension?

Mr. Melville: You mean the basis on which it was done? We do not 
take it away; the deduction is made on this basis. Let us say a single man 
goes into hospital. His maintenance is provided for him during his period of 
hospitalization. Now, $15 is deducted. In the case of a married man going 
into hospital, his maintenance is provided for him and a deduction is made 
from his allowance which is in excess of that of the single man.

Mr. Green: What is the deduction made in the case of a married man?
Mr. Melville: $15 a month.
Mr. MacDougall: Is it not right to conclude, with this deductable allow

ance, that the pensioner, whether married or single, and who is over and 
above, let us say, a 50 per cent disability—that the beneficiary gains rather 
than loses from your allowance? Is that right?

The Chairman: In other words the position seems to be that the pension 
is paid partly to enable him to provide himself with a living. He is getting 
his meals in the hospital and the $15 is taken to cover that. Is that what I 
understand?

The Witness: That was the theory.
The Chairman: That was the basis of it. But there is one thing I am not 

clear about. If a person was drawing a 10 per cent disability, then is it 
correct that nothing is deducted from him?

Mr. Melville: Let us say he is a 10 per cent pensioner and he is admitted 
to hospital for treatment for his pensionable condition. He is entitled today 
to what are called treatment allowances; the 10 per cent pension is supple
mented to the equivalent of a 100 per cent pension, less $15 per month.

The Chairman: Are there any further questions?

By Mr. Green:
Q. I would like to ask the witness, Colonel Baker, one question, and to 

illustrate my question by a case which I ran into myself, where a veteran 
lost an arm; it was taken right out to the socket, a complete removal.
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Apparently in a case of that kind there is a ceiling on the pension for which 
he can qualify. No matter how old he gets, he can never qualify for a 100 
per cent pension?—A. That is right.

Q. He may reach a position physically where he is naturally unable to 
do anything, and yet there is that arbitrary rule that he can get only—A. Only 
85 per cent.

Q. Yes, only an 85 per cent pension. Do you run across many cases of 
that kind, and if so, what recommendations would you make in regard to such 
cases?—A. I am not clear that there is anything that can be done for a case 
of that kind, Mr. Green. Under present circumstances, we have run into 
several cases. I think one was that of Harold Macdonald who used to be 
chairman of the pension committee; was he not out at the shoulder?

Q. Have you any suggestions with regard to cases of that kind?—A. Well, 
I think at the moment, sir, that I would have to consult with the war “amps” 
and the department. I have not any suggestion at the moment.

The Chairman : Would the representative of the War Amputations like 
to comment on that question which was brought up by Mr. Green?

Mr. Allan Bell (War Amputations of Canada) : Mr. Chairman, the main 
objection we have to the deduction from the hospital allowance is that it 
appears that when you are hospitalized for treatment for a pensionable 
disability your pension is increased and you do, in fact, receive a 
greater amount. But, on the other hand, $15 is taken away and we feel that 
it should be removed. That is our recommendation. I am not clear what the 
allowance is for, whether it is for room or for board, or what it is; but I 
suppose it has something to do with board and we feel it should be removed.

The Chairman: Mr. Green asked about a person with a disability, which, 
on account of increasing age became more of a disability than when he was 
younger. He wanted to know if you ran into many cases, where the disability 
was on account of an amputation, and where because of advancing age it 
became in fact a total disability. Have you run into many cases like that? 
Perhaps if you would come up to the front of the room the committee might 
hear you better.

Mr. Allan Bell: As you repeated it, sir?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Allan Bell: Well, Mr. Chairman, in - our experience, or speaking 

from my experience of leg amputations, certainly the disability has increased 
with age, and there are what we think are relative disabilities which create 
some of the problems that we are fighting all the time. The disability we have 
found, in the case of a leg amputation or any amputation, is that it certainly 
increases with age, and it is harder to carry on or to carry on one’s daily 
living. I do not think that anybody would disagree that it does not increase 
with age. We have all found that to be the case. It is not as though we are 
just getting older and slowing down normally. We are slowing down a lot 
faster than we would normally, we think, and we have good reason to say 
that.

The Witness: I do not recall just what Mr. Green was driving at in his 
question, but I would say that in 1937 there was provision made to recognize, 
in addition to cases of gunshot wounds, cases including amputations, and to 
recognize increasing disability with increasing age for that group who are 
pensioned in the area of 50 to 70 per cent inclusive. The arrangement was that 
upon reaching the age of 55 years, with 50 per cent cases, for instance, with a 
leg off just below the knee, and becoming less agile, they would receive a 
10 per cent increase; and on reaching the age of 57, they would receive a
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further 10 per cent increase; and upon reaching the age of 59, they would 
receive their final increase up to the level of 80 per cent. The 60 per cent 
case could not be increased twicé.

The 70 per cent case would get one increase to 80 per cent; and in the case 
of an “amp” starting at 80 to 85, he would receive no increase, so in a way 
he was worse off.

Mr. Green: Why was he not covered in the increase?
Judge McDonagh: This is covered by “routine instruction No. 66” of the 

Pension Commission and it was discussed when your chairman, Mr. Tucker, 
was also chairman of the committee in 1948. Mr. Tucker made some interesting 
observations at that time about medical cases going up for “boards” when they 
got over 60 years of age.

Mr. W. Dies: We recognize age as a factor for a man who has served his 
country under the War Veterans Allowance. And I think the government 
should do something for us pensioners. I am thinking about the older ages 
and when the disability is due to 10 per cent. In 20 years, I say, why should 
it not go up? I do not know why the 10 per cent should not go up to 100 per 
cent on the same basis at it would under the War Veterans Allowance Act, 
and I think that principle should be recognized now.

Mr. Green: I wonder if we could have a statement from Mr. Melville.
The Chairman: Perhaps you might explain those regulations for the 

benefit not only of the several new members of the committee but for older 
members whose recollection may have become a bit hazy. This increase is 
limited as I to call it to gunshot wounds and to 80 or 85 per cent. Perhaps 
you might just explain the situation to the committee?

Mr. Melville: It is a rather interesting bit of history, gentlemen. In 
1938 The War Amputations of Canada had a convention in St. John, New 
Brunswick. The Pension Act at the time provided that the widow was 
pensionable upon her husband’s death, if it was attributable to his service. 
There was an added provision in the Pension Act whereby the widow was 
pensionable, when pension was in payment to her husband, in classes 1 to 5, 
that is from a 100 to an 80 per cent pension. The majority of amputation 
cases were in receipt of awards of 50, 60, 70 and 80 per cent, and those below 
80 per cent were anxious to qualify within pension classes one to five. It was 
realized by this time, 1938, that with the advance in years, the amputation 
imposed a greater disability, and yet in all cases they received what was 
known as a fixed assessment. One amputation case of advanced years might 
seem to be slightly handicapped, whereas another with the same amputation 
was much more so. The Table of Disabilities, which the Commission is 
required to maintain under Section 28 of the Act, was amended, and provision 
was made for automatic increases of pension for amputation cases and gunshot 
wound cases whose assessment was *50 per cent or more. In the case of a 
50 per cent pension for amputation, a 10 per cent increase would be given at 
the age of fifty-five, a further 10 per cent at the age of fifty-seven, and 
another at the age of fifty-nine, thus bringing the assessment to 80 per cent. 
In the case of a 60 per cent amputation, he would receive one increase of 
10 per cent at the age of fifty-five, and another of the same amount at the 
age of fifty-seven, thus bringing him to 80 per cent. The 70 per cent pensioner 
receives one increase at the age of fifty-five, thus bringing him to 80 per cent.

The Table of Disabilities was so amended in 1938. In 1939 the Pension 
Act was further amended whereby when the pension was in payment at the 
rate of 50 per cent or more at the date of death the widow was pensionable 
irrespective of the cause of death of her husband.
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With regard to Mr. Green’s case, he quotes an assessment of 80 per cent. 
I think this assessment of 80 per cent corresponds favourably with the assess
ment paid under any Compensation Board, and with the assessment paid 
in any country so far as I have been able to establish from my study of 
assessment records.

Mr. Green: That means that an 80 per cent disability has never been 
able to get any automatic increase?

Mr. Melville: That is right.
Judge McDonagh: The War Veterans Allowance Act said it was for the 

man who has not been successful in maintaining employment. The same type 
of service has been granted now under the principle of aging which is applied 
under the War Service Allowance Act.

By Mr. Balcom:
Q. Is it generally admitted that an amputation case could die from some 

disease that has resulted from his inability to move around the house due to 
his amputation?—A. There are certain conditions which in the case particularly 
of leg amputations may arise in the muscles of alignment and the spine due 
to balancing on an artificial leg; and also there has been a very persistently 
held and strongly felt impression among war amputation cases in Canada that 
there is a definite relationship between particularly “high-leg” men and war 
conditions, and certain other organic disturbances because it is an extreme 
effort for a chap with a “high-leg” amputation to operate on crutches or on 
the leg under unfavourable conditions such as hill-climbing or stair-climbing, 
slippery conditions and so on.

The Chairman: The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Hon. H. Lapointe) has 
had to leave. He was in the room during a good part of the presentation 
by Colonel Baker and his delegation; but the minister told me that he had 
to attend a cabinet meeting this morning because there were a number of 
matters coming up which had to do with veterans. He regretted that he could 
not remain with us but I know that he was here for a great part of the time, 
and heard most of your presentation to the committeee. Are there any other 
questions?

Mr. Green: I would like to move a vote of thanks to Colonel Baker 
and to Judge McDonagh and the others. (Applause).

The Witness: May I, on behalf of our delegation, express to you and 
to the members of the committee our appreciation of your very kind recep
tion. Thank you, gentlemen.

The Chairman: Thank you, Colonel Baker. It is one of the pleasures of 
sitting on this committee to meet with you and your colleagues when you 
come to make your submissions. #

Now, gentlemen, I do not know whether at our next meeting the minister 
will be able to make a statement in regard to bill 82. I have not been able 
to talk with him since his attendance at the cabinet this morning. I do 
not know whether he will be able to discuss this matter or not.

Several members of the committee have indicated that they will not be 
able to be here on Friday and there was the question of not sitting but I 
suggested that in order to save as much time as possible that on Friday we 
might take up bill 82 and have the minister make a statement on it if possible. 
Then we might take up the Pension Act and have a statement from Mr. 
Melville on it, and if there were any contentious items we could let them 
stand until the meeting next week. We could first deal with the matters
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on which there was unaniminity on Friday, in regard to bill 82, and after 
hearing a statement from Mr. Melville, we could go through the Pension bill 
and pass the items that were not contentious. Anything that was contentious 
could be left over until the next meeeting. In that way we could take 
advantage of Friday.

Mr. Green: Will they be coming back on Monday?
The Chairman: I understand that they will.
Mr. Green: Then what about bill 101? There was one section left to 

stand.
The Chairman: Bill 101? I think the minister will be able to make a 

statement on it too, or at least I hope he can and we might be able to clear 
it up tomorrow.

I do appreciate very much the cooperation everybody has given in 
regard to the sort of jumping back and forth, in dealing with these bills, but 
it was due wholly, as the members know, to our desire not to make any 
final decision on any bill until we had heard from Colonel Baker and his 
associates. Now we will be in a position to go right ahead.

I do appreciate your cooperation and if it is satisfactory, we shall now 
adjourn until tomorrow at 11 o’clock.

The committee adjourned.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to report the 
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FIRST REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill 82, An Act to amend the War Service 
Grants Act, and has agreed to report same with an amendment.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 277, 
Friday, May 28, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.00 o’clock a.m. The 
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Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cardin, Cavers, 
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On Clause 3,
On motion of Mr. Bennett,
Resolved,—That the said clause be amended by substituting 1960 to 

1957 in line 29 of the bill.

Clause 3, as amended, was passed.

Clause 4 was passed.

The preamble and title were passed and the said bill ordered to be reported 
to the House with an amendment.

The Committee then proceeded with the study of Bill 339, An Act to 
amend the Pension Act, and in this connection Mr. Melville was called and 
questioned at length.

At 1.10 o’clock p.m., Mr. Melville’s examination still continuing, the 
Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.30 o’clock a.m., Monday, May 31, 1954.
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Clerk of the Committee.

92094—11
171





EVIDENCE
Friday, May 28th, 1954, 
11.00 a.m.

The Chairman: If the committee will come to order we will get down to 
business.

I am glad to be able to tell the committee that Mr. Bennett is in a 
position to make the announcement that we had in mind in respect of bill 82 
and he will probably make it when we come to the appropriate section in 
respect to the bill. So we can proceed with it, the understanding being that 
if there is anything controversial we may let any clause stand.

Mr. Lalonde, the Assistant Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs is here. 
He has a short statement prepared in respect to the Bill—the War Service 
Grants Act. I presume the committee would like to hear it before they 
actually start considering the sections of the bill. I will call on Mr. Lalonde 
to make his statement.

Mr. Lucien Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs, called:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, this is in the nature of a brief explanation 
of the various changes and a quotation of figures which have been brought 
up to date on some of the points dealt with in the bill.

This bill purports to amend the War Service Grants Act in order, first, to 
extend the period of time during which veterans may use their re-establish
ment credits. The Act as it exists now provides that re-establishment credit 
must be used within a period of ten years dating from January, 1945, or ten 
years from the date of the discharge of the veteran, whichever might be later. 
It is now proposed to extend this period by a further five years. As of 
March 31 of this year there remained over 170,882 active accounts in re-estab
lishment credits. The department feels that those veterans who have not yet 
used their re-establishment credit should not be pressed to do so immediately, 
if their long-term rehabilitation will be better served by deferred spending 
of the money until later.

It is also proposed to permit a veteran who still has re-establishment 
credits in his account to use those credits for the purpose of purchasing 
insurance under the Veterans Insurance Act, as long as the veteran does so 
within the period of time in which he may use his re-establishment credit, 
regardless of the fact that the time limit has expired under the Veterans 
Insurance Act.

It is proposed to set a time limit at December 31, 1954, after which applica
tions for war service gratuities in respect of World War II may not be made. 
It will be recalled that these gratuities, the amounts of which were based on 
the length of service of the veteran, after the passing of the Act in 1944 were 
paid out automatically upon discharge; that is, during the procedure of 
discharge the veteran would make his application for war service gratuity 
and payment would follow. Hence the bulk of the veterans received their 
war service gratuities automatically. Those who had been discharged before 
1944 had to make personal application. As of March 31 of this year again 
there was still approximately $500,000 owed to about 6,700 veterans who had 
not yet applied for their war service gratuities. The department has been 
endeavouring for the last few years to contact each and every one of these
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veterans. For the most part they are men who had an extremely short period 
of service previous to the passing of the Act, and it was service mostly in 
Canada. These amounts are therefore small.

Honourable members will realize what a small proportion $500,000 is to 
the total amount paid out, when I state that to date we have paid to World 
War II veterans war service gratuities to the amount of $470 million. There 
is a provision that if the veteran has overseas service, and the minister is 
satisfied that circumstances justify the delay, the gratuity may still be paid.

A further amendment which is proposed to the War Service Grants Act 
is to make the re-establishment credits payable to orphaned children of 
veterans. Up to now the re-establishment credit could be paid to the widow 
or to the dependent mother of a veteran. It is now proposed to make this 
credit available to the orphaned children or to children abandoned by the 
surviving mother.

Finally, it is also intended to relax the conditions under which a mother 
may use the re-establishment credit of a dead veteran. At the present time 
the Act requires that the mother should have been wholly dependent on the 
deceased. We intend to recommend that this situation be changed and that 
the wording be “wholly or to a substantial extent dependent on the deceased” 
so as to permit us to look into some cases of hardship which have arisen.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Lalonde. Before we proceed with the 
bill itself have any members of the committee any questions to ask Mr. 
Lalonde arising out of his statement?

By Mr. Cavers:
Q. Since these payments will be paid to orphans, if the situation should 

apply, will it be necessary for the orphan or infant to have a guardian appointed 
or how will the money be paid?—A. Mr. Chairman, that is covered in one of the 
amendments to the bill; that the minister may direct that the payments be made 
to a suitable guardian or suitable person who will administer the use of the 
credits.

By Mr. Balcom:
Q. Would a mother with an adopted son be eligible?—A. Yes. That is 

covered in the definition of child which includes natural child, step-child or 
adopted child under twenty-one years of age. •

By Mr. Pearkes:
Q. I missed the cut-off date?—A. For the war service gratuities?
Q. Yes. —A. The 31st of December, 1954.

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. Mr. Chairman, I was interested in the statement made that there was 

going to be a further extension in the payment of re-establishment credits to 
dependent parents of the deceased personnel. What is the present situation in 
regard to the parents of service personnel killed overseas? They receive the 
gratuity automatically?—A. You mean the parents, not the widow?

Q. The parents of a son.—A. They get the gratuity if there is no widow or 
child, but they do not get the re-establishment credit automatically. The wholly 
dependent mother can, under the present Act, get the re-establishment credit if 
the son has died after he was discharged.

Q. I see.—A. Not in the case of those who died on service.
Q. It is those who died following their return to Canada?—A. That is 

correct.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 175

By Mr. Gillis:
Q. This term “wholly dependent” has been a bugbear in the regulations. 

“Partially dependent” is the new meaning. Will that apply to cases that have 
been under review for two or three years back? I know cases personally where 
that wording “wholly dependent” dealt out some pretty legitimate cases. It was 
pretty hard to interpret. The parents actually had to be in indigent circum
stances. That was about the interpretation. Will this new ruling be applicable 
from the time this bill is amended, or will it take in cases which have been 
outstanding on this particular point?—A. I believe the answer is: as long as the 
credits are there they can be used until 1960, and all those cases, if the same 
conditions exist now, can be and will be reviewed under the Act if it is approved, 
at least under the new wording of this section. Perhaps an example of the 
difference between wholly and substantially is a case Mr. Gillis knows about 
where the mother has two sons and one of them contributed, let us say in the 
ratio of 80 per cent to the mother’s support and the other son 20 per cent. If the 
son who was contributing 80 per cent dies, the mother could not now use the 
credit because she was not wholly dependent upon him. Under the new wording 
it would allow us to let that mother use the re-establishment credit of the first 
son.

Mr. Balcom: The new wording is “substantial”, not partially.
The Witness: Substantial.

By Mr. Jones:
Q. I still do not like the word “substantial”. I have in mind where a 

veteran is sick and unable to support the household and the wife has done it all. 
In that case she is not receiving substantial support of the husband. She has 
been the whole support of the husband in the reverse. The word “substantial” 
in her case would not mean a thing.—A. I am sorry. I do not quite follow your 
argument, Mr. Jones. You were referring to the wife.

Q. Where the wife has been substantially dependent?—A. Where the 
mother—

Q. Yes, the mother. Supposing that the mother has been the support 
of that household owing to the sickness of the husband; she is not substantially 
dependent on her husband; but she herself is the support of the home?— 
A. The “substantially dependent” arises only in the case of the relationship 
between a mother and a son. If she is a widow there is no question of whether 
it is “wholly” or “substantially”. This section deals only with the relationship 
between the mother and son.

Mr. Goode: Mr. Lalonde spoke of the Veterans’ Insurance Act. Can he 
give us any figures in regard to how many veterans enjoy benefits under the 
Insurance Act in comparison with the veterans under consideration by this 
committee? Can he tell me what percentage of veterans is enjoying the 
benefits of the Insurance Act?

Mr. Parliament: The figure that was received from the insurance branch, 
following the second meeting of the committee, was that there were slightly 
over 35,000 policies issued to veterans of World War II including widows.

Mr. Goode: Out of a total of what?
Mr. Parliament: The total force was 1,086,000 members.

By Mr. Green:
Q. With regard to the use of the word “substantial,” I took it from your 

statement that the intention of the department really was to cover the cases 
where there is partial dependence on the relative. Would it not simplify the 
amendment if you used the words “partial dependence” instead of “substantial
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dependence”.—A. Mr. Chairman, perhaps the example that I tried to give 
illustrates the reason. A mother may have had three sons in the services and two 
of them may have contributed to her support, let us say, in the ratio of 5 per 
cent each when the third one was contributing 90 per cent. If we say “partial”, 
she will get the credit from the son who is contributing 90 per cent and if the 
other two sons die she will also get their credit, so she will get credit from 
three sources.

Q. The only money that can be paid out is the $500,000 still held in the 
fund?—A. No, Mr. Green. That $500,000 is the balance of the war service 
gratuities. In the re-establishment credit account there are still millions of 
dollars. We have 170,000 accounts still open. That represents about $34 
million.

Q. I would like to know whether the amendment would meet a case of 
this kind: where the wife of the veteran had divorced him and then when 
the veteran died there were three children left for whom the wife was solely 
responsible and she also had the sole custody of the children. Under the 
present law she is not the widow because she had divorced the husband before 
he died and therefore that rehabilitation money cannot be used to help the 
children. Will your amendment be broad enough to cover a case of that kind? 
—A. To cover the use of the credit by the children?

Q. Yes.—A. Definitely, Mr. Green.
Mr. Gillis: I wonder if it would cover this situation. The case I had in 

mind was that of a captain in the army. During his period of service he had 
assigned to his mother a substantial amount of his service pay. After coming 
back he moved from Nova Scotia to Saskatchewan. About three years ago 
he came home and found his father on a small pension and that was the only 
income and the old home was getting run down. He decided that he would 
apply his gratuity credits to the renovation of the home. It was to be his in 
a few years anyway. He went back to Saskatchewan and was burned to death 
in a fire. In the meantime he made application for his credits for that purpose. 
The ruling was that the credit could not be made under those circumstances 
because the parents were not wholly dependent. That case was dealt out. 
I am wondering if the new wording, “substantial contributions”, would cover 
that case. It is not very complicated; it is fairly clear-cut; but the words, 
“wholly dependent” ruled out the parents.

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Parliament is the Director General of 
Welfare Services dealing with those applications, and he tells me that the 
particular case that you mention was one of the ones that provoked the 
present amendment.

Mr. Gillis: Thank you, sir.
Mr. Thomas: Could Mr. Lalonde give us some idea approximately of 

the cut-off in the dependency ratio? Is it 50 per cent or 60 per cent dependent 
on the veteran, or is each case dealt with on its merits?

The Witness: I think it would be a mistake for the department to adopt 
a percentage attitude to deal with those cases. It would be our feeling that 
it is better to study each case and deal with it on its merits. There may be 
other considerations besides the amount paid by the son to the mother. The 
status of the mother, her age and so many other things are taken into 
consideration that I believe it would be a wiser policy not to make any hard 
and fast line of demarcation in those cases.

Mr. Thomas : That was the answer I wanted.
Mr. Jones: What percentage of those cases are unclaimed because of the 

position of the veteran and what percentage, if any, will be available now, 
as the Act is to be changed? To what extent is red tape holding back this
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money from the veterans? I would like to know some of the reasons why 
the veterans are not claiming such a large amount of money. There must 
be a reason for it.

The Witness: That is perhaps a difficult question to answer in a few 
words. I suppose that one could say that every veteran has a different reason. 
One is waiting to be married; another one is waiting to choose a house 
and wants to keep his credit there to make a down payment; another one 
is perhaps still looking for a wife. It is impossible, Mr. Jones, to pinpoint 
the reason why each veteran has not taken the credit. I do not think there 
has been any lack of interest by the veterans, but I think that those who 
have not used the credit have felt that they had no immediate need for it 
and that perhaps it was wiser to keep that as money in the bank. I think 
in many cases especially those who intend to establish themselves under 
V.L.A., they have not wanted to use that credit, knowing full well that 
they would have to repay it later. I am sorry that I cannot give you a better 
answer.

Mr. Goode: Is it not true that some of them consider it as being “rainy 
day insurance”.

The Witness: That is the impression we have.
Mr. Quelch: In your amendment to section 12 you are setting a date 

of 15 years from the date of discharge. Why do you not give the same 
extension in section 13 in regard to the Veterans’ Land Act? I think it 
would be just as important to extend that as the other. There are many 
veterans who would still like to come under the Veterans’ Land Act, but 
they have not as yet been able to raise enough money to qualify. However, 
they probably hope to be able to do so.

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, I was going to move an amendment to that 
section, but not to cover Mr. Quelch’s point. Shall I make my statement 
now or wait until we get to the section?

The Chairman: You have in mind something in regard to that point?
Mr. Bennett: Yes. I thought I would make a statement when we reach 

the section of the bill and then we could discuss it. Will that be all right?
The Chairman: That is all right. Shall we start now with the clauses?
Agreed.
Clause 1. “Other persons to whom credit may be made available”.
Mr. Green: I wonder if the assistant deputy minister or Mr. Parliament 

could tell us under which provisions in this clause the case which I mentioned 
is covered?

The Chairman: You mean about dependent children?
Mr. Green: Yes.
The Chairman: That would be “b” (of clause 1).
Mr. Philpott: It comes under “b”.
Mr. Green: I think that Mr. Parliament knows this case.
The Chairman: It is where there was a divorce?
Mr. Green: Yes.
The Chairman: That would be under “b”.
Mr. Parliament: Mr. Chairman, our legal department in giving an 

opinion on this particular case when I referred it to them, said that the 
definition of a child came under subsection 5 of section 9 on page 2 of the 
bill, and that these children would automatically come in, I think, under “b”. 
Mr. Gunn perhaps might give an opinion on the case.
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The Chairman: Your case was where the wife was divorced, and it says:
Where a member dies without having used all of the re-establish

ment credit for which he is eligible under this Act, any unused portion 
thereof may, in the discretion of the minister, be made available to... 
(b) any dependent children of the member, in the case of a male or 
female member, if the member dies without leaving any widow or 
widower or if the widow or widower is dead or cannot be found or it 
appears to the minister that she or he has abandoned the children; or. . .

If he was already divorced, he would not leave a widow.
Mr. Green: Is says “any dependent children”. My worry is about the 

word “dependent”; and in subsection 2 of section 9 it says:
For the purposes of this section a child or mother of a member 

shall be presumed to be a dependent child or mother if, in the opinion 
of the minister, such child or mother was, at the time of the member’s 
death, wholly or substantially dependent upon such member for support.

I am not sure, but in this particular case the facts may have been that 
the father was not paying anything to support the child. I do not want to 
have the children ruled out on the ground that they were not dependent on 
the veteran. I think the veteran was not carrying the full load of providing 
for the children; and the way that section reads now it might be interpreted 
that because the father was not paying in money for them, therefore these 
children cannot get the benefit.

Mr. Gunn: I have some recollection of this case having been submitted 
to me for consideration, and as I remember the case the veteran concerned 
was under a court order to pay alimony to his wife for the benefit of the 
children.

Mr. Green: I do not remember that.
Mr. Gunn: I think there was that element in it, and I concluded on that 

basis that there was a dependency there, a recognized dependency.
Mr. Green: I think the section should not be made to hinge on whether 

there is a court order made against the veteran. In this case the veteran was 
not a very desirable character. Even if the widow had got a court order 
for payment of a certain amount, she would never have been able to collect. 
She might very well have been advised by her lawyer not to bother to go 
to the expense of getting a court order against the father, which, of course, 
she would have to do subsequent to getting a divorce; it would only mean 
additional judicial procedure and additional legal costs. I do not think that 
the protection should be made to hinge on the fact that there is a court 
order. In this case I do not mind as long as the children are covered; but I 
am afraid there is a possibility that they might be ruled out because the 
wife has not obtained the court order for their support.

Mr. Gunn: I did not intend that to be the sole ground of my ruling at the 
time. We proceeded on a very ordinary rule of law that the parent is respon
sible for the maintenance of his children; and that rule was confirmed by a 
court order, in this case making the grounds doubly sure. I think we can rest 
on the general principle that where the child is part of the domestic circle of 
the dependent veteran and has been in that family for some little time, there is 
established a dependency on the part of the child to that parent.

Mr. Green: Whether there is a court order or not.
Mr. Gunn: It does not make very much difference; but in this particular 

case I remember there was a court order confirming it in spite of the divorce. 
We recognize that the court may in a divorcé case give the custody of the 
child to one parent or the other. Never, in my opinion, or in my recollection,
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has a court declared the responsibility of the father for the child to be over
ridden. It still prevails. There might be alimony payable, but whether it is 
paid or not is a different question.

The Chairman: There is one thing about the way this is worded: “a child 
or mother of a member shill be presumed to be dependent. . .” When you put 
the mother in you are probably extending the rights; and when you put the 
child in you are curtailing the rights. If you just leave the reference to the 
child out of subsection 2, then if the child was dependent in law on the parent, 
something could be done. But when you say that the child must be wholly or 
substantially dependent upon such member for support, it means that if 
somebody else is supporting such child, then the child is not covered by the Act.

I suggest for your consideration that if you leave (b) as it is “any depen
dent children of the member. . .” and leave it for the interpretation of law, 
the child is entitled to support from his own parent and leave it at that. I think 
that is the intention of the department; and then in subsection 2 where you are 
making sure that the mother is getting support, if she comes within “sub
stantially dependent on the member”, and just have the reference to the mother 
in subsection 2, it seems to me that you would accomplish your objective. In 
other words, does subsection 2 not extend the rights of the mother but curtail 
the rights of the child?

The Witness: Might I say something in that regard. I think we run into a 
little problem here. What we are trying to do is to pass on to one of the 
dependents of the deceased veteran the rights that he had acquired in his re
establishment credit. As always happens when you have more than one group 
of beneficiaries, we are trying to reach the person whom we think is more 
entitled to these benefits.

We now have three groups, the widow, the children and the mother, in 
that order. The dependency feature—may be altered by changing the term 
“wholly” to “substantially,” but we should still keep it in the Act. Supposing 
that in your case, Mr. Green, it had happened that the divorced mother was a 
millionairess, and was looking after these three children, but the veteran’s 
mother was substantially dependent upon her son. We think she should be the 
one to benefit by these credits. The order of priority is: the widows, the chil
dren, and the mothers; but if your children are well-off and do not count upon 
their father for support, while the mother does, I think the result of any 
amendment to this section of the bill would make it compulsory to pay it to the 
children and leave the mother with nothing.

The Chairman: That clears up the point which I had in mind.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. Does the Act cover a widower where he was physically incapacitated 

and where he was dependent upon his wife before she died?—A. The wife, 
I take it, is a veteran in this case?

Q. Yes?—A. Yes.
Q. It does not say so in the Act.—A. Yes. We use the word “widower”. 

“ . . . without leaving any widow or widower.”
Mr. Goode: This whole conversation may have been very interesting but 

down in this corner we did not hear one word of Mr. Green’s question and until 
Mr. Lalonde gave his answer we did not know what was going on. The 
acoustics are very bad here. I wonder if we could meet in another room?

The Chairman: Yes, we have made arrangements for that and from now 
on we are going to meet in room 430. We had already called a meeting in this 
room for this morning, and I thought it would cause confusion if we changed it.

We have clause 1. Carried?
Carried.
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Subclause 2, “Purposes for and time within which available” is the side 
note—that is opposite clause 12. Carried?

Carried.

“Unused credit may be used to obtain insurance.” Subclause 3. Carried?
Carried.

Subclause 4, “Amount applied to be held in trust.” Carried?
Carried.

Mr. Green : You are still on clause 2?
The Chairman : Yes, I am taking the side notes. Now, clause 3, “Time 

limit for making of adjustments.”
Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, I would like to move an amendment to 

section 3. A good deal of consideration has been given to the time limit within 
which a veteran can repay his re-establishment credit and qualify for Veter
ans’ Land Act assistance. We all know it is a rehabilitation measure and 
section 13 offers a second chance to the veteran for rehabilitation. He can use 
his re-establishment credit, and under section 13 he can repay that credit. It 
has been considered for some time that there should be some finality as to 
the opportunity for the veteran to repay his re-establishment credit under 
section 13 and thus qualify for V.L.A. As you will see, the date included in 
the bill is January 1, 1957 but in view of the fact that the date under section 
12 of the present Act has been extended to 1960 and in view of the recom
mendation in the legion brief, I have been authorized to say on behalf of the 
minister and the government that if this committee sees fit to pass it, that an 
amendment will be acceptable to set the date at January 1, 1960. Incidentally, 
this section of the bill is the only one that the legion brief commented on.

Now, as far as Mr. Quelch’s point regarding the inclusion of 15 years from 
the date of discharge is concerned, I think we should remember—I suppose 
Mr. Quelch was thinking mostly of the Korean veterans—the average re
establishment credit amounts to $174 and we must remember that this is a 
second chance at rehabilitation. If the Korean veteran does not take his re
establishment credit, of course he can qualify under V.L.A. at any time without 
any time limit. The government, I believe, in its thinking at this time do not 
want to project this second chance so far into the future. It would mean 
projecting it 15 to 18 years and under this provision the veteran will have up 
to January 1, 1960, and I think this committee will agree that if there are any 
cases of undue .hardship that that date line can always be extended as this 
committee has extended other date lines.

Mr. Quelch: I think 1960 pretty well covers the case.
Mr. Bennett: I will move that section 3 of Bill No. 82, an Act to amend 

the War Service Grants Act, be amended by substituting in the third line of 
the said section for the words “first day of January 1957”, the words “first day 
of January 1960”, so that the section would read as follows:

3. Section 13 of the said Act is amended by adding thereto the 
following subsection:

(2) On and after the 1st day of January 1960, no member of the 
forces may become eligible under subsection (1) for a grant of any of 
the benefits under the Veterans’ Land Act by virtue of an adjustment 
made pursuant to subsection (1).

The Chairman: You have heard the amendment, gentlemen, is that agreed?
Hon. Members: Agreed.
The Chairman: Carried. Is the clause as amended agreed to?



VETERANS AFFAIRS 181

Hon. Members: Agreed.
Carried.
The Chairman: Clause 4, “Payment to be made only upon application”. 

Agreed?
Hon. Members: Agreed.
The Chairman: Carried. Opposite subclause 2, “Time limit for applica

tions for gratuity.” Agreed?
Hon. Members: Agreed.
The Chairman: Carried. Does the preamble to the bill carry?
Carried.

Shall the title carry?
Carried.

Shall I report the bill?
Carried.

Now, gentlemen, we have Mr. Melville, the chairman of the Canadian 
Pension Commission with us. He says he has not prepared any elaborate 
statement, but he is prepared to answer any questions before we actually take 
up the sections of the bill so that if Mr. Melville will come forward we will 
proceed. Mr. Melville has with him our old friend, Mr. Mutch. The Deputy 
Chairman of the Commission.

Mr. Pearkes: You are not going to deal with Bill 101 first? There is 
only one clause outstanding and a report of an order in council which I 
asked for.

The Chairman: That is the Veterans Benefits Act?
, Mr. Pearkes: Yes.

The Chairman: There was the possibility of an amendment being intro
duced there and as it involves the expenditure of money and there is no 
minister on the committee, it has raised a problem under the rules which we 
cannot deal with, as far as I am aware, under the present circumstances. I 
have not had a chance, to thresh the matter out fully with Dr. Ollivier. I 
thought if the committee did not mind giving me until Monday I would see 
what we could do about it.

Mr. Pearkes: That is all right.
Mr. Bennett: It is under very active consideration.
Mr. Pearkes: You said the other day you were going to deal with it, that 

is all.
The Chairman: It raises a question. I believe only a minister can make 

a motion involving the actual expenditure of money.
Mr. Green: Could it not be done in the way of making a recommendation 

from this committee that consideration be given to certain amendments?
The Chairman: That is one way of doing it, but I thought it would be 

much better if we could complete the bill rather than report it and at the 
same time make a report recommending a change in it in the House. If we 
could just report the bill actually as amended from this committee I think it 
would be a better way, but if this is not feasible we will have to adopt the 
procedure suggested by Mr. Green. I think the committee would agree they 
would much rather report a completed bill than report a bill with an appended 
recommendation.

Mr. Pearkes: I am hoping to get that Order in Council and I may have a 
comment to make on that.
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The Chairman: Mr. Parliament, are you prepared to make a statement 
on that?

Mr. Parliament: I have the Order in Council. Do you wish it read.
The Chairman: Yes, please.
Mr. Parliament: Order in Council P.C. 28/4244 issued under date of 

August 31, 1950, giving the effective date of August 7, 1950, was superceded 
by P.C. 4559 dated the 29th August, 1951, setting the date as July 5, 1950. 
This Order in Council provides for permanent and temporary civil servants to 
be granted leave without pay while they were members of the special force or 
the regular force or the reserve force.

Mr. Pearkes: Might I ask whether that was superceded by Order in 
Council P.C. 5740 dated October 29, 1951? I did not have this information 
when I raised the question, but there would seem to be some doubt as to 
just who is entitled to be re-established into the civil service and I would 
think that if we could have that other Order in Council we would have the 
complete information.

The Chairman: Mr. Parliament, is this a very long Order in Council?
Mr. Parliament: A page and one half of foolscap.
The Chairman: We can make it part of the record. Will you look into 

that other question? . Mr. Pearkes suggests that this is modified by a sub
sequent Order in Council.

Mr. Pearkes: I understand that it is Order in Council P.C. 5740 dated 
October 29, 1951, which I believe changed or modified the conditions. I would 
suggest if that is a fact, that is the only Order in Council we will probably 
have to table, so perhaps you would hold the tabling of these Orders in Council 
until you have had a chance to check that one.

The Chairman: You think this Order in Council you mention may have 
superceded the other Order in Council entirely?

Mr. Pearkes: Yes.
The Chairman: In that case we may hold this Order in Council for the 

time being.
Now, as you .gentlemen know we have before us Mr. Melville, chairman 

of the Canadian Pension Commission, and Mr. Mutch the deputy chairman. 
Is it the wish of the committee that we should proceed with the bill, or before 
we start have some general questions?

Mr. MacDougall: May we have a general statement.
Mr. Dickey: I think \Ve should have an opening statement.
The Chairman: Then we will call on Mr. Melville for a statement.

Mr. J. L. Melville. Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission, called:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen. I am very happy indeed 
to be once again before a special committee on Veterans Affairs. It is my 
very very sincere hope that I will be able to furnish you with information 
and figures which will assist in your consideration not only of bill 339 but 
the representations which have been made to this committee, relating to pen
sions, by the two national organizations of ex-servicemen.

One further comment is called for and it will be brief. I have with me 
the files of the seven cases which were referred to by the Canadian Legion 
and I am ready and anxious to answer any of the unfortunate comments which 
were made with respect to them.
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By Mr. Goode:
Q. Because I have asked some questions in regard to these cases, on 

which I have no prior information whatsoever, I would like to ask Mr. Melville 
to refer to the Canadian Legion brief on page 15, and I would like Mr. 
Melville to proceed with a full explanation of every case that is mentioned 
in that brief. The reason I ask this is that these charges, if they are charges, 
are serious in regard to the total amount of pension cases handled by the 
Pension Commission, and I think each member of this committee is entitled 
to receive full information on each one. If Mr. Melville will proceed to give 
us an explanation, if he has one in each case, I certainly would appreciate it.—

Mr. Quelch: I think that explanation should be especially in the light 
of the statement that appears opposite page 4 where it states: “There is no 
cause for delay now, documentation is available, appeals are heard very 
soon after they are listed as ready.”

The Chairman: What was that?
Mr. Quelch: I think the explanation should be especially in the light 

of the statement that appears opposite page 4 of the bill which reads: “There 
is no cause for delay now, documentation is available, appeals are heard 
very soon after they are listed as ready.”

The Chairman: Yes. Ordinarily, of course, as the members of the com
mittee know we do not go into individual cases in this committee, but in 
view of the circumstances I take it that the committee would feel that is is 
right, when these cases have been referred to in the legion brief and have 
been put before the public generally so widely that the committee would 
want to hear from the pension commission in respect to them. So, I think 
that we in this should vary our usual attitude not to deal with individual 
cases. I think, therefore, that I should permit the chairman of the pension 
commission to answer the questions directed to him by Mr. Goode.

The Witness: I can sum up the first case by referring to the decision 
rendered by the commission on the 5th July, 1949. The reasons for the 
commission’s decision closed with these words: “While the neurologist’s 
opinion is reasonable, it is based entirely on the applicant’s history which, 
with the evidence in the hands of the commission at the present time, is 
unconfirmed. On the evidence presently available, the commission is unable 
to find that this condition developed during service. The commission rules: 
retrobulbar neuritis wtih iridocyclitis of the righ eye, post discharge condi
tion, not attributable to service.”

When that decision was rendered by the commission we notified the ap
plicant and in so doing gave the reasons leading to the decision, and not 
only so, we advised what procedure was open to the applicant in the further 
advancement of the claim to pension. The claim came before the appeal 
board on the 24th October, 1950, and the appeal board conceded entitle
ment. The same day the commission took due notice of the decision rendered 
by the appeal board and ruled, in accordance with the statute, that the 
award should be retroactive for twelve .months, the maximum period provided 
in that section of the statute. That was on the 25th of October, 1950. On 
the 9th of November, 1950, the pension medical examiner had completed 
his examination and a report had been received by the commission head 
office. It had been considered by the medical advisory staff, it was referred 
to the commission and we agreed and assessed the disability from the condi
tion for which .entitlement was conceded by the appeal board as 40 per cent, 
and pension was paid at that rate. On the 24th of August, 1951, the com
mission granted an additional six months under what was then section 27(2) 
of the Act, now section 31(2). On the 19th of December, 1952, the dominion 
president of the Canadian Legion, accompanied by the dominion first vice-
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president, Dean Anderson, the general secretary, Mr. Thompson, Mr. Titus 
and Mr. Burgess came to my office to discuss certain affairs relating to pen
sions, and we had a very full, free and frank discussion, may I say. In 
connection with this case I advised the dominion president and the officers 
who were with him that the commission would sympathetically consider any 
further representations the Legion desired to make in the light of the dis
cussion, and after they left my office I dictated a memorandum and placed 
it on my file, as I always do, so that I am up to date. On the 31st of 
December, of the same year, which was twelve days later, the Legion follow
ed up the visit to my office and requested retroactivity to the 6th of No
vember, 1948, to cover treatment expenses. At that time, gentlemen, there 
was no provision, such as exists today, to pay treatment expenses incurred 
prior to the period of entitlement granted by the commission. That letter 
was written on the 31st of December. On the 5th of January I took the 
letter into the board room at the daily meeting—there is a meeting with my 
colleagues every day—and I submitted the letter for their consideration. We 
reviewed the circumstances and we agreed that this veteran had been sub
ject to considerable expense for special medical attention prior to the 
effective date of our entitlement and, that being so, the commission was 
pleased to grant a further retroactive period, and that decision was reached 
the same day. Now, that is the order of events in this case.

Now, going on further in the statement which is made by the Legion, it 
says that the Legion application was made for appeal board hearing eleven 
days from the first renewal rejection, but the appeal board hearing decision was 
not rendered until fifteen months later. On the face of it, gentlemen, a state
ment that a claim was made eleven days after our decision and it took us 
fifteen months to go to appeal board most definitely warrants attention.

Mr. Bennett (Grey North): Page 18.
The Witness: On the 5th of July, 1949, the commission ruled the retro

bulbar neuritis as post-discharge. On the 11th of July, 1949, we advised the 
applicant of our decision and the action which was open to him. On the 16th 
of July he applied for an appeal board. That was exactly eleven days after 
our decision refusing entitlement. On the 19th day of January, 1950, the sum
mary of evidence was sent to the applicant. That has nothing to do with the 
commission; the summary of evidence is completed by the Veterans’ Bureau. 
On the 6th of April, 1950, the commission was advised that the claim was ready 
for hearing by an appeal board. In other words, the applicant stated, I have 
received the summary of evidence, I have studied it, I have no more evidence 
to advance in support of my claim, and you may proceed. The application was 
then lodged with the commission, and on the same day the commission listed 
the claim as ready for hearing. When you reach that stage with an appeal 
board it then becomes the responsibility of the pension medical examiner in the 
district where the man resides and the advocate, whoever he may be, to arrange 
a hearing. That hearing may only be arranged on such a date as the com
mission has an appeal board sitting in that locality. Secondly, that date must 
be a favourable one to allow the applicant and his witnesses to appear. In this 
particular case the evidence which resulted in a favourable decision was 
medical evidence of a very high order from outstanding specialists. The 
specialists were not available, and the commission which had listed the case as 
ready for hearing had to wait until such time as we were advised of a certain 
date when the appeal board was in Montreal and the applicant was prepared to 
proceed with the claim. On the 24th October, 1950, the claim was heard. That 
is the story with regard to the eleven days and fifteen months.

The Chairman: Mr. Goode asked you to deal with a case.
Mr. Green: Perhaps we could deal with each case.
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The Chairman: Did anyone wish to ask any questions arising out of the 
statement of Mr. Melville in regard to the first case?

By Mr. Green:
Q. What was the date of the first decision, Mr. Melville?—A. July 5, 1949. 

That is the first renewal decision. The decision of 1948 was with respect to 
another condition altogether, onychomycosis. I did not know what that was 
until I looked it up in the dictionary of medical terms and I found out that it 
was hardening of the toe-nails. The first decision, Mr. Green, with respect to 
retrobulbar neuritis was July 5, 1949.

Q. The application was made to the Veterans’ Bureau in November, 1948, 
is that right?—A. Yes, I would say that is correct.

Q. That is the first time. Then the Veterans’ Bureau did not submit that 
application to the commission until March of 1949, is that correct?—A. That is 
correct according to the record.

Q. Why would it take them four months to put in an application?—A. I 
cannot answer for the Veterans’ Bureau, but I would say that when you are 
preparing a claim you are very anxious to collect all the evidence in support 
thereof, and that takes a great deal of work and communication back and 
forth with the applicant, probably to obtain additional evidence. Brigadier 
Topp, the chief pensions advocate of the Veterans’ Bureau, I am sure would 
be glad to answer that question.

Q. I take it that the essence of the complaint of the Legion is that there 
has been undue delay or in any event that there should be some change in 
the Act to grant a larger degree of retroactive pension. Am I correct in that 
assumption?—A. That is my understanding of the legion’s submission.

Q. The aim of the Legion is to get some change made in the provision 
for the payment of pensions retroactively. On the first renewal the application 
was submitted in March, 1949, and 4 months later, or 3J months later, the 
Pension Commission made their first ruling on this particular condition. Is 
that right?—A. That is so.

Q. And you ruled that it was post discharge and was not attributable to 
service.—A. That is right.

Q. On whose opinion was that ruling based? Was it based on your own 
medical opinion?—A. The decision is the decision of the commission. The 
commission is charged by parliament with sole authority and exclusive juris
diction in all matters relating to pensions. Therefore, when a claim for pension 
is received—and I am glad to have this opportunity of explaining the proce
dure—the claim is referred to the medical advisory staff of the particular 
division concerned. It becomes their responsibility, first, to obtain the service 
documentation; second, to consider the application which has been received; 
and third, to pursue any inquiries and obtain all information relevant to the 
claim. When everything is complete, they submit the claim to my colleagues.

Q. In effect, what was done in this case was: it was turned over to the 
particular branch of your medical department which deals with disabilities 
of this type. Is that correct?—A. That is correct.

Q. And, of course, this case, as I understand it involved almost entirely 
medical interpretation. Is that correct?—A. It was largely decided upon 
expert medical opinion.

Q. It was decided on the basis of expert medical opinion. Is that correct? 
—A. That is correct.

Q. It was not a question of fact. It was purely and simply a question of 
medical opinion. Is that right?—A. The medical opinion justified the favour
able decision which was rendered.

92094—2
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Q. Well, eventually the commission got medical opinion from its own 
doctors. Is that correct?—A. Yes. We always get medical opinion from our 
medical advisors.

Q. And on the basis of the medical opinion from your doctors, you 
turned down the claim?—A. Yes, but I must point out that was done on the 
evidence available at that time. When additional evidence is forthcoming, we 
are always ready to reconsider.

Q. No. This was a question of medical opinion with regard to this 
disease, as you said a few moments ago.—A. The disease, the circumstances, 
and the theatre of service, are all factors in considering a claim for pension.

Q. This was a medical case, was it not?—A. That was basically so.
Q. Basically it was a medical case. Now, could we see the medical opinion 

that was given by your medical men?—A. It is not on the file.
Q. I beg your pardon?—A. I repeat: it is not on the file.
Q. Why is it not on the file?—A. Because a medical opinion is a privileged 

opinion between the medical advisory staff and the commissioners.
Q. Why should there be any privilege about a document of that kind? 

Here you have the right to a pension and your doctors recommend to you 
that such and such is the medical situation or the medical position. Why 
should that not be put on the file?—A. I am sure that Mr. Green would be 
very relieved—and I am glad that he has brought it up: to learn that the 
point he asked about has been argued over quite a few years and representa
tions were made originally by our good friends and closely cooperating 
associates the Veterans Bureau, then by the Canadian Legion, and other sources.

At a general meeting of the commission which was held only some months 
ago we again went into the whole situation and decided there was no reason 
whatsoever why anything which we do may not be subject to scrutiny. So 
these opinions which were formerly known as “white slips” but which we now 
cal “case précis” are available.

Q. Can we see them? Why cannot we see the medical opinion in this 
case?—A. I have not got it with me at the moment.

Q. Will you produce the medical opinion in this case?
The Chairman: Of course this must be considered. It brings up the 

question of how far we should go into these cases. When the commission 
deals with these things, should we ask them to show the time they took and 
so on? Should we, in this committee, try to go into the reasons for their 
decisions, when they are charged by parliafnent with the responsibility of 
making them? That raises a most important question. I think that the 
attitude in the past has been that the commission should make these decisions. 
They are responsible under their oath of office for carrying out the Act, and 
they are answerable for their individual decisions neither to the government 
nor to us. They—as are like judges—in this respect.

This is a very important question and I do not want to finally decide it 
right off-hand. But I offer this thought for the consideration of the com
mittee for the time being: that everybody would object if the government 
were to call on the carpet the commissioner and say to him: “Why did you 
make this decision. You have got to justify it. Produce your evidence.”

If there was a demand upon him to do that, would there not be a great 
deal of objection to it? I am pretty sure there would be. The idea of setting 
up the commission was for them to administer the Act to administer justice to 
the veteran under the Act as laid down by parliament.

It is different if we take the attitude that the commission must justify its 
decision to a House of Commons committee? We know that parliamentary 
committees always have a majority of government members on them.. Would 
we not thereby indirectly be making the commission answerable to some
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extent to the government for their decisions, if we start going into these 
matters and say: “Why did you make that decision? Can you produce the 
evidence?”

It can be worded one way: “Why did you not give a favourable decision?” 
And it can also be worded in another way: “Why did you give a favourable 
decision?” I doubt very much if it was ever the intention of parliament that 
the commission should have to explain its decisions any more than you would 
have the right to call upon a judge and say: “Now, would you explain and 
produce the evidence which really motivated you?”

It is quite true, in the case of a judge, that the evidence is available on 
which he acted. But as I understand it the idea of setting up this Canadian 
Pension Commission was that they should consider the evidence, discuss the 
whole matter, and then they try to interpret and apply the Act in a way that 
will be as favourable to the veteran as possible.

I do not think it would be the wish of the veterans of this country that it 
should be possible to put the commission which is charged with this matter, 
on the grid and say: “Why did you come to this decision? Can you produce 
the evidence? Where is it? Let us look at it.” I am entirely satisfied in my 
own mind that it would not be the wish of the veterans or the public that that 
should happen.

Mr. Green: I am not trying to do that at all.
Mr. Goode : Are you?
Mr. Green: If you have anything to say, Mr. Goode, please speak out so 

that it will go on the record.
Mr. Goode: Mr. Chairman, I think that Mr. Green should address the chair 

and not a questioner.
The Chairman: I think it strikes at the very root of this whole system.

I point out, to start with, that it is very unusual to deal with individual cases 
in this committee. But in view of the suggestion of delay, I thought it was 
quite in order for the commissioner to explain why it took a certain time to 
arrive at a certain decision. But then to go further and enquire into the 
reasons for that decision, or why it was not different from what it was, that 
is something altogether different.

If you want to press the matter, I would want to have time to look into it, 
but I think we are getting into a very dangerous field if we start putting the 
Canadian Pension Commission on the spot before this committee in any way 
by asking for the evidence upon which they acted.

Mr. Green: Well, Mr. Chairman, there is one very simple answer to your 
statement, and it is this: Mr. Melville has said the Canadian Pension Com
mission have now decided they will put these white slips on the file.

The Witness: Excuse me, I did not say I would put them on the file. I 
said these case précis would be made available to whoever has authority and 
the Act clearly defines who may have access to the files. Now, may I say this: 
these are not the commission’s files. They are the files, as you know very well, 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs- and they are confidential. We are 
dealing with a type case. I said at the beginning I was anxious to answer 
any questions and I stand by that. That is my sincere desire. I have 
endeavoured to explain just what it will entail and why.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I understood you to say a few moments ago that the commission had 

now decided that these white slips which are the opinions of the commission’s 
own medical staff will be put on the file.—A. No, I did not say so, Mr. Green—- 
I must be clear about that.

92094—2J
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Q. I am not trying to lead you astray. What is the situation now?—A. I 
said they would be made available.

Q. How do you mean “made available?” I thought what you meant is that 
they would go on the file.—A. I will read the section of the Act. Section 69 
of the Pensions Act reads as follows:

Subject to departmental regulations the following persons may be 
permitted to inspect the records of the Department and all material 
considered by the Board of Pension Commissioners for Canada, the 
Pension Tribunal, the Commission or an Appeal Board thereof, in dispos
ing of any application for pension:
(a) the applicant for pension concerned and such persons as may be 

employed by him to present a claim on his behalf before the Com
mission or an Appeal Board thereof;

(b) such medical advisers and other persons, including duly authorized 
representatives of veterans’ organizations incorporated under the 
Companies Act, or by the authority of any other Act of the Parlia
ment of Canada, as may be consulted by or on behalf of the person 
whom the records or material directly concerns, in the preparation 
and presentation of an application for pension; and

(c) such public servants as may require to inspect them or have their 
contents communicated to them in order that they may properly 
discharge their duties.

Now, we are very zealous. This is a veteran’s file and that is a confidential 
document and no one who handles that file in the department or the commission 
is allowed to communicate any of the contents of the file. When a veteran 
gives his advocate authority to examine his file, that authority must be in 
writing and under the procedure laid down by the commission the advocate 
brings that authority to the commission. First of all, he is examined to see 
if he has the written authority of the applicant, and then he is sworn by the 
secretary of the commission with regard to this section of the Act and its re
quirements; and that having been done he then goes to the chief medical officer 
—because I allow him to go to the very top—where the case précis is produced 
and he is permitted to discuss it and obtain any information he desires.

Q. Am I stating it accurately that under the recent ruling of the commis
sion the white slip is available to the representative of the veteran.—A. I 
have said so.

Q. That is correct?-—A. Yes.
Q. Would there be any objection to the white slip in this particular case we 

are now considering being made available to the members of the committee?
The Chairman: Well now, Mr. Green, we are all bound by the Act of 

parliament and that is not superceded by any reference from the House of 
Commons. Both Mr. Melville and this committee are bound by this Act of 
parliament and it definitely provides that these departmental records are not 
available to us unless we come in those three categories. I think that is quite 
evident.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I have no wish to break down the categories, but these particular white 

slips covering these cases which the legion has presented would now be avail
able for inspection by the legion, would they?—A. By properly authorized 
authority of the applicant.

Q. And that is a new ruling—hithertofore they have not been available?— 
A. That I have said is new.

Mr. MacDougall: May I say something?



VETERANS AFFAIRS 189

Mr. Green: I am supposed to get some assistance from Mr. MacDougall, 
but I do not want to lose my place. . y

The Witness: I am sorry if my southern accent interferes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MacDougall: I think that what my friend, Mr. Green, is driving at is 

something that possibly we cannot under any circumstances whatever grant. 
Now, in this particular case—

Mr. Green: What a help that is!
Mr. MacDougall: I am not through yet, you know. In this particular case 

it was a question with respect to the eye, and in this particular case, as in many 
others, there possibly would be a reason for Mr. Green to ask for the evidence, 
but I would like to remind him and the members of the committee that what 
Mr. Melville has said is absolutely and fundamentally true and he will recog
nize this if he reviews the instances in the past where he has had representa
tions made by a veteran to review his case. Now, unless the member of parlia
ment has written authority from the applicant the member of parliament 
cannot review that file. There is a very definite reason for that. I 
have had experiences in the past and no doubt most members of the 
committee have had similar experiences. Suppose that the applicant— 
and I have had one of these cases—over and above what he was 
making a claim to the pension for—and that was a more favourable hearing of 
his case and possibly an increase in pension—and this is especially true in 
respect to veterans of the first war—venereal disease was a crime in the first 
war and it was so recorded on your pay book. Now, if we are going to make 
those white slips available with respect to an eye condition then it is only fair 
and proper that they should be made available with respect to venereal disease, 
and if you are going to bring that situation about I say to you, Mr. Chairman, 
that that is one of the worst possible things that this committee could recom
mend. On second thought, I am quite sure that the honourable member for 
Quadra will agree with me on that and I think when he was pressing for this 
that he was forgetting that very essential fact—the sanctity of the written 
words in the application of the applicant. In this case, of course, there would 
be no shame or discredit with respect to the publication of that evidence but 
make no mistake, we all know that there are many of those applications where 
—if we wish to interpret it that way—there is a certain amount of guilt and 
discredit attached and I think that my friend Mr. Green will agree with me 
that in the overall picture with respect to both what might be considered 
immoral conduct and resulting disability therefrom that it would not be in the 
interest of the veteran, the veteran’s organization nor would it be a credit to 
parliament to have that made available.

Mr. Green: I do not know quite what that had to do with the question 
I was asking. We will take it as an assist, although it did not sound like 
it to me. What I am trying to get at is this. In this case you had a 
medical opinion which obviously was wrong and as a result of that faulty 
medical opinion the commission—

Mr. Dickey: That is not based on the evidence.
Mr. Green: That is in the evidence because experts later on proved 

that it was wrong. It was proved by the experts and the appeal board 
recognized the opinion of the experts on this count. Obviously the opinions 
of the experts were contrary to the opinion of the commission’s doctor.

The Chairman: I think before you proceed it might be wise to have- 
Mr. Melville’s statement.

The Witness: I would not contradict you for the world, Mr. Green, 
because you would have me at an unfortunate advantage. But I would like 
to read to you the decision of the appeal board. The claim was presented
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by Mr. W. R. Henry, Q.C., of Montreal, an outstanding pensions advocate, 
and he did not present his claim until he got expert medical opinion. This 
is it: “At the hearing of this appeal we took the evidence of the applicant 
and that of Dr. J. Preston Robb of Montreal. We also read the certificates 
from Dr. G. Stuart Ramsey, and Dr. D. W. McDonald, as well as the diary 
which the applicant completed during his service. We are satisfied from 
the evidence that the condition under review began during active force 
service.” They conceded it as having been incurred during service.

By Mr. Green:
Q. The opinion of the medical experts who were called before the appeal 

board was contrary to the opinion of your departmental experts. Was it not? 
—A. At the appeal board, which is so often the case, the applicant has 
additional evidence which is very much more than is available to the commis
sion when they render their first or second decision.

Q. I do not say it is anything to the discredit of the departmental doctor 
if his opinion turns out to be wrong. We all make mistakes.

The Chairman: Then, why do you say it was a wrong opinion? If the 
advice was that it had not yet been proven that the disability was attributable 
to service. Up until the time they got that further evidence placed before 
the appeal board that opinion might have been right. So, your suggestion 
that there was a wrong medical opinion might not be correct.

Mr. Green: That is right.
The Witness: Allow me to read: “While the neurologist’s opinion is 

reasonable, it is based entirely on the applicant’s history which with the 
evidence in the hands of the commission at the present time is unconfirmed. On 
the evidence presently available the commission is unable to find that this 
condition developed during service.” We gave the veteran the reasons 
leading to the decision and advised him to get more evidence. When the case 
comes up finally no one is more pleased than the appeal board to grant 
entitlement.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I agree with that. I do think that you have made a wise change so 

that the medical opinion is available to the veterans’ representative and the 
representative will then be in a much better position to get expert medical 
opinion which will show that your own departmental doctors’ opinion was 
not correct. I think that is a very wise change. In any event, you turned 
down the application in July, 1949, and there was not I presume a board 
hearing for 15 months and there seems to have been a delay of six months 
in preparing the summary of evidence. Is that a reasonable time to prepare 
a summary or should it be shorter considering, mind you, that the question 
of retroactive payment is involved, if the veteran is up against a deadline 
in the present law insofar as retroactivity is concerned.—A. May I quote the 
statute—not literally. The statute provides that when an applicant desires 
to make an application before the appeal board of the commission it shall 
be the responsibility of the veterans bureau to prepare a summary of evi
dence. I know nothing of the time taken to prepare this complete sum
mary. It goes backwards and forwards between the advocate and his appli
cant. As I said earlier, Brigadier Topp, the pension’s advocate, is here, and 
that is a matter entirely within the jurisdiction of the veterans bureau.

Q. Do you know how long it takes to prepare a summary?—A. Anything 
from a matter of a few days to months.

Q. You are really not in a position to give us much evidence about that?— 
A. No.
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Q. In any event the appeal board finally granted the entitlement in 
October of 1950?—A. Correct.

Q. And there seems to have been 18 months during which there was 
argument back and forth about the retroactivity. Why did it take all that 
time? We find that the veterans bureau applied for retroactivity in January, 
1951, and then it took three months for your commission to refuse it. Why 
was there that delay?—A. I will refer you to one item on page 17 of the 
legion brief: “On the 23rd November, 1951, C.P.C. decline application under 
31 (3).” “On the 27th November, 1951, further application under 31 (3) by 
legion.” “On the 7th of January, 1952, application declined.” Maybe the 
legion can answer the question as to why it took from 7th of January, 1952, 
until the 19th of December, 1952, to make additional representations. I cannot 
speak for them.

Q. That was after their application had been turned down twice?—A. The 
commission can render no further decision until we are asked.

Q. Is there any reason why it should take the commission three months 
to rule on this matter of retroactivity, especially when the veteran’s rights 
are very much involved?—A. There again I use the legion brief. “On the 
31st December, 1952, additional representations were advanced. On the 5th 
January, 1953, application was granted.” An interval of five days.

Q. I was asking you about the first application for retroactivity which was 
in January, 1951. There was no ruling until April, 1951. Page 16.—A. There 
is a period of three months, yes. What was your question.

Q. Why did it take that long to rule on the question of retroactivity?— 
A. Because we made examination, I suppose, into all the facts. The claim 
was made under section 31 (2) and 31 (3). Section 31 (2) requires that 
in cases of hardship and distress the commission may grant an additional 
six months. Therefore, the commission must make enquiries to find out 
whether the application under that subsection meets the statutory require
ments. And, in section 31 (3) the requirement is: where owing to adminis
trative or other causes beyond the applicant’s control there was delay. There 
again we have to make enquiries.

Q. The case was in the process of going through the pension commission 
for all those years from the time of application until the award was granted. 
So, there was all that delay. Frankly, I do not understand why it took the 
commission six months to decide there was not any right to retroactivity.— 
A. I cannot explain any more than I have endeavoured to do. What we 
were dealing with initially was entitlement. When we come to deal with 
retroactive awards of pensions we have to meet statutory requirements, 
section 31, subsections 1, 2 and 3 of the Act.

Q. Then in July, 1951, the former deputy chairman replied outlining 
policy. That seems to have created some trouble, because we turn to the 
bottom of page 17 and find this: “Referring to Mr. Conn’s letter of 24th July, 
1951, it is noted he states application of section 31(3) should be restricted 
to certain types of cases within one year subsequent to termination of World 
War II. The inference being that following that period section 31(3) would 
not be operative. Also that ‘ordinary diligence on the part of the applicant 
should result in finality of decision well within the time stipulated in section 
31(1)’.” Now, how do you explain that?—A. You are asking me to explain 
something said by the deputy chairman. On page 18, if you will follow, you 
will see that in a letter dated 17th of December, 1951, I agreed with the 
opinion of the Deputy Chairman and that was requoted by the Legion. My 
opinion is entirely based on my knowledge and the experience I have gained 
as chairman of the Canadian Pension Commission. At the end of 1944, 
following representations on two different occasions I appeared before a com
mittee of cabinet. At that time I asked consideration towards an extension
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for a further retroactive period of award. I was aware of the basis of the 
discussion which took place. I was aware of the order in council which granted 
authority and that order in council in January, 1945, if my memory is good, 
closed with these words: that this order shall remain in force and effect for 
the duration of the war with the German Reich or for a period of not less 
than one year thereafter, whichever is the earlier. Therefore the opinion 
which I expressed, and which is quoted by the Legion, was based on the 
knowledge which I acquired in order to enable me to carry out my admini
strative responsibilities.

Q. Is the commission still working on that same basis?—A. The commis
sion is working under the statute.

Q. Are you granting retroactivity still under that order in council to 
which you refer?—A. No, because the order in council was superseded by the 
statute, and we cannot deviate from the statute. Claims are considered under 
section 31(3) of the Act, in accordance with the statutory requirements.

Q. Will you explain now the amount of retroactive pension that can be 
paid under the statute as it exists at the present time?—A. Yes. A pension 
may be awarded from the date of grant, that is the date on which the decision 
is rendered by the commission. If the application was made more than twelve 
months prior thereto our award may be retroactive for twelve months. The 
second subsection of the Act says that in cases of hardship and distress the 
commission may grant an additional retroactive award not exceeding six 
months. There is the added proviso in the same section of the Act that where 
through administrative or other causes beyond the applicant’s control hard
ship may ensue, the commission may grant a further retroactive period not 
exceeding eighteen months. Thus an award of pension which meets the three 
statutory requirements may be twelve months, plus six months, plus eighteen 
months, a total of three years.

Q. That is the situation at the present time?
The Chairman: That is provided in the statute.
Mr. Green: Eighteen months of that period can be allowed for the time the 

case is going through the Canadian Pension Commission?
The Witness: Not necessarily so. It is where there are administrative 

or other causes beyond the applicant’s control. If the applicant sleeps on his 
rights and the claim is not before the commission, parliament certainly never 
authorized us to make an additional award..

The Chairman: Mr. Green, I can understand why, even though they have 
decided on entitlement, they have to make a further investigation, as to 
retroactivity because the statute provides that they may give the additional 
six months, where it is found that hardship and distress might otherwise 
ensue. That is a different investigation from the one deciding whether there 
is entitlement or not. They have to decide whether there is hardship and 
distress ensuing if they do not get the extra six months. Subsection 3 provides 
that for still further retroactivation, notwithstanding these previous limitations, 
the Commission may make an additional award not exceeding an amount 
equivalent to an additional eighteen months’ pension where, through delays in 
securing service or other records or through other administrative difficulties, 
beyond the applicant’s control, it is apparent that an injustice might otherwise 
ensue. As I understand it, the first point is whether there is entitlement or 
not and if entitlement is given without any question they can date it back up 
to twelve months. Then if there is application for further retroactivity there 
must be proof of hardship and distress that would ensue if it were not granted. 
That is another investigation. Then if a further application is made for a 
further eighteen months’ rectoactivity, the question would arise whether the
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applicant can prove that there was delay in securing records and so on, which 
is not in any way the fault of the applicant. As I understand it, that is the 
situation.

Mr. Green: Can you date your award back to the date that the application 
was first made?

The Witness: Up to the limitation imposed by the statute. I am glad that 
you asked that, Mr. Green, because the date of application considered by the 
commission is the date of a man’s discharge from service, if a disability is 
recorded on his documentation at that time. Throughout the year we consider 
hundreds of claims arising out of World War I, if a disability is recorded on 
a man’s discharge medical board and today for the first time he makes applica
tion for an entitlement. It may be a gunshot wound. Many men made no 
application before, but today these application are coming in because of the 
high cost of medical attention, advancing years, and some of these disabilities 
become more apparent. So if it is a gunshot wound, there is no dispute. The 
award is effective twelve months prior to the date of decision. We then deter
mine the extent of the disability, and if the disability is of an assessable 
degree the pension is awarded over that period.

Mr. Gillis: Mr. Chairman, I was just coming to the conclusion that the 
rest of us could have stayed upstairs. We are here this morning to examine 
this Pension Act and try to improve it if we possibly can. I do not think 
that anyone is on trial. The only point that arises out of the representations 
of the Legion on this particular matter, in my judgment, is the question of 
rectroactive pension.

An Hon. Member: Hear, hear.
Mr. Gillis: It was not the Legion’s desire or intention to charge anybody 

with negligence. They merely stated the cases, and the press then picked 
up the matter and put a headline on it and made everybody a little sore. In 
this particular case I would like to say this. In my learned friend’s judgment, 
these slips, these medical opinions should be made available to anyone who 
has authority to look at them. If someone writes to me and says he wants—

Mr. Green: I did not say that, no. You are putting words in my mouth. 
I carefully told the chairman that I did not want to break down the restrictions 
on who could see the files.

Mr. Gillis: I am not going to argue that point at all, Mr. Green, but I 
am going to argue this point: that if you are going to require production of 
intimate medical opinions rendered by medical doctors to patients, then you 
are interfering with the patient and doctor relationship.

Mr. Green: Yes.
Mr. Gillis: The medical doctor is bound by his oath to respect in con

fidence and conversations or decisions which are arrived at between himself 
and his patient. If we are going to place a doctor in the position where 
intimate opinions he may render arising out of his relationship with his 
patient are going to become to some extent public property, then I think that 
doctors will become very reluctant to render opinions.

Mr. Green: But they are all available now.
Mr. Gillis: Well, they should not be. They have not been up-to-date. 

They are available to the Pension Commission, but the commission has treated 
them as documents in confidence. I cannot look at my son’s file unless my 
son tells me that I should have a look at it. That is the proper thing. I do 
not think if there is an involved case in which I am interested that I* should 
have the privilege of examining intimate decisions of a doctor arising out of 
his consultation with his patient. I think it would interfere with the tradi
tional relationship of doctor and patient. I have always looked upon it as
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being equal to a confession. You would not make intimate confessions to a 
doctor on certain matters if you thought somebody was going to come along 
and have a look at them later.

I think that unless we want to see such doctor’s opinions handled publicly 
we might be content with the précis on the file which is prepared for us by 
the commission. I do think they would withhold very much evidence. And in 
this case, while it may look as if there had been a lot of time spent, it was 
not the fault of the commission at all. The commission rendered its decision 
early in 1948. That was their initial decision. Then the case got into the 
hands of the Veterans Bureau. Once it gets into the hands of the Veterans 
Bureau it is out of the hands of the commission. Whether the machinery 
in the Veterens Bureau is adequate or not, is one of the points which arises 
out of the Legion’s brief. The examination we should make is to see whether 
that machinery is or is not adequate.

I think that the Veterans Bureau has become overloaded. It was designed 
to look after the veterans of the first war. Then we have thrown in the 
veterans of the second war, and the veterans of the Korean war and the 
special forces, and I do not think we have done very much about building up 
the services which are necessary for the preparation of these cases. Instead 
of criticism for the delay resting on the commission, I think—and I would 
point up the fact—that we should take a look at the adequacy of the equip
ment in the service bureau. In any case the time that was taken, in my 
opinion, proves that the advocate who handled the case between the time 
of the first decision and the time of the final decision through the appeal 
board, used good judgment.

He was not in a hurry about it. He could have lost it. A complicated 
medical decision had to be made. The average doctor would not put himself 
on record and say it was this or that. But that advocate took his time and 
he got the proper evidence. I think that is proved by the fact that he won 
his case.

Two points stand out, in my opinion; first: it was not a matter of 
recrimination as far as the commission was concerned because the case was 
out of the hands of the commission when it got into the hands of the service 
bureau. Secondly, is there enough equipment there to handle the new load 
which has been placed on them? In my opinion I do not think so. A third 
point is the retroactive point. There has to be a cut-off somewhere, I know. 
However, a lot of men will come back. Although they may have disabilities 
they may still be able to work and they forget all about those disabilities. 
Years later they may break down and come back looking for a pension. Then 
you have to go away back and try to dig up medical evidence. It was the 
veteran’s own fault in the first place. He should have applied earlier.

I think some consideration should be given to the question of making the 
retroactive feature go back to the date of the first application, should the 
reason be that he did not get his pension on the first or the second applica
tion, and it required a final decision by the appeal board. There was a diffi
culty of getting medical evidence but it was not his fault.

If the fault was occasioned by the fact that the service bureau did not 
have enough people to handle these cases expeditiously, that was not his 
fault at all. Therefore, the claim should go back to the date of the first 
application. That is all I have to say.

I did not agree with Mr. Green in the matter of making intimate deci
sions and conversations a matter of record and available where someone could 
go and look at them and see things which he should not see.

Mr. Green: This is all going down on the record to be distributed across 
the country to every Legion branch in the country. Mr. Gillis must not put 
words into my mouth. I did not say that at all. The actual decision, the
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medical opinion, which is going on the record is this white slip from the de
partment as I understand it. The record is available to the veteran or to his 
representatives. The commission is very careful about making any change 
in the people who could look at the file. My whole submission had to do 
with the white slip. At the present time there has been no overall medical 
opinion placed on the veterans file, as I understand it from Brigadier 
Melville.

The Witness: It is on the file but it is not available. The medical 
opinion is on the file in the form of a summary of evidence. If Mr. Gillis 
would allow it, rather if the chairman would allow it, I would like to make 
one observation applicable, and it is this: in any decision of the commission 
we endeavour to be very, very careful not to quote the name of the doctor 
whose opinion is on the file and who has dealt with the matter, because if 
we did so it would give rise to great concern.

When the case goes before the appeal board of the commission, the 
situation is entirely changed, because these doctors are there as witnesses, 
and the applicant is also there. Therefore their names will appear in the 
decision rendered by the appeal board. That is practically the only time— 
not entirely so, but nearly so—when the names of the doctors are mentioned 
in the decision.

Mr. Gillis: I have no intention of putting any words into the mouth of 
Mr. Green. But I sat here and listened to him very carefully and the im
pression I got is very likely the impression that he created on the record.

Mr. Green: “Gosh”, I hope not!
Mr. Gillis: Well, you had better read it over carefully. That was the 

impression I received. I think we should get around to going over this bill 
and having a look at it and seeing what we can do to improve it. But 
the two things, as far as I am concerned, which stand out are these: First 
the service bureau; and if there was any delay in any of these cases, that is 
where it was; and the second point is that matter of the retroactive date. 
I think it should go back to the date of the first application.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. I take it that the main purpose of the legion in placing those cases 

before us was to justify their request that the period of time in which the 
pension could be made retroactive should be extended rather than restricted, 
as proposed under the bill before us. I think they have made a good case 
in that regard and I think it would be advisable perhaps if Brigadier 
Melville would trace for us the history of the retroactive clauses. If I 
remember rightly, it was 1938.—A. No, 1936, Mr. Quelch. You mean the 
amendment?

Q. No; the time which curtailed it.—A. 1936.
Q. In 1936; at that time we restricted the period of time during which 

the pension could be made retroactive and the reason we did so was that we 
were afraid if that was not done, the amount of the pension might be so 
large that it might influence the pension commission in actually refusing to 
grant entitlement. So we cut down the period. I wonder if there would be 
any justification today for feeling that that would be the case and I cannot 
understand why the government considers it necessary to restrict the period 
to 18 months. That is what the bill before us is proposing to do.

An Hon. Member: It allows three years.

By Mr. Quelch:
Q. It allows three years today but if the new bill goes through it will be 

only 18 months, and I think it would be advisable if we could just have that
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I
history traced for us.—A. I made a digest, gentlemen, of the proceedings of the 
parliamentary committee of 1936. What Mr. Quelch has said is substantially 
correct. The two witnesses before that committee were the late Mr. J. R. 
Bowler, dominion secretary of the Canadian Legion, whose evidence will be 
found on page 132 of the committee proceedings of 1936, and the second witness 
was Mr. Richard Hale, chief pensions officer, and his evidence will be found at 
page 193 of the same committee proceedings. The witnesses stated—and we 
find this in the proceedings—that they felt some limitation should be put upon 
the period over which pensions should be paid retroactively. They also stated 
—and it is in the record—that there would be cases of hardships and distress 
and some consideration should be given to those. I quote from Mr. Bowler’s 
evidence:

I do suggest that the way be left open for cases where there has 
been hardship and distress. Someone should have discretion to make a 
retroactive award in such cases—particularly those, for example, where 
a man made application some time ago. It may be a year or two years 
or three years ago. He was unsuccesful in the first instance, and as a 
result has incurred substantial cost for medical treatment, hospitalization 
and so on and so forth. He eventually succeeds. It seems to me that in 
the type of thing such as we are discussing now some provision should 
be made whereby he could be compensated for out of pocket expense 
which he would have escaped if his claim had been admitted in the first 
instance.

And then the second witness, Mr. Hale, said:
In connection with Section 17 of Bill 26 regarding retroactive 

pensions we feel that in cases of chronic diseases the one year limit is a 
little too small, because this class of case very often has already under
gone heavy medical treatment with the resultant expense and there is 
quite a financial responsibility. Most of those cases do not claim until 
they are absolutely broke and when they have expended all their savings 
and everything they have.

We would like the committee to consider whether it would not be 
advisable to make it three years instead of one.

The chairman said:
Q. Would you be satisfied with an amendment to say that where it 

can be shown bona fide a man made certain expenses for treatment that 
he could be paid up to a certain amount, or up to two or three years back, 
whatever you like? Would that satisfy you, because that is your 
argument in the main?

The witness Mr. Hale replied:
That would satisfy us in so far as that particular type of case is 

concerned. If the commission had discretion where it could be shown 
these treatment expenses had been incurred, to make the pension retro
active for a period of three years.

Then the chairman went on to ask:
Q. That would be satisfactory to you anyway?—A. Yes.
Q. That would not take in all the other cases? There would only be 

a small number of cases where the men have actually paid out money?— 
A. There are those that are very difficult because the treatment for 
tuberculosis is a very expensive business.

Q. You are not against the principle?—A. We are not against the 
principle of restricting retroactive pensions, although I may say that we 
have grave doubts as to whether or not it will have the effect that you 
expressed, that more entitlements might be granted. I must say this, 
that in past years the amount of retroactive pensions was never con
sidered much of a factor at all. In recent years it has become, of course, 
quite a factor, because of the lapse of time.
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Mr. Green: I would point out to the committee that the next case which 
starts at the bottom of page 18 of the Legion brief is a pretty clear example of 
where the veteran applied and it took over 4\ years to get his qualifications and 
the commission could only pay 18 months retroactive pension. However, we 
will deal with that the next time. May I ask Brigadier Melville if he could 
give us a further breakdown of the figures he filed yesterday at Mr. Goode’s 
request. They related to the claims granted and not granted during the period 
from the 1st of April 1949 to the 31st of March 1954. Twas wondering if over 
the week-end the commission could get us a breakdown showing the different 
categories. I have here a list of what I would like.

In connection with the figures relating to claims granted and not granted 
during the period 1st April, 1949, to March 31, 1954, given by the Chairman 
of the Canadian Pension Commission before this Committee on Thursday 
morning, May 27, will the Chairman of the Canadian Pension Commission 
provide us with a breakdown of these figures under the following: —

1. How many of the death claims granted were allowed automatically, 
i.e., the veteran died of his pensionable disability or was in receipt of pension 
in classes 1 to 11 (50% or more) ?

2. How many of the remaining claims referred to matters other than 
straight entitlement to pension for disability under Section 13 of the Canadian 
Pension Act or Widows’ claims not included in question 1? i.e.—

Additional pension for wife and/or children.
Dependent parents.
Dependent brothers or sisters.
Helplessness allowance.
Last illness and burial expenses.
Clothing allowance.
Section 25 awards.
Others.

3. How many of the remaining claims concerned widows’ applications 
other than those referred to in question 1?

4. How many of the claims concerned straight applications for entitlement 
for pension on account of disability under Section 13 of the Act?

5. How many World War I claims were granted at—
(a) First Hearing............................... .. . 1. Disability 2. Death
(b) Second Hearing.......................... .. . 1. Disability 2. Death
(c) Appeal Board Hearing ........... .. . 1. Disability 2. Death

6. How many World War II claims were granted at—
(a) Initial Hearing .......................... ... 1. Disability 2. Death
(b) First Renewal Hearing........... . . . 1. Disability 2. Death
(c) Second Renewal Hearing . . . .. . 1. Disability 2. Death
(d) Third and subsequent

Renewal Hearings ....................... 1. Disability 2. Death
(e) Appeal Board Hearings ......... ... 1. Disability 2. Death

7. How many of the claims granted had previously been turned down as 
“pre-enlistment, not aggravated during service”?

1. Disability 2. Death
8. How many of the claims not granted, where there had been service 

overseas, were ruled “pre-enlistment not aggravated”?
1. Disability 2. Death
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9. In how many disability claims, partially granted, where there had been 
overseas service, were rulings given as—

(a) pre-enlistment, recorded on enlistment, aggravated during service.
1. W. W. I. 2. W. W. 2

(b) pre-enlistment, obvious on enlistment, aggravated during service.
1. W. W. I. 2. W. W. 2

10. How many of the total claims described by questions 5 and 6 were 
actually granted within twelve months of the initial application?

11. How many applications were received by the Commission for additional 
retroactivation under Section 31 (2) and how many were granted?

1. W. W. I. 2. W. W. 2
12. How many applications were received by the Commission for addi

tional retroactivation under 42 (2) and how many were granted?
1. W. W. I. 2. W. W. 2

13. How many applications were received for retroactivation under Section 
31 (3) and how many were granted?

14. How many applications were received for retroactivation under Section 
42 (3) and how many were granted?

I wonder if the chairman of the commission could try to obtain that 
information.

The Witness: I would be glad to have a busy week-end, Mr. Green. But, 
may I make it clear right now that the figures which I furnished on decisions 
rendered by the commission are under the heading “Disability”. They have 
nothing to do with compassionate awards or clothing allowance for instance. 
Those are all extraneous, they have nothing to do with the entitlement decisions. 
I will do what I can for Mr. Green as I have always done for any member of 
this committee.

Hon. Members: Hear! hear!
The Chairman: Gentlemen, the House meets at 11 o’clock on Monday so we 

will adjourn now until Monday at 11.30 or immediately after the proceedings 
leading up to the orders of the day are concluded.

Mr. Jones: Will we be allowed to continue with the legion brief?
The Chairman : Yes.
Mr. Jones: A statement has been made that the delay in the first case 

could have been applicable to the legion. Would it be possible for a representa
tive of the legion to give an explanation of that? I think it is only fair.

The Chairman: I do not know how much time the committee wants 
to spend on this matter.

Mr. Jones: Just on that one point.
The Chairman: I think it is fair to say that the legion’s position was stated 

by Mr. Quelch. It was not to criticize the Canadian Pension Commission at all. 
The intention of their brief was misunderstood, and particularly wrong 
emphasis was put on it by headlines in the newspapers. That was cleared up by 
the statement the president of the legion placed in the record on the 24th 
of May. He stated in part: “Our brief was not an attack on the Canadian Pen
sion Commission but was meant to establish the fact that there were delays in 
handling pension cases.” Now, I tried to make that plain at the time and it 
was later confirmed by the president of the legion that their purpose was to pick 
out some cases to indicate that there were some delays which could not be 
avoided and that there should be more discretion to make pensions retroactive. 
They made it plain that they were not attacking the Canadian Pension Commis
sion. I felt that we should only go into the individual cases where there was
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any implication in this brief that the Canadian Pension Commission in fairness 
to itself might be able to explain showing the reason for what might appear to 
be unnecessary delay, but I do not think we should have an inquisition into 
all these cases.

Mr. Green: Did you not say that the legion would have an opportunity to 
answer anything they wished?

The Chairman: If they wish to make a representation I am quite sure that 
the committee will be prepared to hear them. I must say my own feeling is 
that their position has been made very plain in the matter. They brought these 
cases forward with a definite intention in mind and made it plain that they 
were not attacking anybody. They said that such delays are at times inevitable, 
that there will be delays from time to time. However if they want to go into the 
matter further it is a matter for the committee to decide how far we will go 
into it. I am suggesting to the committee that we should go into it only to the 
extent of being fair to everybody and that is all.

Mr. Jones: There is a serious statement on page 26 that I think should be 
cleared up. “Administrative error has cost this veteran almost 5 years’ pension.”

The Chairman: Where it is a matter of being fair to somebody, we should 
go into it, but only to that extent. Is it satisfactory to the committee that we 
will not meet on Monday until 11.30 or at such subsequent time as the proceed
ings leading up to the orders of the day are concluded?

Agreed.
The committee adjourned.
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EVIDENCE
May 31, 1954 
11.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. Since the last meeting I have had a 
letter from Mr. T. D. Anderson, the general secretary of the Canadian Legion, 
Dominion Command, sent to me as chairman of the committee. It is dated 
May 28, 1954, and reads as follows:

In giving evidence before the Special Parliamentary Committee on 
Veterans Affairs this morning, Brigadier Melville, chairman of the Cana
dian Pension Commission, implied that the Legion might be able to 
explain certain delays involved in case No. 656/1 referred to in our brief 
of May 19, 1954.

The Canadian Legion will welcome the opportunity to again appear 
before your committee, when the chairman has finished his review of 
all seven cases referred to in our brief, so that we may answer the 
reference made to the Legion by him this morning and at the same time 
deal with any other points that may arise in connection with the other 
six cases.

If you would prefer, we would gladly appear after each case in turn, 
but it occurs to us that it might conserve the time of your committee if 
we appeared at the conclusion of the chairman’s comments on all seven 
cases.

We understood from your remarks this morning that this privilege 
would be permitted us and we, therefore, make this request.

I put that letter before the committee so that everybody may consider it. 
What is being suggested there is apparently that we should consider whether 
the Legion itself is handling these cases expeditiously. I am very doubtful 
myself to what extent that is within our terms of reference or wise, because if 
the Legion appears to justify any action it took, then somebody else might 
decide that they wanted to argue about the matter. We are certainly not a 
committee to go into the way in which the Legion handles its business. How
ever, I think it should be borne in mind that the basis of our going into all these 
individual cases was that if there were anything suggested by the Legion brief, 
in view of the way it was interpreted in the headlines of the newspapers, that 
the Canadian Pension Commission in fairness to themselves felt they should be 
given the opportunity to explain, they should be given it. But, I do not 
think that we should go much further than that with regard to these individual 
cases. I think that we should now ask Brigadier Melville if there are any 
further comments he feels he should make, in fairness to his commission, in 
regard to those remaining six cases, and bearing in mind what it seems to me 
is the extent to which we should go into them. Then, after we have heard those 
comments we could decide how far we would go into them again at the instance 
of the Legion. That seemed to me probably the best way to go about it. So 
with your consent I will call Mr. Melville again so that he can continue his 
evidence in regard to this matter, and at the conclusion of his evidence we 
will then decide what we will do in regard to the Legion letter and whether 
they should be called again.
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Mr. Green: Mr. Chairman, it was my understanding that the Legion would 
have an opportunity to answer any questions that were raised by the pension 
commission in dealing with these cases. I think that it is easily seen why they 
want to deal with the question mentioned in the letter, because Brigadier Mel
ville on Friday did lay the blame for some of the delay on the Legion. At 
least, he said that the Legion perhaps should explain why they had been so 
long in making certain moves. I do not see any harm in having that explained 
by the Legion. I do agree with you that it should be done after Brigadier 
Melville has finished his submission with regard to the cases which were 
mentioned in the Legion brief.

Mr. Croll: That is not what the chairman said.
Mr. Green: That was what was said on Friday.
Mr. Croll: But today the chairman did not say what you referred to. I 

know what the chairman said this morning, and that is not what he said.
The Chairman: I think that perhaps there has been a slight misunder

standing again. As I remember Mr. Melville’s evidence—and I have not 
discussed it with him at all—there was a delay of a certain time, and he 
said quite properly: “We are not answerable for that, as we are not answerable 
for the delays when the matter is in the hands of the veterans bureau. The 
veterans bureau would have to answer for the delays while the matter was 
in their hands, and, of course, when it is in the hands of the Legion they are 
the ones who would have to explain that. I cannot be expected to explain 
that”. Just how far we could go in calling on the Legion and the veterans 
bureau to explain the delays in these individual cases is a matter for the 
committee. But I just put out this word of caution, that it was a natural 
answer for Mr. Melville to make in effect, “I have no knowledge of the delay 
that occurred while the Lçgion or the veterans bureau were looking after 
the case, and you would have to call on them to explain it if you wanted it 
explained.” That is the understanding that I had of the effect of his evidence. 
I think that we can assume that the Legion handles these things as expeditiously 
as it can, and if it is a difficult case it does not bring the case forward until it 
feels it has the evidence ready. I think we can assume that the Legion handles 
the cases as well as it can. I do not think there was any idea of putting the 
Legion on the spot or finding fault with them or anything like that. That is 
the way I look at it. I thought that maybe that explanation might avoid 
an appearance of recrimination, what I do not think it was anyone’s intention 
to make.

Mr. Green: Before we go on with Brigadier Melville’s evidence, Mr. 
Chairman, I received a letter this morning from the Canadian Merchant Navy 
Veterans Association. I presume that it has gone to yourself and every other 
member of the committee. In the letter they ask if they could appear before the 
committee. Could consideration be given to that question?

The Chairman: What I had in mind, Mr. Green, was that we would deal 
with it through the steering committee in the first instance. I mentioned this 
matter of the Legion because we are going right on with it, and on account 
of another committee meeting it was not possible to hold a meeting of the 
steering committee before the meeting. I thought that we could deal with this 
particular matter in the steering committee. I have not yet brought it before 
the steering committee because the time was very limited; but I do not think 
we should take up any time now in this committee when it can be dealt with 
in the steering committee.
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Mr. Goode: Just as a guidance to the committee, I would point out that you 
disallowed a personal letter to me to be considered by this committee, and now 
Mr. Green is asking that a personal letter to him be considered. He was 
the one who objected to my letter coming before this committee. I would 
take a very dim view of it if you allowed his letter to come before the 
committee.

Mr. Green: This is a letter which came to every member of the committee 
and which has come to—

Mr. Goode: I did not get one.
Mr. Green: The chairman obviously did.
The Chairman: I got such a letter, and I intend to put it before the 

steering committee so that they can make a recommendation on it.
Mr. MacDougall: If I remember correctly, we dealt with two of those 

six cases before, and we were taking each individual case. I think that we 
ought to give Mr. Melville an opportunity to deal wth the remaining four, and 
then if any member of the committee wishes to ask questions thereafter he 
can take notes and ask Mr. Melville about them. Instead of dealing with 
indvidual cases, we could hear a resume made by Mr. Melville of the remaining 
four. If it is necessary to move that, I will so move.

The Chairman: I feel that the most expeditious way to deal with this 
matter would be, as Mr. Melville goes through the individual cases, to bring 
up any point that is in doubt as we go along. However I am quite prepared, if 
it is the feeling of the committee, that it would be the better course to have 
him make the statement without questions until he has concluded. That 
is satisfactory to me too. But I got the impression that he preferred to be 
asked questions and have everything cleared up as he went along. I think 
perhaps we should leave it to him as to the way he would like to deal with 
it at this point.

The Chairman: Now, Mr. Melville will please take the stand.

J. L. Melville, Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission, called:

The Chairman: How do you prefer to deal with these cases? Would you 
mind explaining your attitude to the committee?

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, at the opening session on Friday I was 
called as a witness and I was asked if I cared to make any statement with 
respect to the Legion brief. I said then that I was ready, willing, and anxious 
to answer any questions with respect to the seven cases cited by the Legion. 
That is what I said then, and that is my position today, and I have no state
ment to make. However, I am ready to answer any questions.

I have made no allegations against the Legion. I never had any such 
intention, and I hope that now my position is perfectly clear. While the 
Legion in the letter read by the Chairman said I was going to review the 
seven cases, I have not reviewed even one. I only answered questions which 
were put to me by Mr. Green.

In the course of his questions, Mr. Green referred to a delay of a certain 
period of time. I pointed out to him that if he would look at page 17 of the 
Legion’s brief he would find when the decision was rendered by the commis
sion, and mention of the time in the brief, when the case was referred to the 
commission for further consideration. The period, if my memory serves me 
correctly was 11 months and I made no comment at all. I was asked why there 
was the delay and I explained one period of time which referred to that one 
case.
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The Chairman : Yes, that was my impression of your evidence, and I 
stated that I was given that impression without having discussed the matter 
with you. I feel that perhaps most of the committee had that impression from 
your evidence, and that you were only answering questions about any cases 
put to you.

Mr. Harkness: Mr. Chairman, I have one or two questions to ask in rela
tion to the bill when it comes up as a result of the statement at the bottom of 
page 17 of the Legion’s brief which reads as follows:

Referring to Mr. Conn’s letter of 24/7/51 it is noted he states applica
tion of Section 31 (3) should be restricted to certain types of cases 
within one year subsequent to termination of world war II. The infer
ence being that following that period section 31 (3) would not be 
operative ....

I would like first to ask: has it been the policy followed with the application 
of section 31 subsection 3 to restrict it to only a certain type of cases? Or to 
what type of cases has it been restricted?

The Witness: I think, Mr. Harkness, that point was dealt with on Friday.
Mr. Harkness: No, it was not, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman: Well, then, it was pointed out. . . .
Mr. Harkness: I was intending to ask this question on Friday but I did 

not get an opportunity to do so.
The Chairman: It was pointed out, I think, by the chairman of the 

Pension Commission when he was discussing the section that it was their policy 
to administer the law as they found it, and the section was read into the 
record by Mr. Melville.

Mr. Harkness: Yes, the section was read into the record. But this particu
lar question has to do with the opinion of the Legion and involving section 31 
subsection 3 as being restricted to a certain type of case within one year sub
sequent to termination of world war II. Has that actually been the case?

The Chairman: Has it not been answered?
Mr. Dickey: I think it is explained in the explanation of the bill on pages 

3 and 4 of the bill in almost exactly the same terms as used by the chairman 
of the Pension Commission in this committee on Friday.

The Chairman: Well, if Mr. Harkness, wants it to be put on the record 
again we might as well have it done. It would save time in the long run.

The Witness: The commission has not deviated from the statute, and a case 
is not allowed to come under section 31 subsection 3 unless there are adminis
trative or other causes applicable thereto. If the claim meets with the statutory 
requirements, then an additional period, or whatever term is necessary is 
granted.

By Mr. Harkness:
Q. In other words, the statement that it was restricted to certain types 

of cases within one year subsequent to termination of world war II is not 
correct.—A. Not substantially so.

The Chairman: Are there any further questions?
The Witness: Might I answer a question which Mr. Green asked and 

thereby clear the record. Mr. Green gave me my homework for the week
end, two full pages of questions. Might I say that the answers to practically 
all of those questions will be found in the annual report of the department 
and the report contains my letter to the minister outlining the activities of the 
Canadian Pension Commission in the preceding year.
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Supplementary to that report there are innumerable statistics all of which 
are kept through the good grace and friendly co-operation of the chief 
treasury officer, and not by the commission.

The commission renders decisions and once those decisions are rendered 
they eventually find their way to “records”, and are classified under various 
headings—I am very happy to say we have found these records to be excellent 
and they almost, without exception, contain the answers required by the 
honourable member. I have most of these ready now and they will be tabled, 
with the possible exception of some for which we do not maintain the records.

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. I have a general question to address to Brigadier Melville. During the 

discussion on Friday there was a suggestion that the Veterans’ Bureau plight 
be somewhat overworked. I wonder if Brigadier Melville can indicate whether 
that same situation might apply to the Pension Commission? In the Pension 
Act section 3, subsection 2 it says that the commission shall consist of not less 
than 8 commissioners who shall be appointed by the governor-in-council, 
but, in his discretion the number of commissioners may be increased to 12. 
Is the number up to full strength now?-—A. At present there are 11 com
missioners including the chairman, together with ad hoc commissioners, making 
a total of 14 in all.

Q. Apparently there are additional commissioners and you feel that that 
number is quite adequate to deal with the volume of work?—A. That question 
gives me an opportunity to say that the work in the boardroom of the com
mission is cleared every day. There are approximately 300 cases which go 
into the boardroom each day and my colleagues do not leave until all the 
files are cleared out of there. That is not an idle statement; that is a demand 
that is required. And of those 300 that come in every day, it has been my 
personal knowledge that 70 to 80 are entitlement cases dealing with disability 
or death. Following the question asked by Mr. Goode the other day it 
occurred to me, when I went home—if the number of cases I gave would 
correspond with the statistics supplied by records-—that is, according to what 
I retained in my mind of how many cases were dealt with.

I know that 70 or 80 cases of entitlement are dealt with by the com
mission each day. There are now 5 working days a week, and that would 
make, let us say, 360 cases in a week; and in a year, let us take 50 times that 
number, and it comes out to 18,000 cases. Then I wondered what the figure 
was which I gave to Mr. Goode and I took that figure of Friday as 89,515 over 
a period of five years, and that is 18,000 per year. I was gratified to remove 
that doubt in my mind because it was substantiated by the records which were 
supplied by the Chief Treasury Officer, another department of government 
altogether.

Q. Thank you for that information. Now, on March 24 you tabled report 
No. 77 in answer to a question I asked about outside activities engaged in by 
members of the commission. At that time you indicated that there was only 
one such member who was engaged in duties other than those connected with 
his—Canadian Pension Commission activities. Now, it would seem that under 
the Act, section 3, (12) participation in outside activities by members of the 
Canadian Pension Commission is quite in line as long as permission has been 
given and it does not interfere with their activities as members of the Cana- 
dan Pension Commission. Is that the only case of such a situation existing? 
—A. The commission are required to give their full time to the job and they 
do. The answer was furnished by my minister to a question in the House.
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The information which was given is entirely in accordance with the facts. 
The commissioner concerned gives absolute full-time to his job. I know of 
no one who voluntarily gives more extra effort when I call upon him than 
the said commissioner.

Q. Could you say, Brigadier Melville, if there is any member of the 
commission who is engaged as a remunerated inspector of hospitals 
for the joint commission on the accreditation of hospitals—I think it is an 
American hospital association. That suggestion has been made to me.—A. I have 
no knowledge personally of the reference which you make, Mr. Dinsdale, but 
I have said—and it is an attitude I hold personally as part of my way of life 
—if I or any of my colleagues can render any public service at any time which 
does not interfere with the duties and responsibilities of my office I stand ready 
and willing to do it.

Q. I think that is a very good stand to take, but just pursuing this a 
little further, it seems, Mr. Chairman, that there is some difficulty which arises 
from time to time concerning the diagnosis that is referred to as a lesion disc 
and also multiple sclerosis. I know these are cases which come to my attention 
most frequently which run into difficulty with the Board of Pension Commis
sioners. Now, in the case of this lesion, apparently it is a recent medical diag
nosis. The problem which arises is that no physical difficulty can be discovered 
giving rise to this problem, and in the cases I have contacted it would seem 
that the responsibility falls upon the veteran applying or appealing to prove 
that there is actually some physical disability, associated with this back con
dition.—A. I am very anxious and glad to help you, Mr. Dinsdale. That is not 
quite the situation. The commission does not establish diagnosis—we never do. 
The responsibility of the commission is laid down in the statute. That is, to 
determine whether disability or death is attributable to service. When a claim 
comes before us we are furnished with the medical certificate or if the patient 
has been in hospital under the treatment facilities of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs we have the benefit of the advice and assistance of the 
very best medical opinion in this country. On the conclusion of treatment, 
diagnosis is established. If a veteran claims for a disability as being related 
to his service-—he might even have a certificate from his own medical officer 
-—but if there is an entry on his service documentation which would indicate 
that there may be some relationship between his claim and that condition 
on service, the commission takes advantage of an excellent provision which 
has been in effect for many years and that' is section 27 of “treatment regula
tions”. Section 27 of “treatment regulations” provides that on the request of 
the Canadian Pension Commission a member of the forces may be admitted 
to hospital for observation and diagnosis under the treatment facilities of the 
department. The commission is the only board that has the power to authorize 
that admission for observation and diagnosis. When a veteran comes in with 
respect to a complaint regarding his back—which is probably the case you 
have at the present time—it is a little bit obscure. If he goes into hospital at 
the request of the commission, it is arranged under that treatment classifica
tion. He will get hospital allowance which is equivalent to 100 per cent pension 
less the small deduction for hospital maintenance. It is not fair to ask him to 
go in and sacrifice a certain amount of his time to establish something which 
undoubtedly is in his best interests and which would assist the commission 
in its adjudication. So for the period he is in hospital for observation and 
diagnosis he receives treatment allowances, as they are now called. That is the 
procedure which is in effect today.

Q. In the case where no physical disability is discovered and the veteran 
still continues to complain of a pain in the back or in the case of multiple 
sclerosis a continued loss of the use of his hands, legs, and so forth, is there any
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psychiatrie basis on which the diagnosis could be established because it seems 
to me in the cases I have contacted that this difficulty might not have any 
physical basis but it might be a psychiatric or psychological problem of 
conversion hysteria or shell shock as we used to call it. What would be the 
procedure followed by the medical examiners if no physical disability could 
be discovered? Is the matter just dropped or is there an attempt to diagnose it 
as a psychiatric problem?—A. The matter is not dropped. These cases are 
very serious problems to the commission, to the department and to the medical 
consultants. The commission, on the evidence available at the time they 
render their decision, has possibly dissallowed the claim. The statute then 
provides a procedure which is open to the veteran in the advancement of 
his claim, and informs him that there are facilities available to him, namely, 
the Veterans Bureau of the Department of Veterans Affairs or the service 
bureau of any of the national organizations of exservicemen, or he may employ 
his own advocate at his own expense. The commission is not in a position 
to do it; but if he goes into a hospital then it becomes the responsibility of 
the examining doctors to refer him to whatever clinic is desired or whatever 
branch of medicine is desired in order to assist in arriving at a diagnosis; and 
may I say from my own experience from seeing files in thousands of cases that 
treatment facilities of the department and the services of medical officers are 
inexhaustible in the efforts they make and in all they strive to do to assist a 
veteran in arriving at a diagnosis of his condition and of the treatment which 
may be required to relieve him.

Q. So it could be that psychiatric diagnosis for one of these problems 
might be regarded as suitable evidence or as a suitable basis for a claim for 
pension for disability? I know it is a very obscure problem, but it is occurring 
more and more frequently that these ailments are not physical but psychological, 
and I am just wondering how far you can go in meeting a disability claim 
with a complaint that is purely mental or psychological?—A. I think 
Mr. Dinsdale will agree that his question is almost as obscure as the disability. 
I do not mean that in any derogatory sense, but how can the commission rule 
that a disability is attributable to service if the diagnosis of the condition is 
not established? You cannot rule on something for which you have not got a 
diagnosis. We have the advantage the best treatment facilities of the 
department.

Q. That is the point I wanted to make. A case such a.s that would be 
referred back to veterans allowance, I suppose?—A. No, not necessarily. Again, 
the regulations of the department with respect to treatment of veterans are 
wonderful, particularly those veterans who are unable to provide treatments 
at their own expense. In addition to that there is the war veterans allowance 
and as a former commissioner of the War Veterans Allowance Board there are 
certain requirements that have to be met. The veteran must be physically 
and mentally incapable of maintaining himself or totally unemployable before 
he can be given an allowance under thé War Veterans Allowance Act provided 
he meets the other requirements.

Q. Just one more question and then I am finished. I admit perhaps 
my question was obscure, but it is quite possible with competent psychiatric 
skill to diagnose emotional problems if attention is given to the matter.—A. I 
quite agree that it is often impossible to establish diagnosis. Very often what 
is a serious progression of the disease gives the clue which establishes the 
condition which has been in existence for some time. May I say that no one 
does more to assist it in reviewing and helping the case than we do, and the 
department is doing the same thing.
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By Mr. Green:
Q. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go over these other cases presented by 

the legion. The second case is case 148/3 on page 18 of the legion’s brief. 
According to the legion brief the application was only granted after a period 
of about years from the time when the application was first made. On 
page 20 you find this comment: “This case took over four years to bring to a 
successful conclusion. The man had not been able to work since October 1947— 
only 18 months’ retroactive pension was paid.” Then the final paragraph 
reads: “The submission which produced the favourable decision of the 23rd 
October, 1952, did not contain any new evidence. It was a thorough review 
of all evidence which had been before the C.P.C.—some of it many times.” 
Now, as I understand it, the main purpose of the legion in submitting these 
cases was to get some extension of the retroactive provisions of the Act, whereas 
in the bill we are considering the retroactivity is to be reduced. Could you 
comment on that particular case, Brigadier Melville?—A. Gentlemen, I am 
grateful to the legion for bringing up this particular case for this reason, that 
it affords me an opportunity—and, Mr. Green, may I suggest that I have quite 
a lengthy precis—a wonderful opportunity to illustrate why the Pension Act 
of Canada is the finest Pension Act in the Commonwealth.

Some hon. Members: It Hear! Hear!
The Witness: It also gives me the opportunity to illustrate the value of 

evidence, and further illustrates the value of the “benefit of the doubt”. Mr. 
Green has said that in the legion brief with respect to this case it concludes 
with this observation: “This case took over four years to bring to a successful 
conclusion”, and goes on to state “The submission which produced the favour
able decision on the 23rd October, 1952, did not contain any new evidence. 
It was a thorough review of all evidence which had been before the C.P.C.— 
some of it many times.” That statement is entirely in error. It is not supported 
by the documentary records on file. These records were examined by the 
legion, and I am now going to briefly review the record, and what I now 
have to state comes from the further examination of this file by me yesterday. 
This is the tragic case of a World War II veteran who enlisted in December, 
1940, at the age of 24 and was discharged in March, 1945, after service in 
Canada and England. Let me examine his discharge board, M.F.B. 227—and 
these extracts I quote are from the board. He served in England from Novem
ber, 1941, to November, 1944, three years. His discharge was “Non-medical 
discharge. Reduced requirements.” He had no complaints during his service. 
His category on discharge was A.4,b., which is high. He had no service illness, 
only record defective vision for which he was examined. On the day before 
his discharge, as happens in the case of all members of the forces as you will 
remember in World War II, an interview was carried out for rehabilitation 
purposes. His service interview form in Calgary, which is dated the 8th of 
March, 1945, the day prior to his discharge, states: “A straight forward young 
man, who realizes his own capabilities and failures. Is a quiet, unexcitable 
type. Has passed examinations for civil service with the city of Lethbridge 
and would like to return as a mail clerk. Failing that, he would like to take 
a vocational training course in electricity.” The interviewer goes on to state 
from the same report: “This N.C.O. has already passed examinations for the 
civil service and should make a good mail clerk. A courteous, pleasant and 
mature type of person.” Now, there is the veteran. That is the man dis
charged and that is the case we are considering. The commission got the 
proceedings of that discharge medical board and we read what I have stated 
to you now. There was no disability at discharge, and no pension is indicated 
and we PAd the file. Now, I examined his post-discharge history to see what 
happened to this veteran. He was employed as a clerk in the Land Titles office



VETERANS AFFAIRS 211

from March 13, 1945 (4 days after discharge) to October 1, 1947, (over 2J 
years later) and his chief reports he was steadily employed until admission 
to hospital, his work was satisfactory and he was a quiet conscientious type. 
Dr. Crom, who was a friend, states:

“Was overseas with this man 1941-1942, and he was always a studious 
type who took his duties seriously and was reserved and only occasionally 
went out with the boys.” Another friend states: “Man was reserved 
and there was no suspicion of anything wrong until shortly prior to 
admission to hospital”. There is no mention of disability until October 
1947 when the superintendent of Ponoka Mental Hospital, states he has 
been unable to arrive at a diagnosis, and on the 7th December, 1947, 
the superintendent of Ponoka Mental Hospital refers to diagnosis of 
schizophrenia and poor prognosis, and states: “I regret that it is not 
possible for me to say whether or not his mental state was affected 
by service. Patient himself, for what it is worth, states he was discharged 
as fit in March, 1945.” On the 23rd April, 1948, the commission received 
the first application for pension. On the 16th June, 1948, which was 
within the two months—and within that two months we had to apply 
for service documents, we had to review them and try to find out some 
of this post-discharge history which I have read to you; we got that 
information—and on the 16th June, 1948, within two months we 
rendered our initial decision: “Pre-enlistment, not aggravated.”

It was considered that the condition was inherent in his make-up, and 
we could find no evidence of any aggravation during service, because there 
was no incident during service, no sickness during service, and there was 
nothing at the time of discharge. The commission advised—not the applicant 
because in this case we could not communicate with the applicant—we advised 
his father of our decision and of the action open to proceed further with the 
claim. That claim came forward for renewal consideration on 25th September,
1948, on 17th February, 1949, on 26th May, 1949, and again on 29 October,
1949, when we could find nothing to warrant a change in our previous decisions. 
On the 18th November, 1949, an appeal board heard the claim. I have the 
original decision of the appeal board in front of me, Mr. A. Wakelyn of the 
Veteran’s Bureau was the advocate. We heard the evidence of the father. 
The proceedings state that the father was an excellent witness. He advised 
regarding his son. The wife appeared as a witness and gave her testimony. The 
advocate requested a post-hearing to be heard at London, Ontario, for the 
purpose of hearing the evidence of a doctor and his nurse. The request was 
granted. So the appeal board reviewed the situation up to date and they then 
referred the case of a post-hearing. That was, as I said, on 18th November, 
1949. The post-hearing was heard in London, Ontario, on 23rd January, 1950, 
and I would consider that very expeditious, for the purpose of hearing the 
testimony of the doctor. The doctor’s verbatim testimony now forms part of 
the record. That evidence was sent to the advocate because he requested 
adjournment for post-hearing in London, Ontario, and was given the oppor
tunity for further comment. The appeal was disallowed on 24th March, 1950. 
On the 27th July, 1950, an application for leave to reopen was heard by an 
appeal board and was not granted. The reason was that the application did 
not meet the statutory requirements, as no error was shown in the previous 
decision.

Mr. Green: There was no new evidence.
The Witness: No; that was on 25th July, 1950. On 6th May, 1952, the 

Legion headquarters submitted an application for leave to reopen. I received 
the application and named a board of three of my colleagues to constitute that
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appeal board and I advised the Legion that we were ready and they could 
proceed to prepare their brief for presentation before the appeal board. The 
actual hearing took place in Ottawa on 10th June, 1952. When the Legion 
appeared before the appeal board—I have here the Legion’s presentation and 
their summary—the entire claim was based on “new evidence” and the Legion’s 
application and new evidence is in parenthesis. That is the basis on which the 
application for leave to reopen was submitted. This application for leave 
to reopen under provisions of section 65 (4) of the Pension Act was heard in 
Ottawa on 10th June, 1952. The applicant was represented by Mr. Cracknel 
of the Canadian Legion. Its claim was based on “new evidence” only, namely, 
a certificate by the chief psychiatrist at Westminster Hospital, London, Ontario, 
Dr. E. V. Metcalfe. The claim was dated 22nd May, 1952. The specialist stated:

Therefore it is my firm and professional opinion that the illness 
Collins is suffering at the present time had its inception while he was 
serving in the R.C.A.F. in spite of the fact that for about two years he 
was able to carry on with his work. It is not an uncommon thing for 
people who are mentally ill to carry on for some time even though their 
delusional set up persists. When the delusions become strong enough 
then of course it is easy for anyone to see that the person is definitely 
mentally ill.

It is not an uncommon thing for people mentally ill to carry on for some 
time even though their condition persists. There are certain features of this 
case, gentlemen, which I prefer not to discuss, for reasons which were men
tioned by Doctor MacDougall when he spoke before this committee last Friday. 
The reason for the decision of .this appeal board now concludes:

In view of the very definite statement of Dr. Metcalfe, this Board 
is of the opinion that leave to re-open should be granted in order that 
the whole subject matter may be again placed before the Commission.

That, gentlemen, is in accordance with the manner in which applications 
for leave to reopen are considered, and therefore I am grateful that the Legion 
cited this case, because it gives me an opportunity which has not happened 
before.

Mr. Green: The leave was given by .the appeal board.
The Witness: It must be. There is no other authority. The appeal board 

granted leave to reopen. Leave to reopen having been granted, all that had 
happened in the past was wiped out, and it became a case de novo. It came 
before the Commission and the Legion were asked, “Have you any additional 
evidence to submit now before our initial decision is reviewed?” The Legion 
said that they were ready, and on the 24th July, 1952 the commission gave an 
initial decision—“pre-enlistment, not aggravated”. On the 21st August, 1952, 
the Legion submitted an excellent and complete review, requesting renewal 
consideration. On 2nd September, on 9th September and again on 15th 
September, the chief pensions officer of the Legion submitted additional 
evidence, evidence from men who had served with this man and who had 
personal knowledge of his physical and mental condition, and I am quite ready 
and willing to quote from these letters, because they are on the file record, but 
I do not think it is necessary. They constituted important evidence. On 15th 
October, 1952, this whole case was the subject of a very thorough and exhaustive 
examination by the senior medical adviser of the division with the Legion’s 
supporting testimony on 2nd September, 1952, again on 9th September, 1952,
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and also on 15th September, 1952. The case then came before my colleagues, 
and a claim was made for what is known as renewal consideration. The claim 
was considered on first renewal, on the 21st of October, 1952—but perhaps 
I had better read the decision:

Decision of Commission:
Service—9.12.40 to 9.3.45—Canada and England

This case was again carefully reviewed in the light of the record, 
medical findings and additional evidence submitted, and the medical 
evidence in hand now indicates that there is a reasonable doubt in the 
present case that there was aggravation during the period of service of 
the above pre-enlistment condition. There is no pre-enlistment medical 
record and the condition is not considered to have been obvious on 
enlistment.

The Commission rules:
Schizophrenia—Pre-enlistment condition, not recorded on medical 

examination prior to enlistment, nor obvious, aggravated during service 
in a theatre of actual war, entire disability pensionable under Section 
11-1-c; effective 12 months prior to date of this decision.

And that, gentlemen, in my opinion constitutes a wonderful review. It 
allows me, frankly, to pay tribute to the Legion for collecting the evidence and 
also to make this observation: that the original treatment which this man 
received was in a provincial institution.

I am not criticising that treatment, but there was a lack of information. 
He was transferred from the provincial institution to Westminster Hospital 
under the treatment facilities of the department. It came under the neuro
psychiatrie department. They took a personal interest in it and submitted this 
report, and it was on the basis of that report we resolved the benefit of the 
doubt in his favour. We reviewed the new evidence and conceded entitlement.

By Mr. Green:
Q. It does not appear that there was no new evidence according to 

Mr. Melville he says, or that there had been new evidence.
There could be 12 months retroactive entitlement from the date of the 

award. If there had been no 12 months limitation contained in that statute, 
would a case of that kind be granted retroactivity to the date of application?— 
A. Parliament would have to tell me that. I can only tell you what the Act 
says, and it is that an award shall be effected from the date of grant or twelve 
months. The commission gave the maximum period allowed. From the date 
that the Legion appeared before the appeal board of my colleagues to request 
that the applicant be given leave to re-open the favourable decision was 
rendered 4£ months later.

Q. Could this man not have had 6 irtonths additional pension on the basis of 
hardship?—A. Yes, on the 27th of May, 1953, 6 months retroactivity was 
granted and the grant was made to him under the provisions of the statute.

Q. Would this case have been eligible for the additional 18 months under 
section 31 sub-section 3?—A. You are now asking me to give a decision of the 
commission. I am chairman of the commission. The commission cannot render 
a decision until all the facts are before it. I am not in a position to state 
whether there were administrative or other causes on the part of the applicant 
particularly. Unfortunately, he was non-compos mentis; but this man was 
normal at his discharge and for 2£ years thereafter.
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The Chairman: The fact that the Legion did not apply under that section 
would indiciate that they did not think it was applicable.

The Witness: A formal application must be made.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Under section 31 subsection 3?—A. That is right.
Q. The next case is 134/12.

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. I was interested in the original decision of pre-enlistment not aggrav

ated as a result of an inherent condition. Upon what evidence was that 
decision reached?—A. All I can say is that the opinion in that regard was 
that it was an unfortunate mental condition. These conditions are constitu
tional in origin and are inherent. I am not a doctor, I am an engineer by 
profession. I have sought opinions not only in Canada, but in the United 
States as well. We have also taken advantage of the wonderful cooperation 
available to us at all times through the British ministry and we have made 
enquiries under their auspices.

Q. I was wondering about the description of the condition as being inherent 
because there is a large body of opinion which says that we are all potential 
schizophrenics.

The Chairman : Is that confined just to members in Parliament or to the 
general public?

Mr. Dinsdale: It is not necessarily constitutional or biological. It is 
psychological, and I was amazed at that decision.

The Chairman: I think it is true, Mr. Melville, under this decision that 
that “schizo” theory is held to pretty unanimously by psychiatrists.

The Witness: I have talked to I do not know how many, and argued. 
I have the same sympathetic regard that you gentlemen have for members of 
the forces who are unfortunate mentally. I have gone time without number 
to the leaders of that particular branch of medicine and sat down with them 
and said: “Can you clear up my mind on this point”? But I just have not 
got away from the statement which I made a short time ago, and that is medical 
opinion.

The Chairman: Are there any further questions?

By Mr. Green:

Q. There is a feature about the case in that in June, 1948, the Pension 
Commission ruled the schizophrenia as pre-enlistment not aggravated; and in 
October 1952, they ruled that the same condition pre-enlistment was aggrava
ted, and qualified for pension.—A. The letters are the 2nd, the 9th, and the 15th 
of September and all of them constitute new evidence. The body over which 
I preside was and is willing at all times to consider new evidence.

The Chairman: The new evidence had to do with the period of service 
during which you found that this condition had been aggravated; it covered 
that period of service, as I understand it?

The Witness: The letters of the Legion I think referred to the facts and 
tc 3 persons who knew the unfortunate applicant. Their evidence was con
sidered to be material, and that the disability developed from the time of 
discharge from service up to the time we "considered the application.

Mr. Croll: Plus the letter which you had from the doctor, while he was 
serving and the medical evidence on top of that. All that changed the opinion. 
New medical evidence plus the Legion’s statement brought about a change in 
the opinion.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 215

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. Have you ever seen “Shades of Grey”? It was put out by the American 

army on this problem?—A. No.
Q. The basis is that we are all potentials, different shades of grey. I 

think it is very important with some of these opinions.—A.I have said on many 
occasions; “There, but for the grace of God, go I”. We are so constituted 
that it does not take very much to tip the scale.

I think we can say that as far as we are concerned, we can maintain that 
balance. But someone who is put under stress and strain of service—not 
even battle action—but with some very unfortunate individuals on account of 
compulsion and rigours of service—the scale is tipped. When we find that 
“service” was a factor, we are glad to concede.

Mr. Green: Cases 3 and 4—
Mr. Balcom: At the time that this case was admitted to the provincial 

hospital, that was really the only hospital to which he could go at that time or 
for which he was eligible. He had no disability which would admit him to 
a D.V.A. hospital, so he was admitted to a provincial hospital?

The Witness: That is right.
Mr. Balcom: That was the only place to which he could go?
The Witness: That is right.
Mr. Balcom: Do these dates outlined on page 19 coincide with the dates 

of your records?
The Witness: That is probably the date the advice was sent to the 

Canadian Legion and the date the actual decision was rendered.
Mr. Green: Case 134/12 commencing on page 20 is summed up as follows: 

“The delay was due entirely to an administrative error. This error caused 
the delay of approximately 11 months in the preparation of this claim.” It 
looks to me as though this is a matter for the veterans bureau to explain and 
not the commission unless you have some comments?

The Witness: I would be glad to comment. Case 134/12 concerns a pen
sioner of World War I who died at the age of 52 from coronary thrombosis, 
arteriosclerotic heart disease and diabetes mellitus on the 9th of December, 
1952. On the 24th of January, 1953, the commission ruled that the death 
was not related to pensionable disability nor attributable to service. That was 
our first hearing because it was a World War I claim. The widow was advised 
of the provisions of the Act and of her right to proceed with her claim further. 
On the 20th of May 1953 the Legion forwarded the widow’s request for second 
hearing. On the 30th of May, 1953—four days later—the Canadian Pension 
Commission wrote to the widow advising her of the acceptance of the applica
tion and that the veterans bureau would prepare a summary of the evidence. 
I have reviewed this file and for the balance of May, June and for some time 
in the month of July I see that the advocate was very busy preparing the 
summary of evidence. He wrote to head office in order to get copies of certain 
documentation to make sure the head office and district files were complete. 
On the 5th day of January, 1954, I received an inquiry from a member.

By Mr. Green:
Q. From whom?—A. A member. In fact, Mr. Green, a member of your 

own party.
Q. Good!—A. As I always do when I get inquiries from members, I 

reviewed the case from beginning to end. The inquiry in this case was about 
92096—2
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widow’s allowance, therefore I advised that I had referred the file for the 
attention of Colonel Garneau and I got a letter from the widow herself and I 
replied to her on January 5th, 1954:

Dear Madam:
You have addressed a letter to me in which you advance certain 

reasons in support of your claim for widow’s allowance.
As widow’s allowance is administered by the War Veterans’ 

Allowance Board, a body separate and distinct from this Commission, 
I am referring your letter there for consideration and further reply.

In so far as the Pension Act is concerned, I note the Commission on 
January 24, 1953, rendered a decision that your husband’s death on 
December 9, 1952, from coronary thrombosis and arteriosclerotic heart 
disease and diabetes mellitus at the age of 52 was not related to the 
pensionable disabilities nor attributable to service. The Commission 
also noted you nominated the Canadian Legion to represent you in 
the advancement of your claim to pension, and for further advice in 
that regard I refer you to the Legion Service Officer in Hamilton, with 
whom you evidently have been in contact.

The Commission cannot render a further decision until advice is 
received from your advocate that the claim is ready for Second Hearing 
decision.

I sent a copy of that letter to the Legion headquarters for the attention 
of Mr. Tennant who had advised the commission that they had been nominated 
to represent the widow and I also sent a copy of my letter to the honourable 
member who made the inquiry. A further letter was received from the widow 
and this time representation was made to the Prime Minister and she was 
advised by the Commission of follows:

Dear Madam:
Your recent letter addressed to the Prime Minister has, as you 

know, been referred to this Commission for attention and reply.
In looking over our file it is noted that the Chairman of the Com

mission quite fully informed you of your pension status on January 
5th last, and consequently there is nothing further that I can add at 
the present time. The Commission can only deal with your case when 
advice is received from your Advocate that the claim is prepared for 
adjudication.

I note also that under date of January 27th the Secretary of the War 
Veterans’ Allowance Board wrote to you and advised how your claim 
stood under the enabling authority of the War Veterans’ Allowance 
Board. I will, however, refer your letter to that Board to note the con
tents thereof.

On the 13th of April, 1954, the summary was forwarded by the Veterans 
Bureau to the widow. May I say that claim has not so far reached the commis
sion for a second hearing. We are awaiting the formal application from the 
advocate to say: “Here is all the evidence and we await the second hearing 
decision of the commission.” I am not taking any personal hurt, let me declare, 
but I would say this, gentlemen, in all fairness that the service officer in 
Hamilton is in the office of the advocate every day or every second day. I have 
never yet been in Hamilton that I have not met him and we are very good 
friends. If he was of the opinion that a considerable interval was elapsing 
without a summary being prepared all he had to say to the advocate was: 
“Could you speed this up?”
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The Legion cite this as a case of delay and not necessarily as a charge that 
the delay was on the part of the Canadian Pension Commission. Actually we 
cannot render our second hearing decisions yet.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Apparently the delay was due to an administrative error and there 

does seem to have been a very long delay in the Hamilton office of the advocate 
in completing that summary?—A. Yes, and the commission is not infallible, we 
all make errors—and I hope we can stand up and admit it at any time. I say 
when an advocate takes a claim he must share some of the responsibility in 
following up the interests of his client.

Q. In other words what you are saying is that the Legion are partially to 
blame in that they did not keep worrying the pension advocate in Hamilton? 
To prepare this summary is it necessary to get any extraneous evidence or 
merely to go through the file and prepare a summary of the evidence?

Mr. Bennett: It is a statement of claim.
The Witness: It is a statement of claim and as Mr. Green is a lawyer he 

is much better versed than the chairman of the commission as to what is 
required. In the case of a World War I veteran the advocate takes the district 
office file and lboks up all the relative documents and says that he has not got 
this and he wants that. He reports to head office and asks for any additional 
documentation on their files which would help him with this claim. When the 
summary is completed in so far as the advocate is concerned—and Brigadier 
Topp should be speaking—he mails the summary to the applicant and notifies 
the commission: “I have today mailed it to the applicant.” The applicant then 
is responsible for studying the summary of evidence and seeing whether he 
would like to add anything to that. He has the opportunity of completing the 
summary and when it is complete, and not until then, it is submitted to the 
commission and we are in a position to render our decision.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Then the fourth case is very much the same, page 21, commencing at 

the foot of the page. There seems to have been delay in preparing this 
summary of over a year and the legion quote a paragraph from a letter of the 
veterans bureau which reads as follows: “It is very much regretted that due 
to inadequate stenographic staff and due to the fact that some of our girls have 
been absent as a result of illness, the preparation of summaries has lagged and 
we are considerably in arrears in this regard. However, you may rest assured 
that this office will proceed as expeditiously as is possible in the circumstances.” 
Apparently there the delay had been in the office of the pensions advocate and 
about a month later the summary was received. Have you any comments on 
that?—A. No comment beyond this. Again I would say that the legion is 
not directing any criticism against the commission. There was an unfortunate 
administrative error for which the chief pensions advocate is on record as 
regretting. The legion service officer had the case in August, 1953, and the 
summary was mailed to the legion in May, 1954. What happened with it in 
the interim I do not know.

Q. That would be a matter for the veterans bureau to explain, I take it. 
In the next case at the top of page 23, this does seem to have something to do 
with, the pension commission. I refer particularly to the statement that the 
legion on the 13th May, 1953: “Obtained information from War Service Records 
that there were sick bay reports (11 entries) which were not considered by 
C.P.C. in their decision.” On the 21st May, 1953, they requested a supple
mentary first hearing and on the basis of these entries a request was granted 
on the basis of the entries and on the 26th November, 1953, we find: “Report

92096—2J
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obtained from pathologist (B.C.) on additional details of autopsy which C.P.C. 
did not endeavour to get.” And then the final paragraph contains the com
plaint that: “In two instances in this case there was relevant information which 
the C.P.C. did not obtain.” What comment have you on that?—A. I am ready 
to comment on this case, number 55, which the legion list as 395/6. I won’t go 
into the details of the case. I do not think they are necessary. Mr. Green 
makes the point that the legion wrote the director of War Service Records 
regarding sick bay reports from November, 1949, to March, 1952, and that
these were supplied to the legion. Again I have the chance to explain the
workings of my commission. When an application for pension is received, as 
was done in this case, the commission asks the director of War Service Records 
for the war service records of that applicant and we get a docket. That 
docket contains all the information that has gone into the war service record 
of that individual. Now, you have the benefit of having an advocate. The 
man then says:

I was in sick bay certain times and the records must be available. 
At this point, I have a letter which I happened to notice in my desk
last week. It is dated the 25th May, 1954, from the director of War
Service Records and he says this: “Re Collective Medical Records. These 
records, presently on file in our library, consist of several tnillion morning 
sick reports (on which two or more names appear) and approximately 
20,000 MIR books; treatment and prescription books; Canadian navy 
sick bay records; RCAF unit and station sick quarters books and navy, 
army and RCAF hospital admission and discharge registers.

The records concerned are arranged in chronological order (1939 to 
1953) by army unit and/or camp; by navy ship and/or shore establish
ment; by RCAF unit and/or station and by theatre of service (Canada 
and overseas).”

I quote that and I was glad to put it in my brief case to show that these 
records are not immediately available. But, when an applicant knows he had 
treatment and says I was in the medical inspection room in August, 1944, and 
in September, and I was examined then and I had certain complaints and he 
is able to name the establishment, we now have access to these records through 
the director of War Service Records who deserves a great compliment for the 
energy he has devoted to collecting the records of ex-servicemen from all over 
the world. You have the documents beginning at his attestation and from 
the attestation you probably then find his conduct sheet. Then the documents 
which we know so well of the man admitted to convalescent or field dressing 
station down to a base hospital; these records are all there. But, these 
inspections in the medical inspections room do not get to his file unless 
eventually we track them down. What happened in this case was that the 
legion was advised and made inquiry and the war service records officer was 
able to find them. With respect to the supplementary pathologist’s report, the 
pathologist did submit a report and that report was taken under the con
sideration of my colleagues and then the legion wrote—and again it was 
excellent advocacy—to ask if he had any supplementary information to give 
and the pathologist had some supplementary information and sent that to the 
legion and it was forwarded to the commission.

Q. Is there not some way in which your administrative procedure can 
be worked out to avoid difficulty such as this? For example, the legion 
state: “The C.P.C. stated: There are no medical entries recorded in the service 
documentation between 12/2/50 and 12/3/52”. Obviously that was wrong 
because there were records held by the defence department and perhaps 
they were at fault in not furnishing them to the commission because they did
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eventually furnish them to the legion. Is there not some way in which a 
slip-up of that kind could be prevented?—A. I think that is just why this 
Canada of ours provided a Veterans Bureau. There is no counsel for the Crown. 
Counsel was washed out and all we have is a Veterans Bureau, something
to assist an applicant in the preparation, presentation and advancement of
his claim to pension. He has that. How would you deal with these millions
of records? It would be a physical impossibility to incorporate all of them.
But, with the assistance from the man and the commission and his advocate 
you can go to these records, and I find it is a wonderful thing that they are 
in chronological order under the navy, army and air force. How can we 
know? We do not even know the man was in for medical inspection.

Q. They are not listed in the records under the name of the man?—A. Not 
listed in his service documentation, which starts with his attestation and 
finishes with his discharge medical board, and contains these other documents 
I have mentioned.

Q. In any set case there may be additional evidence available from service 
records which under the present procedure is not given to the pension com
mission?—A. That statement is perfectly correct, as a man somtimes produces 
his war diary.

Q. I mean official records.—A. Yes, official records, quite true. But they 
are in excellent hands and they are accessible to his advocate at any time, and 
no one affords greater facility than the director of the war service records to 
furnish that information on request.

By Mr. Croll:
Q. If you suspected that that information was there somewhere, would 

you not then ask for it?—A. We do it countless times.
Q. If you had any reason to believe that there was such evidence—A. We 

are required to do it under the statute. In considering an application for 
a pension the commission, through its medical adviser, should pursue it, but 
how can you pursue it when you do not know what you are pursuing?

By the Chairman:
Q. Has the Veterans Bureau no obligation in this matter to get in touch 

with the man and see if he did report sick or anything of the sort?—A. If the 
Veterans Bureau has been retained as the advocate for the applicant.

Q. In this particular case the obligation to do this was on the advocate, 
who in this case was the Legion, and they did just what they were supposed 
to do?—A. That is right.

Mr. Green: Might this not be very serious in the case of a death of a 
veteran? Say his widow was advised. She would not have details of when he 
went to the sick bay and really would be unable to get the evidence, and yet 
it is there in the service records available if somebody could say an approximate 
date.

The Chairman: In this particular case it was a widow’s claim. So they 
managed to get it in spite of that fact, apparently.

By Mr. Croll:
Q. What I am not very clear about is that a widow who may make a claim 

knowing that she had to rely upon things that happened in the army may 
say in the first instance, “My husband was ill many times during the time 
he served.” I should have thought that the commission would somehow go 
looking for that sort of evidence in order to be in a better position to deal 
with it.—A. We follow every clue that we can find.

Q. In this case the widow did not?—A. No, we had no clue.
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Mr. Goode: Is it not true that most of this evidence that you reviewed is 
supplementary evidence given by the applicant? Mr. Melville will remember 
that I have appeared before the appeal board on several occasions, and the 
reason the decision was rendered was because of evidence that was brought 
up that was never submitted in the first application, and I think that is the 
secret of most of these cases.

Mr. Green: There is one other feature of this case, the pathologist’s report. 
I am disturbed that the commission should not make sure that they have a full 
report from the authorities, that they did not have all the evidence available. 
Apparently there was a possibility for the commission to get an additional 
supplementary report from the pathologist which was presumably of con
siderable benefit.

The Witness: I have said, and I repeat, that there was excellent advocacy 
in this case. When you get a pathologist’s report it would be almost “infra dig” 
for my medical advisers to say, “I have your report; have you anything else 
to add to that report?” These pathologists’ reports, after all, are sometimes 
about three or four pages long and finish with a summary in which they give 
the basic diagnoses on what they found. I have studied many of them. We 
did not know about the supplementary one. That is why I congratulate the 
Legion in following up the claim and getting that supplementary report.

The Chairman: They probably had an idea that there was a possibility 
of getting additional information from the widow, or something of that nature. 
Of course, it is the duty of the Legion, as I understand it, in carrying out their 
work to follow that up. In the instances where they did that, they have got 
good results.

It is now five after one. Does anyone wish to ask any questions on the 
remaining two cases?

Mr. Green: I would like to ask some questions.
The Chairman: I had though that if we did get through with our ques

tioning of Mr. Melville we could hold a meeting of the steering committee 
to decide when we will hear—or if it is necessary to hear the Legion. But we 
could not hold a meeting of the steering committee and properly consider the 
whole matter until we have first finished with Mr. Melville’s evidence on the 
matter.

Mr. Philpott: Could we not finish the other two cases now?
The Chairman: It is five minutes after one now. We might meet at 2.30 

if it is the desire of the committee to meet for a short time this afternoon and 
finish it.

Mr. Green: We have quite an important meeting of the Railways, Canals 
and Telegraph Lines committee at 2.30. I would be prepared to go on now.

Mr. Croll: Yes, let us sit for 10 minutes now.
The Chairman: Do you think we can finish it in 10 minutes?
Mr. Green: I think so.
The Chairman: Very well, let us proceed.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Case 234 on page 24 of the Legion’s brief. There the big difficulty 

seems to have been that the Pension Commission took the decision that they 
could not award any retroactive pejision under section 31 subsection 3 of the 
Act until they had made a ruling under the hardships provision which is 
section 31, subsection 2.
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The chairman of the Pension Commission in a letter stated:
As has been explained to you on previous occasions, the commission 

cannot deal with an award under section 31, subsection 3 of the Act 
without in the first instance determining whether consideration is per
missible under section 31, subsection 2.

The Legion then wrote back complaining that they did not think that 
the law should be read in that way and that section 31 subsection 3 could be 
invoked and the application considered on its merits. Have you any comment 
on that, Brigadier Melville?—A. Briefly, the Act lays down that the commis
sion, under section 31 subsection 1 may make retroactive awards for 12 months; 
and in section 31 subsection 2, in cases of hardship and distress the commis
sion may grant an extra period not exceeding 6 months; and in section 31 
subsection 3, due to administrative and other causes and so on the commission 
may grant an additional amount not exceeding 18 months. Subsections 1 
and 2 in the statute grant an extension totalling 18 months; and under sub
section 3 there is a possible extension of another 18 months making a total 
of 36 months. Therefore, first of all, if there is hardship and distress you 
will deal with the additional 6 months. When you come to consider this 
I suggest it is a question of interpretation. The commission is called upon to 
interpret this statute, and say: We will grant the maximum which the law 
allows, and you can exceed the 12 months, if there is hardship, by 6 months, 
with an additional 18 months, to make a total of 3 years. The Legion said: 
“No, you do not have to claim under (2) before (3).” That is their opinion 
and I am not arguing against it.

Q. There is an award up to 12 months, and a further award up to 6 
months.—A. That is right.

Q. Subsection 3 provides for another additional award; but I think there 
is a great deal to be said for interpreting the whole section on the basis that 
those two additional awards, namely the 6 months and the 18 months are 
additional to the original 12 months, and that there is no case for addition, 
on addition, on addition. You are saying that you have to take 12 months 
first, and then you go on to 6 months, and after the 6 months you say there 
may be an additional 18 months. I think you should determine your award 
under the sections pretty carefully because in my judgment, whether there is 
an additional award of 6 months or not, apart from whether there is an 
additional award of 6 months for hardship, you can award an additional 
18 months for administrative delay. I think you should get your lawyer to 
review that section very carefully because in my judgment it could be read 
the other way that first of all there can be an additional award of six months 
and quite apart from where there is an additional award of six months for 
hardship that you can award another 18 months for administrative delay. They 
are not connected at all. The administrative delays and the hardship cases 
are in no way connected, but in your decisions you do connect them?—A. No, 
no. I think your argument, Mr- Green, is why we have lawyers. My profes
sion is engineering and I say this: we give 12 months under subsection 1 
and in cases of hardship and distress the veteran may receive an additional 
six months and in cases of administrative delays an additional 18 months. 
I say, and my colleagues say, it is hardship and distress to deny to a pensioner 
any payment to which he may be entitled. If there has been an adminis
trative delay beyond his control that is where we function and that is 
all we say in this case. The veteran receives a possible 12 months and if there 
is hardship and distress then he can make application for an additional 6 
months. I cannot do what the Legion wants me to do. I carry out our 
interpretation of the Act.
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Q. Does that not mean you award this additional 18 months for administra
tive delays, which, of course, have to do with the Canadian Pension Commission 
only if hardship is proved? In other words, you were basing the additional 12 
months on hardship, and I cannot see how the Act was ever intended to tie up 
the additional 18 months to hardship.—A. They have nothing to do with hard
ship, but with administrative causes beyond the veteran’s control. The law has 
been in existence since 1936 and the Act was amended in 1945 whereby subsec
tion 3 was added and subsection 1, 2 and 3 follow through to a logical conclusion. 
If there is an illogical assumption as to how it should be applied, I cannot help 
it.

Q. Perhaps we could deal with that later.
Mr. Weselak: If an application under subsection 2 were disallowed could it 

be entertained under subsection 3?
The Witness: No, we first deal with it under subsection 2.

By Mr. Green:
Q. There is a further complaint on page 25 of the brief:

In this case the Canadian Pension Commission ruled that the condi
tion was pre-enlistment when there was actually no pre-enlistment 
evidence on record.

The Canadian Pension Commission’s decisions did not give adequate 
reason for the rejection of the application.

There is definite evidence that section 70 (the benefit of the doubt 
section) was ignored and indeed the unfavourable decisions drew pre
sumptions against the applicant.

Have you any comment on that?—A. The opinion as to whether or not 
this condition was pre-enlistment in origin is certainly a matter of medical 
opinion. The record, in my opinion, speaks for itself. This man served from 
September 1939 to May 1946. When he was being treated in 1943 the 
applicant gave a history in which he stated that he had a weak stomach all his 
life. He was unable to eat meat and was subject to attacks of vomiting and 
pains in his stomach. In civilian life he could not digest his food properly, and 
it was necessary for him to live on a light diet. He was under medical care in 
civilian life and was treated by diet. I suggest with all due deference there was 
something wrong with him before he went into the army.

Q. The application was for appendicitis although there is nothing in what 
you read to show appendicitis—A. There are signs and symptoms.

Q. And what about this other complaint that the pension commission did 
not give adequate reason for the rejection of the application? You did grant the 
application eventually on the basis of aggravation. What about their complaint? 
—A. Will you not agree that is a question of opinion? The reasons are stated 
there. This last decision was dictated by a doctor and a surgean, one who knew 
the whole case from beginning to end because he knows anatomy and he knew 
what this man’s report describes, and he states in his final decision why he made 
it. He describes these symptoms of which he complained and then he goes into 
the whole detail of what was found when surgery took place, and as a surgeon 
who has performed countless abdominal operations he dictated that decision.

Q. And the legion say it was finally granted without any new evidence. 
Page 24. “Legion submitted case for renewal hearing—no new evidence 
contained in submission.—A. That is the legion’s opinion and I certainly will 
not agree with it. I think there was lots of new evidence.

The Chairman: On the question that was asked by Mr. Weselak, I see 
that on page 25 the final ruling was given when the legion raised the question 
that subsection 3 of section 31 was not dependent on subsection 2 of section 3,
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the Commission’s final ruling on the matter was that there was absence of 
evidence regarding administrative or other delays beyond the applicant’s 
control and they stated therefore that they did not make an award under 
subsection 3 of section 31.

Mr. Green: What Brigadier Melville says today is that they have to 
qualify under subsection 2 to get under section 3.

The Chairman: I take it when the legion raised the point they then 
considered their argument because the Commission would not have said what 
they did, that there was absence of proof required to bring him under section 31 
subsection 3, if they had not been considering that question. I think it is quite 
clear there that they did consider retroactivation under section 31 subsection 3.

Mr. Green: Perhaps Brigadier Melville could tell us what their actual 
practice is; whether in practice they require entitlement under subsection 2 
before they give it under subsection 3.

The Chairman: Whether the difficulty as to subsection (2) was actually 
raised the commission apparently did deal with the claim under subsection (3). 
The answer to Mr. Weselak’s question was they never gave it consideration, 
but according to the brief they did consider it.

Mr. Green: That may have simply been an additional reason for turning 
it down.

The Chairman: I think that if we are going to go into it that we should 
get the actual ruling which was given on the 8th April, 1954. I am trying to 
keep the record straight because Mr. Melville was answering these questions 
offhand. I do not want an impression to go in which is at variance with what 
appears to be the record.

The Witness: I desire to help. The actual decision in this case, dated 
8th April, 1954, states: —

Decision of commission
Upon application, and after a careful review of the pertinent mate

rial on file and documents, the commission rules as follows: —
The Commission, after careful and sympathetic consideration, does 

not feel that this application comes within the provisions of Section 
31(3) of the Pension Act. The absence of evidence regarding adminis
trative and other delays beyond the applicant’s control would prohibit 
an award under Section 31(3).

Had we found favourably under 31 (3), we would have granted under 
31 (2), but, as I said, the general practice is that there is an exception probably 
now and again to a rule, and an exception has been made in this case. There 
have been insistence in letters from the Legion for a ruling under 31 (3). 
Sometimes we try to be co-operative and helpful and give a ruling, and that 
is what happened in this instance.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Would you make a favourable ruling under section 31 (3), even though 

there had been no application or ruling on section 31 (2) ?—A. Normally, no.
Q. That is the answer. As a matter of fact, Brigadier Melville gave me 

his arguments as to why he thought you had to qualify under 31 (2) before 
you qualified under 31 (3).—A. ..Because if you have to go through (1), you 
would give a man his twelve months, his six months under (2), another 
18 months under (3) and that would be a total of three years. If there is 
a gap in there because of no claim under 31 (2) I do not know what treatment 
allowance you are going to have in that gap of six months. The treatment 
allowance is all tied up.
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By Mr. MacLean:
Q. I have a brief question. Could Brigadier Melville tell us if almost 

invariably our medical records are complete? I am thinking chiefly of air 
force personnel. It applies to them to a great extent and perhaps to the other 
services as well. There are cases where Canadian air force personnel during 
the war were attached to the R.A.F. They might be posted somewhere else 
in some other theatre very quickly, and after arriving in a new theatre they 
perhaps were hospitalized and their medical files had not caught up with 
them and new medical files were opened, and that might happen several times 
during a man’s career. Has the experience been that all of these documents 
have in fact been gathered together regardless of where they were held, 
whether by the R.A.F. or by the Canadian air force, sa that the medical files 
are complete?—A. I am very glad to answer that, because in 1944 we knew 
that the records were incomplete, and in 1945 I personally contacted the 
director-general of treatment services in the air force in connection with this 
very point, because we had airmen all over the world. He was going over 
to England and saw the records people over there and we got action. There 
is no such thing as an absolutely complete record, but I would say that the 
R.C.A.F. records, and that includes R.A.R. records for Canadians attached 
to the R.A.F., are in excellent order.

Q. In line with that question, in a case where a veteran applies for a 
pension and he says, “As far as I can remember, I was treated at a certain 
time, but my memory is not very clear,” and he is told that there is nothing 
on his records to that effect, is he advised that there may be some record of 
that from some other source, which does not appear on his medical file?— 
A. If he would give us a clue as to when and where, we would follow it through. 
In fact, we are required to do it under the statute; the commission shall pursue 
through its medical advisers such inquiries; and we do it; that is done every 
day.

Q. I was thinking of a veteran who might not be very aggressive and if 
he should apply for a pension and is told that there is nothing on his record, 
he may drop it at that point. Is he encouraged in any way to indicate any 
other possible source?—A. Yes. That is where such wonderful services as 
those of the Veterans’ Bureau are available to him. Moreover, we realize that 
he is not able of himself to make that inquiry; however, the Veterans’ Bureau 
or any of the national organizations will help him, and we do help him 
ourselves.

Q. Well, many national organizations believe, as well as many veterans, 
that when they are told that the medical record is not on the file, that that is 
all they can do about it.

By Mr. Green:
Q. The final case is 507/14, and it will be found at the bottom of page 25 

of the Legion’s brief. This woman was discharged on the 22nd of October, 
1943, and on January 7 of the following year, 1944, the pension medical 
examiner referred the case to the C.P.C. for a ruling- According to the Legion, 
the case was filed for ten years, and then on the 5th of February, 1954, the 
Legion referred the claim to the Canadian Pension Commission, and about 
two weeks later the Canadian Pension Commission granted entitlement and 
made the award retroactive for twelve months. Then the Legion requested 
further retroactivation and finally it was# made retroactive for the full 
thirty-six months. They have this comment: “This woman’s claim should 
have been considered 10 years earlier on pension medical examiner’s request 
of 7/1/44. She would not likely have been pensioned until 1/6/46. Adminis
trative error has cost this veteran almost five years’ pension, calculated from
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1/6/46, the date on which the insurance principle was restored for service in 
Canada by P.C. 2077. The Canadian Pension Commission initially granted 
only 12 months’ retroactivation and did not attempt to rectify obvious injustice 
until pressed to do so by the Canadian Legion.” What comments have you 
on that?—A. This ex-servicewoman had 16 months’ service in Canada and 
was discharged on the 22nd of October, 1943. Apparently she had only served 
in Canada. To be perfectly frank, there was an administrative error and I am 
quite prepared to admit it. Her discharge board recorded: “Recurrent rheu
matic fever”. When she was discharged from hospital on the 15th of November, 
1943 she was “free of symptoms and feeling particularly well”. She was 
examined the same day by the pension medical examiner and he forwarded 
his report to head office. We asked for the report and the opinion of a 
cardiologist. The claim was actively pursued but delays occurred in locating 
her and in obtaining the cardiologist’s examination. Unfortunately, her file 
was put away, and a file charge by the medical adviser was not filled. A new 
system was introduced at this time to obviate such errors but failed to catch 
this one in 1945- I frankly admit there was an administrative error—the case 
never came to the commission. There were seven or eight B.F’s here. One 
of our senior medical examiners was handling it. Unfortunately, the file was 
put away and the charge by the medical adviser was not filled. On the 3rd 
day of February 1954, this veteran first applied for pension. This was the 
first written application and the first time she ever came to us. The first 
application for a pension was dated the 3rd of February of this year, and on 
the 17th of February, the commission conceded entitlement—pre-enlistment, 
aggravated two-fifths, retroactive 12 months. This was dated on the opinion 
of an eminent cardiologist. On the 17th of March I happened to be in Hamil
ton. When I was there, I was with the pension advocate discussing cases and 
Mr. Warren, who is the pension officer of the Legion, came in. He brought the 
case to my attention and said: “I do not think you have been entirely fair. 
Is there anything more that can be done for this pensioner.” I said, “All 
you have to do is submit an application. I suggest you make an application 
through your dominion headquarters and I assure you my colleagues will be 
glad to give it their attention.” On the 23rd of March—six days later, a letter 
came from the Legion headquarters asking for further consideration. On the 
30th of April, the claim was reviewed. The commission increased the degree 
of aggravation to three-fifths and awarded further retroactivation of 6 and 
18 months. A total of three years was granted. The claim was adjusted to 
the maximum extent provided by the Act. There was an error and we have 
done all we can to amend the error.

Q. Of course you cannot go further back than the 36 months?—A. No.
Q. I merely point out the comment made at the end of these cases in 

the brief: “These cases provide a few examples of failure to search records, 
failure to properly assess evidence on file, administrative error and unjust 
presumption being drawn against the applicant.”

Mr. Croll: Throughout that long period of time this servicewoman never 
made application for pension and never brought it to the attention of the 
commission in any way?

The Witness: It was never brought to our attention, Colonel Croll, until 
the 3rd February, 1954, when she made application; and might I add also 
that we have gone back three years and under the regulations of the depart
ment if she incurred treatment expenses for three years prior to that then 
the department may give consideration to reimbursement.

Mr. Green : I presume the pension medical examiner who referred this to 
the pension commissioner for ruling in 1944 would tell the girl he was doing 
that?
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The Witness: She was discharged from hospital on the 15th November, 
1943, and the very same day she was seen by the medical examiner there; she 
was sent to hospital and the reports were incomplete and we said we wanted a 
history of what she had been doing prior to enlistment. She unfortunately 
moved around and was not available and they had trouble for months getting 
in touch wtih her, and we had some difficulty to get the cardiologist’s report, 
and when it did come in unfortunately the file was not brought to the attention 
of the commission. Here is her first application for pension for heart disease 
filed in 1954. Had it come before there would have been none of this un
fortunate delay.

Mr. Green : She probably thought she had been ruled out before.
The Witness: No.
The Chairman: I do not think the evidence so far indicates any justification 

for saying that there was failure to search records or failure to properly assess 
evidence on file or unjust presumptions drawn against the applicants.

Mr. Croll: I think my question would agree with your opinion. That was 
the purpose of the question.

The Chairman: I was going to suggest that the steering committee meet 
at 10.30 tomorrow morning, and the committee will meet at 11.30 in this room 
or after the proceedings relating to the orders of the day have been concluded.

—The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430, 
Tuesday, June 1, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.30 o’clock a.m. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Gray North), Cavers, Croll, 
Dickey, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Green, 
Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, Jones, MaeDougall, MacLean, Pearkes, Philpott, 
Quelch, Roberge, Stick, Tucker, and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. M. Burns, Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs, and 
the following other officials of that Department: Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant 
Deputy Minister; Mr. G. H. Parliament, Director General of Veterans’ Welfare 
Services; Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser; Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief Pensions 
Advocate; Mr. E. V. Wilson, Travelling Inspector, Veterans Bureau. Also, 
Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans’ Land Act, with Mr. A. D. McCracken, 
Senior Administrative Officer, Mr. H. C. Griffith, Superintendent, Construction 
Division, Mr. William Strojich, Superintendent, Property Division, Mr. W. G. 
Wurtele, Chief Treasury Officer. Also, Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, Mr. Leslie 
A. Mutch, Vice-Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission. Also, Mr. C. B. 
Lumsden, Dominion President, and Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, 
of the Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

The Chairman informed the Committee of the decisions arrived at by the 
Sub-committee on Agenda and Procedure, with respect to the Canadian 
Legion’s request for a hearing in connection with certain pension cases referred 
to in its brief presented on Wednesday, May 19th last.

Mr. C. B. Lumsden and Mr. D. M. Thompson were called jointly to address 
the Committee. A statement filed by Mr. Thompson, and referred to as 
Exhibit “A”, was ordered to be printed as an Appendix to today’s evidence.

The Chairman informed the Committee that at the following sitting, the 
Committee would proceed with the clause by clause study of Bill 339, An Act 
to amend the Pension Act.

At 1.10 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.30 
o’clock a.m. Wednesday, June 2, 1954.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.
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June 1, 1954 
11.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. I took up with the steering committee 
the question of hearing the Legion again. They authorized me to explain the 
situation to the Legion and to emphasize to them the fact that no attack had 
been made upon the Legion by Mr. Melville and that he had given them credit 
for good advocacy in getting some of these cases of entitlement established. 
But if the Legion felt, despite that fact, that they wanted to make some further 
representations in regard to these seven cases, we should hear them.

I have carried out the instructions of the steering committee and explained 
the situation to the Legion. The Dominion president, Mr. Lumsden is with us 
this morning and also Mr. D. M. Thompson, the chief pension officer of the 
Canadian Legion, and they would like to make further representations to the 
committee.

It is the thought of the steering committee that they should be heard, if 
they wanted to be heard, and then after we have heard them, we proceed with 
the pension bill with the understanding that certain clauses to which amend
ments are being considered would be left to stand.

Now, if Mr. Lumsden is ready he might come forward to the table, and 
also Mr. Thompson.

Mr. Goode: Before you start, Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Lumsden is going to 
be allowed to answer questions this morning, with which I fully agree, I think 
that we should be allowed to ask questions regarding the rest of the brief at 
the same time. There are a couple of questions which I want to ask on another 
matter entirely, and this would open up the brief again, with your permission. 
I would like to ask my questions sometime during the morning.

The Chairman: Well, I am in the hands of the committee in this matter. 
I regard this going into individual cases with great apprehension and I doubt 
if it is in the best interests of the veteran that individual cases should be gone 
into. But after all, the Legion is a responsible body which also has at heart 
the interests of the veteran, and they are entitled to express their opinions in 
this matter. I take it that if we are going to go into these matters, then we 
will just have to go into them as far as the committee wants to go into them 
and that' is all.

Mr. Goode: I have a couple of questions to ask concerning war veterans 
allowance. I was not referring to pension matters. Would that be agreeable?

The Chairman: When we come to it we will deal with it.
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Mr. Goode: I do not think that is an answer. I would like to know whether 
or not I am going to be allowed to ask questions about the war veterans allow
ance. If you give me an answer, there will be no argument about it one way 
or another.

The Chairman: The brief is here and the brief was read. The members 
have the right to ask questions on it which are relevant to the brief. Now, 
Mr. Lumsden would like to make a statement.

Mr. Lumsden (Dominion President, Canadian Legion): Mr. Chairman, I 
shall not take up very much of your time. I have been travelling ever since I 
was here before and I have not as yet received the minutes of the committee 
so I will leave the discussion this morning to Mr. Thompson. However, I 
would like to say that we want to discuss these cases without emotion. We 
want to deal with facts as calmly and as objectively as possible. We are 
endeavouring to establish our contention that there were delays through no 
fault of the applicants; delays which seriously affected them, and that the 
legislation should be amended so as to make provision for those delays.

It was not our intention at that time to attack the Pension Commission. 
A statement has been made that it is the best Pension Commission we ever had 
and we are not prepared to challenge it. We have not made a comparison, 
nor could we make a comparison. But over the years, and in the experience 
of the commission in dealing with a great number of cases, situations arise 
and principles are developed which may or may not be advantageous to the 
veterans or which may or may not be consistent with the legislation; and it 
is with those principles that we are concerned without attempting to attack 
personalities. We want to deal with the principles and the principles are not 
apparent unless you can see them exemplified in concrete cases. Now, I 
shall call upon Mr. Thompson.

D. M. Thompson, Chief Service Officer, Canadian Legion, called:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I shall try 
to be as brief as I possibly can in commenting on these cases.

First of all I would like to read to you section 70 of the Pension Act which 
reads as follows:

70. Notwithstanding anything in this Act, on any application for 
pension the applicant is entitled to the benefit of the doubt, which means 
that it is not necessary for him to adduce conclusive proof of his right 
to the pension applied for, but the body adjudicating on the claim shall 
draw from all the circumstances of the case, the evidence adduced and 
medical opinions, all reasonable inferences and presumptions in favour 
of the applicant. 1948, c. 23, s. 16.

That section is known as the “benefit of the doubt” section.
In connection with the first case referred to in our brief which starts at 

page 15, case No. 656-1, it was said on Friday morning before the committee 
that there was a delay of practically 11 months. It was our understanding at 
that time, and I thought the chairman of the Pension Commission suggested 
that the Legion might be able to explain that delay.

It was discussed yesterday and there were some questions raised as to 
actually what had been said. We welcome this opportunity to explain that 
delay of 11 months between the time of one of the commission’s decisions and 
our re-submission of the case.
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In order to explain it, I perhaps should go back to July 24, 1951 when, 
in answer to a letter from our service officer on this case—it was then 27 and 
is now 31-(2) (3) of the Act—this letter was received from Mr. Conn who 
was then deputy chairman of the Legion:

“THE CANADIAN 
PENSION COMMISSION

Ottawa, July 24th, 1951.

The Canadian Legion of the B.E.S.L.,
Dominion Command,
P.O. Box 657,
Ottawa, Ont.

Attention Mr. A. G. Cracknell, 
Pensions Officer.

Dear Mr. Cracknell:
Your letter of the 16th instant addressed to the Secretary has been 

referred to me.
There is some understandable misinterpretation of subsection (3) of 

Section 27, and this arises from a failure to realize that the basic provisions 
governing the effective date from which disability pension is payable are fully 
contained in Section 27(1) (a) and (b). In these, Parliament has definitely 
laid down the basis upon which the Commission must determine the extent of 
retroactivity. Having established the effective date of the award, and realising 
that there were certain cases wherein successful applicants for pension were 
faced with an accumulation of hospital bills and medical expenses, this led to a 
provision whereby the Commission was granted discretion, in cases of hardship, 
to make an additional award not exceeding an amount equivalent to six months 
pension. This provision was made by the addition of subsection (2) to the 
section already quoted.

It should be made clear that from the time these governing provisions were 
written into the Pension Act, they were considered by subsequent Parliamentary 
Committee to be fair, and they remained unchanged until the rush of demo
bilization from World War II brought to light another and distinct problem.

Late in 1943 and early in 1944, the Commission found a number of 
disability claims wherein delays had occurred between the date of discharge 
and the granting of entitlement.

Sometimes there was delay in the return of documents from overseas; in 
others, principal witnesses had not returned to Canada, and this was particularly 
apparent in the cases of prisoners of war and R.C.A.F. personnel attached to 
British formations in the Far East. The Commission readily invoked the 
provisions of Section 27(1) and (2), but it was found that even the eighteen 
months retroactivation already provided for in the statute did not cover a very 
limited number of cases of the type already described, and some further relief 
appeared to be called for.

To meet this situation, and on the recommendation of the Commission, the 
government on the 9th day of April, 1945, enacted P.C. 2395 authorizing the 
Commission, in its discretion, to make an additional award not exceeding an 
amount equivalent to an additional eighteen months’ pension.

It was clearly understood at that time—
(a) that this benefit was restricted to a limited number of World 

War II claims;



232 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

(b) that it was restricted to cases where, through delays in securing 
service or other records, or through other administrative difficulties 
beyond the applicant’s control, it was apparent that an injustice 
might otherwise ensue ;

(c) the Order in Council clearly stated it was to remain in force during 
World War II and for one year subsequent to the termination thereof.

When the Act was amended in 1946, this provision was incorporated, but 
definitely on the understanding it would be restricted to the types of cases and in 
accordance with the restrictions already mentioned.

The circumstances leading to the enactment of this subsection no longer 
exist, and I think you will agree that, in so far as the application of Section 27 
of the Pension Act is concerned, claims in respect to World War I and World 
War II service should be dealt with on a common basis.

There are no time limits under the statute procedure for World War II 
claims and there is no statutory bar to any applicant for pension taking years 
before proceeding to finality before an Appeal Board with his claim.

The Commission is fully abreast of its duties and responsibilities, and cases 
which are ready for hearing before an Appeal Board are listed very soon 
thereafter. Ordinary diligence on the part of the applicant should result in 
finality of decision well within the time stipulated in Section 27 (1).

I trust I have made the situation clear, and assure you of the honest 
endeavour of this. Commission at all times to bring to an eligible pensioner the 
maximum benefit which the statute permits.”

In that letter we have set forth the basis of the commission’s under
standing of what was then section 27 (3) of the Pension Act. Following that 
letter, and in compliance with what was understood at that time to be com
mission policy that they would not rule on subsection 3 without first ruling 
under subsection 2, our service officer on August 9, requested a ruling under 
section 27 subsection 2, and that was acknowledged by notification dated 
September 4, 1951. The man was advised and we received a copy of the letter, 
allowing an additional award of 6 months retroactivation under section 
27—(2).

We then received from our correspondent or our service officer in Montreal 
a communication pointing out that this award lacked approximately 5 days of 
covering $1,251.95 which the man had incurred in connection with the eye 
operation which was subsequently ruled to be related to his service.

So the case was again put up to the secretary of the commission on 
October 18, 1951 by our service officer who outlined the case in detail, and in 
part he said: —

“October 18th, 1951.

The Secretary,
Canadian Pension Commission, 
OTTAWA, Ontario.

ATT: BRIG. J. L. MELVILLE:

Dear Sir:
We are basing this claim on the ground that delay in rendering the Appeal 

Board Decision at 25-10-50 must have been through administrative difficulties 
beyond the applicant’s control and that no delay can be attributed to the 
applicant in taking action to bring his case before the Appeal Board for decision.
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Briefly the history of the case is as follows: —

Initial Decision rendered 20-1-48 —Onychomycosis — Post-discharge, not
attributable.

First Renewal Hearing 5-7-49 —Onychomycosis—incurred during ser
vice, award effective 12 months prior 
to the date of decision. Assessment 
negligible.
Retrobulbar Neuritis with Iridocyclitis 
and Enucleation Right Eye—Post-dis
charge condition, not attributable to 
service.

Appeal Board Decision —25-10-50—Retrobulbar Neuritis with
Iridocyclitis and Enucleation Right Eye 
—incurred during service. Award effec
tive 12 months prior to the date of 
the decision.

Application made for retroactivation under Section 27(2) granted and 
six months retroactive pension awarded at 4-9-51.

By reason of the latter decision, the effective date of pension became 
25-4-49.

Expenses incurred by the applicant for treatment of eyes incurred between 
6-11-48 and 20-4-49 was $1,261.95. These accounts are in the hands of the 
D.V.A. and should be on file. It will be noted that the effective date of award 
at 25-4-49 is five days short of the date of discharge from treatment at 
20-4-49 and consequently Mr. — is not eligible to receive reiumbursement 
for these expenses.

The attention of the Commission is directed to the fact that Mr. — made 
application for his Appeal Board Hearing on the 16th July, 1949; that is, 
eleven days following the First Renewal Hearing Decision. The case was 
reported ready for Appeal Board at 5-5-50; that is, almost nine months later. 
The Appeal Board Decision itself was not rendered until the 25th October, 
1950; that is, a further delay of over five months, so that roughly speaking 
the Appeal Board Decision was not rendered until approximately fifteen months 
following the applicant’s application. We have not been able to discover any 
action or non action on the part of the applicant which could have in any 
way been responsible for the long delay in the Appeal Board Decision following 
application and must, therefore, conclude that same was due to administrative 
difficulties beyond his control.”

We outlined the delay and the time which had elapsed. The chairman of 
the Canadian Pension Commission on October 20, acknowledged the letter 
and said that it would be given consideration under section 27 subsection 3, 
and we would be advised of the outcome.

On November 23, approximately one month later, we were advised by 
the C.P.C. as follows: —

“November 23rd, 1951.
The Commission has considered your application for further retroactive 

pension in respect of Retrobulbar Neuritis with Iridocyclitis and Enucleation 
of your Right Eye. It is, however, regretfully of the opinion that your claim 
cannot be granted. The Commission’s finding follows: —

Upon application, and after reading the memorandum dated Novem
ber 9, 1951, and after a careful review of the pertinent material on file 
and documents the Commission rule as follows: —

The Commission, after careful and sympathetic consideration, do 
not feel that this application comes within the provisions of Section 27(3)
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of the Pension Act, and therefore rule that there can be no further 
retroactivation of the effective date of the award.”

On November 27, 1951 I wrote to the chairman of the Canadian Pension 
Commission as follows: —

“November 27th, 1951.

Brigadier J. L. Melville, M.C., E.D., C.B.E.,
Chairman,
Canadian Pension Commission,
OTTAWA, Ontario.

Dear Brigadier Melville:
We have received under date of November 23rd, carbon copy of a form 

letter addressed to the above noted veteran, advising him in a very stereotyped 
manner that the Commission refuse to grant him the provisions as allowed under 
Section 27(3) of the Pension Act.

We note from the above mentioned carbon copy that no detailed or com
plete explanation is given as to why the Commission has rendered this unfav
ourable decision.

We feel that this man’s case is quite fully stated in our letter of October 
18th, addressed to the Secretary and signed by Mr. A. G. Cracknell, Pensions 
officer at these Headquarters.

In order to facilitate the work of the Commission, the case is briefly 
this—Mr. first made application for entitlement to pension on account of
“Retrobulbar Neuritis with Iridocyclities and Enucleation, right eye, on Novem
ber 6th, 1948. The first decision on this condition was unfavourable and is 
dated July 5th, 1949. On July 16th, eleven days later Mr. submitted an
application for an Appeal Board Hearing of his claim. On May 5th, 1950, 
the case was reported ready. On October 25th, 1950, more than six months 
after the case was reported ready, the Appeal Board rendered a favourable 
decision, which placed the effective date back twelve months to October 25th, 
1949. The Veterans Bureau in Montreal made representations on behalf of 
Mr. , requesting consideration under Section 27(2) but the Commission 
ruled unfavourably in this connection. Subsequent application for the benefits 
of 27(2) made through this Headquarters was granted and as a result the 
effective date of the award was established at April 25th, 1949.

The Canadian Legion contends that Mr. is, under the law of the
land as it appears in Section 27(3) of the Pension Act, entitled to have his 
award dated back to November 6th, 1948, when he first made application for 
this condition. We believe that it is an irrefutable fact that the delay between 
November 6th, 1948 and October 25th, 1950 when the Appeal Board decision 
was handed down falls well within the “Other Administrative difficulties beyond 
the applicant’s control” referred to in 27(3) and we further contend that in 
this case as a result of the administrative difficulties beyond the applicant’s 
control an injustice has ensued.

We have noted carefully Mr. Conn’s letter of July 24th on this case, and to 
be quite frank we find it difficult to reconcile what appears to be the Com
mission’s policy in this regard with the law as it appears in 21(3) of the 
Pension Act. Mr. Conn in his letter states. “When the Act was amended in 
1946 this provision was incorporated, but definitely on the understanding it 
would be restricted to the types of cases and in accordance with the restrictions 
already mentioned”. We submit that neither Mr. Conn nor the Canadian 
Pension Commission have the right in interpreting a statute to read in any 
understanding not clearly réflected in the statute.
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The Canadian Legion does not believe that the powers and authority given 
to the Canadian Pension Commission under Section 5 of the Act go as far as 
placing in the Commission’s hands the power of determining when a section or 
subsection of the Act shall become inoperative. That is the prerogative of the 
legislators and not of the Commissioners.

The Canadian Legion requests that the case of this veteran be considered 
not in the light of Commission policy but in the light of legislation as it now 
stands, and we feel that if this is done, Mr. entitlement for pension will
be made effective November 6th, 1948, thereby correcting the injustice that has 
been caused by the administrative difficulties beyond his control”.

In reply to that we received a letter from the chairman of the commission 
dated December 17, 1951.

“Ottawa 2, Ontario, 
December 17th, 1951.

The Canadian Legion of the B.E.S.L.,
Dominion Command,
P.O. Box 657,
Ottawa.

Attention:—Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Service Officer.

Dear Mr. Thompson,
Your letter of the 27th ultimo has received the very careful attention 

of the Commission. It was submitted for consideration in the Board Room, 
and on the 30th ultimo the decision rendered was to confirm the previous one 
of the 14th ultimo that the application did not come within the provisions 
of Section 27(3).

When re-submitting this case you outlined the various dates on which 
decisions were rendered, and your reasons why you considered a further 
retroactive award to be warranted.

I have also given my careful attention to your remarks regarding the 
opinions expressed by the Deputy Chairman in his letter of July 24th, and may 
say I am in entire agreement with the opinions expressed therein, and it is the 
responsibility of the Commission to determine any question of interpretation of 
the Act (Section 5(3)).

In my opinion, the Legion should bear in mind that there is one general 
policy and interpretation which covers all decisions rendered by the Commission 
under the Pension Act. Parliament very definitely intended there should be 
restrictions in the retroactivity of pension awards, and for that reason the Act 
was amended many years ago and claims are subject to the provisions of 
Sections 27 and 37. Prior to the end of World War II. The Commission was 
dealing with many pension applications, and we found difficulty in disposing 
of a number owing to the lack of documentation, which had not been returned, 
from far removed theatres of war particularly, and did not form part of the 
available records. As a consequence, I made special representations to Treasury 
Board, and on April 9th, 1945, P.C. 2395 authorized the Commission, in its 
discretion, to make an additional award not exceeding eighteen months in 
certain World War II claims where “through delays in securing service or 
other records or through other administrative difficulties, beyond the applicant’s 
control, it is apparent that an injustice might otherwise ensue”.

It is very clearly set forth, at the time the representations were made it 
was not the intention to invoke this authority in cases in which the applicant
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had ‘slept on his rights’ or in others where, in the normal course of events, 
he obtained entitlement as result of an appearance in person before an Appeal 
Board. P.C. 2395 reads, in part: —

This Order shall be deemed to have come into force on the first 
day of January, one thousand nine hundred and forty-five, and shall 
remain in force for the duration of the war with the German Reich, and 
for one year immediately subsequent to the termination thereof.

It was subsequently incorporated into the Act, but the Commission must 
be mindful of the basic provision”.

Now, that was on the 17th of December, 1951, and on January 11, 1952 
we received the formal decision from the commission which said:

“Reference is made to your letter of the 27th November last, my reply 
of the 17th ultimo and subsequent discussion regarding this claim with a view 
to a further retroactive award of pension.

The claim came before the Commission on the 7th instant, when the fol
lowing decision was rendered: —

After reading the application of the Canadian Legion, dated Nov
ember 27, 1951, for a review of a ruling of the Commission dated Nov
ember 14, 1951, in respect to an application for an additional award of 
pension under Section 27 (3) of the Pension Act, and after a further 
careful review of all the evidence on file and documents, the Commis
sion rule as follows: —

The Commission, after a very careful and sympathetic reconsider
ation of this application, are satisfied that the former ruling of the 
Commission made on November 14, 1951, is a correct and proper de
cision. It is, therefore, confirmed.

Now, that was January 11, 1952. The chairman said we might be able 
to explain why we did nothing further for approximately 11 or 12 months. 
Now, gentlemen, I would like to suggest to you that we had gone just about 
as far as we could go and the matter was then brought forward to our domi
nion president and dominion council along with certain other matters that 
were beginning to bother us in our service work and as a result of that the 
dominion president, the dominion vice-president, the T.V.S. representative and 
I believe one of the other officers and the general secretary and myself met 
with the chairman and the full commission on December 19th, 1952 when a 
number of these problems were discussed in considerable detail, this case 
among them. On December 31st, 1952 we wrote a letter to the chairman 
saying:

“December 31st, 1952

Brigadier J. L. Melville, C.B.E., M.C., E.D.,
Chairman,
Canadian Pension Commission,
Ottawa, Ontario.

Dear Brigadier Melville:
Further to the meeting between the Canadian Pension Commission and 

the Officers of Dominion Command, Canadian Legion, on December 19th, 1952, 
we are now asking that this veteran’s claim for additional retroactivation of 
pension under Section 27 (3) be reconsidered by the Commission.

Our case is quite fully set forth in our letters of October 18th, 1951 and 
November 27th, 1951 and we earnestly ask that this entire claim be given 
careful study and that additional retroactivation of pension be granted, making 
his award effective November 6th, 1948, instead of April 25th, 1949, as at 
present. We firmly believe that this veteran has suffered a definite injustice
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through administrative difficulties beyond his control, and that the only way 
in which this injustice can be remedied is for the award of pension to be made 
effective November 6th, 1948.

The Canadian Legion would appreciate your early consideration of this 
case, and trust that the Commission will see its way clear to grant a favour
able decision.”

We were advised by the chairman on January 6, 1953: —

Ottawa, 2 Ontario, 
January 6, 1953.

THE CANADIAN PENSION COMMISSION

“The Canadian Legion of the B.E.S.L.,
Dominion Command Headquarters,
P.O, Box 657,
Ottawa.

Attention: Mr. D. M. Thompson Chief Service Officer.

Dear Mr. Thompson:
Your letter of the 31st ultimo came forward at a Daily Meeting of the 

Commission yesterday, at which time recognition was also paid to the represen
tations advanced when, in company with your Dominion President, you visited 
the Commission on the 19th ultimo.

I am happy to advise that, by decision of yesterday’s date, the Commission 
ruled as follows: —

Upon further consideration of the application of the Canadian 
Legion, and upon hearing special representations made by the Officers 
of the Legion, and after reading the letter of the Legion dated December 
31, 1952, the Commission feel that under the exceptional circumstances 
shown to exist this application should be granted under Section 27 (3) 
of the Act. The Commission, therefore, grant an additional award of 
pension making the effective date of entitlement to pension November 6, 
1948.

While the Commission is pleased that we have been able to grant this 
consideration, it was requested at the Daily Meeting that I bring to your 
attention the policy of the Commission in their administration of Section 27 
(3) of the Act.

In your letter dated November 27th, 1951, you state the first decision 
of the Commission dated July 5th, 1949, was unfavourable, and on July 16th, 
eleven days later, application was made for an Appeal Board hearing. You 
go on to state that on May 5th, 1950, the case was reported ready, and on 
October 25th of the same year the Appeal Board rendered a favourable decision 
and granted retroactivity for twelve months. The point I wish to make is 
that, from the date of application for an Appeal Board hearing, it was the 
responsibility of the applicant and his advocate to actively pursue every 
endeavour in order that the case could be listed for hearing without delay. 
Until so listed, the Commission can take no action, and therefore the period 
which elapses does normally, to an appreciable extent, come within the 
applicant’s control. Then again another factor arose, which was the interval 
between the date it was listed as ready and that of the actual hearing. You 
have been advised in previous correspondence from the Deputy Chairman of 
dates on which Appeal Boards of the Commission sat in Montreal after the
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date this case was ready, and again it becomes the responsibility of the applicant, 
through his advocate and the Pension Medical Examiner, to see that the case 
is listed without delay. The Members of the Appeal Board do not draw up 
the docket, which is a matter of local arrangement, and I believe from dis
cussions which took place in the Board Room yesterday and the remarks of one 
Member of the Appeal Board, the delay was because one of the witnesses 
desired was not available until about the time the actual hearing took place.

The fact, therefore, that there is a substantial interval of time between 
an unfavourable decision and a favourable one granted by an Appeal Board, 
does not of itself warrant the application of Section 27 (3), and delays in 
this particular case did not arise within the Commission. We are pleased, 
however, to consider there were exceptional circumstances and so rendered our 
favourable decision granting the further retroactive period.”

Further on in the letter the chairman points out there was this delay at 
the appeal board when there was some question of getting the doctor to 
appear as a witness. Now, that is the reason there is approximately 11 months’ 
delay. We had reached the end of the road. There was nothing further 
we could do except bring it to the attention of our council and president and 
when that was done it was discussed with the commission. It would be 
extremely difficult to finalize each and every case of this nature by having 
the Dominion president and senior officers of the Legion make actual represen
tations to the commission. In this case it meant, in addition to the small 
amount of hospital allowance, $1,251.95 to the veteran which, if it had not 
been for Legion persistence in the matter, the man would have lost. That 
is the reason for the delay which the chairman referred to on Friday.

In our next case, No. 148/3, the schizophrenic, I would like first of all 
to thank the chairman of the commission for pointing out an error in the 
brief. As he said, the commission is not infallible and we are not infallible 
either. In this summary we said:

The submission which produced the favourable decision of 23/10/52 
did not contain any new evidence. It was a thorough review of all 
evidence which had been before the C.P.Cj—some of it many times.

Now, that is definitely an error, and the chairman pointed it out yesterday 
and was quite correct in doing so. The statement, to be accurate, should 
have read:

Did not contain any new medical evidence.
There was no new medical evidence submitted. There was, as the chair

man pointed out, three pieces of evidence submitted, but it was lay evidence 
given by men who had served with the veteran. However, if my memory 
serves me correctly the chairman read the final favourable decision and the 
context of that was: “In light of the medical evidence before us our decision 
is such and such.” It would appear then that no real merit was given to that 
additional lay evidence. As I say the chairman is quite correct and our state
ment was in error.

Mr. Croll: He said “In view of the letters of September 9, 12 and 15 from 
the Legion and the new medical evidence the decision was changed.” That 
is my note here.

The Witness: He did say that, but when he read the actual decision, if my 
memory serves me correctly, it was “in light of the medical evidence” and in 
that connection we are not making any bones about the fact that our statement 
there is in error, Mr. Croll, and we are not trying to confuse the issue at all.

Mr. Croll: The point I want to be clear on is that they gave not only 
sympathetic consideration but they were seriously impressed with those three 
letters from the Legion which seemed to bring out new evidence and seemed to 
bear on the case and their adjudication of it.
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The Witness: If I may comment on that point, these three pieces of lay 
evidence were not outstanding nor were they statutory declarations but were 
pieces of evidence given by chaps who served with the veteran and they did 
help to complete the picture. I refer you to section 70 where it says that it 
shall not be necessary for the man to prove conclusively—to adduce conclusive 
proof. Now, some things which the chairman did not read to you yesterday 
were some of the medical opinions which were on file previously. Perhaps 
I might just quote a few of these.

Mr. Dickey: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I am afraid that we are 
getting very much into the position of having this committee sit as a court of 
appeal on pension cases—

Hon. Members: Hear, hear.
Mr. Dickey: Now, my understanding was that the Canadian Legion had 

made submissions which they thought would support their view that rather 
than provide in the present legislation before the committee that the retroactive 
feature of pensions be restricted, that it be at least left as it is or extended 
and I think that we are quite proper in our procedure to hear the Legion on 
that point, and to hear the commission, if necessary, on that point, and then 
make up our minds about the retroactivation. Are we going to sit in judgment 
on medical evidence and on opinions—whether they are lay or professional— 
on questions of this kind? I question it. very seriously, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: I do not think it is the wish of the committee to examine 
into this particular case as to whether or not the Canadian Pension Commis
sion acted properly in giving the decision it did. All I understood was 
involved in this was the statement that the submission which produced the 
favourable decision did not contain any new evidence but was a thorough 
review of all the evidence which had been before the commission—some of it 
many times. Now, all Brigadier Melville pointed out was that there was some 
new lay evidence which enabled them to make use of the medical evidence 
which they already had. In other words, it indicated that this man apparently 
began to show mental deterioration while he was in service and that bore out 
what the medical evidence said might happen and this new evidence was some 
evidence that indicated it had actually happened. Now, this was the con
clusive evidence. The point that it might happen by medical evidence did 
not mean it did happen, but if there was some lay evidence indicating it did 
happen, the pension commissioner said this would enable them to make the 
decision. I do not think this committee wants to question the Canadian 
Pension Commission. That was the reason they gave the evidence. They got 
additional evidence which the advocate had been helpful in getting for them. 
I do not think it is within our purview to prove that. I do not think it is 
our duty to examine into the decisions of the Canadian Pension Commission 
at all. It has not been referred to us by parliament and I think it is quite 
beyond our powers and so I wish you would just deal with this brief and 
not go into the question of whether the Canadian Pension Commission is right 
or wrong in its decisions. That has not been referred to us.

The Witness: Very well, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Goode : I think it should be mentioned here that I agree whole

heartedly with Mr. Dickey. I think that the Canadian Legion should under
stand that as far as individual members of this committee are concerned there 
is no doubt in their minds that the Canadian Legion are doing all they can 
so far as the pensioners are concerned. I feel that Mr. Thompson must under
stand that there is no doubt in the mind of this committee that the Canadian 
Legion have done all they could.

The Chairman : Have you any further questions on the submission? On 
page 20 he said they were in error and that there was new evidence. Is there 
anything else on that particular point?
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Mr. Dinsdale : Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the witness could say if section 
32 was made operative in this case particularly subsection 2 which deals with 
the pensioning of hysterical disability?

The Chairman : That is going into the reasons for the commission’s decision. 
After all, I have a duty to perform here and I must obey the rules. There are 
certain things submitted. This committee was certainly not set up to review 
the whole Pension Act, and it certainly was not set up to review the actions of 
the Canadian Pension Commission in the way in which it handled individual 
cases. That certainly was not referred to this committee. Therefore, I am 
afraid that in our desire not to shut off any evidence which might be helpful 
to the veterans we have permitted things to go much further than we had any 
right to permit them to go.

Mr. Green: It was my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the Legion was 
to be entitled to reply to these cases and I think we would save a lot of time if 
we let them go ahead and complete their reply and not try to trip them up as 
they go along.

Mr. Dickey: Mr. Chairman, I protest any suggestion that we are trying to 
trip them up.

Mr. Green: I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we carry on with our original 
intention of allowing them to make their reply and the whole thing will be over 
in no time. But if we get into a lot of haggling about it, we can be here for 
hours.

The Chairman: That is the very reason why I suggested that Mr. Dinsdale 
should not ask that particular question.

Mr. Dinsdale: Well, Mr. Chairman, I only took an opportunity to ask it 
because of the interruption of the witness.

The Witness: In that conection the reason we felt we should bring this 
point out was because of the statements that were made, and we wanted the 
record to be clear.

Yesterday when reference was made to the point in our brief, where we 
said these were a few samples to outline the points covered, we certainly gained 
the impression that the record would show that the chairman of the committee 
possibly did not feel that our submission had substantiated those points. That 
is the reason we wanted to be clear on this point in question.

If it is your wish not to consider the evidence to which the chairman 
referred yesterday, we most certainly bow to your wishes, and pass on to the 
next point with which we would like to deal, if that meets with your approval.

The Chairman: Very well.
The Witness: The next case is the one referred to as 234-14 on page 24. 

In this case, if my memory serves me correctly—
The Chairman: That would be 234-13.
The Witness: Yes, I am sorry. I gave you the wrong number.
The Chairman: Yes, you said 14.
The Witness: Yes. In this case yesterday I think somebody asked a ques

tion whether or not our statement that no new evidence was contained in the 
submission of 14-10-53 was correct. From where I was sitting I thought that 
the chairman of the Canadian Pension Commission said that certainly there was 
new evidence submitted. And I would like to speak to that point if I may, sir.

Our submission of October 14, 1953, was made, I might say, after I had 
personally reviewed the departmental file, and I was frankly, very disturbed 
over what I saw in the decision. Therefore I wrote—I went through the file
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and I made this submission to the chairman of the Canadian Pension Com
mission, bearing on the point of whether or not there was additional evidence 
submitted. I wrote: —

“October 14, 1953.

Brigadier J. L. Melville, C.B.E., M.C., E.D.,
Chairman,
Canadian Pension Commission,
OTTAWA, Ontario.

Dear Brigadier Melville:
Further to our previous correspondence on this case, we would appreciate 

very much receiving information on the following points for our enlightenment 
and better understanding of this case: —

1. Where, in either the Initial ruling of 6-10-52 or the First Renewal
ruling of February 2nd, 1953, are the grounds for the unfavourable 
decision stated?

2. What evidence did the Commissioners have, bearing in mind what
constitutes a record under 13 (1) (c), that Appendicitis was a pre
enlistment condition?

3. Since the record clearly shows that the applicant was operated on in
November, 1942 for appendicitis and the appendix removed, and 
since the operation record from Fredericton, in February 1952, 
shows that there were definite adhesions at the site of the operation 
performed in 1942, how is it reasonable for the Commission to 
state, as they do in the First Renewal Hearing decision, “There is 
no information to suggest that Appendicitis worsened during the 
military career?”

4. Considering the findings of the two operations, one in 1942 and the
other in 1952, what possible bearing on the claim for entitlement on 
account of the Appendicitis with subsequent adhesions could this 
man’s Nervous Condition, gone into in such detail by Dr. Sparling 
in his letter of June 16th to the P.M.E. at Saint John, have?

5. In arriving at decision, is it the policy for the Commissioners con
cerned with any specific case to go through the entire file and study 
all evidence on record or do they only consider the written submis
sion of the Advocate and the written opinion of the Medical Adviser 
as it appears on the White Slip?

Question No. 5 may at first glance appear to be an unfair one. However, 
I would like to sincerely assure you that it is not intended as such. As an 
Advocate on behalf of applicants, I feel that we should know the answer to this 
question, because if the Commissioners examine only the Advocate’s submis
sion and the Medical Adviser’s White Slip, then we must accept a greater 
responsibility than at present we understand to be ours. That is to say, if such 
is the case, we must ensure that every bit of evidence on the file having a bear
ing on the case and being in the interests of the applicant is contained in its 
entirety in our submission to your Commission. Otherwise, it would put your 
Commissioners in an unfair position if our submission is based on the assump
tion that the Commissioners, in endeavouring to arrive at a just and fair 
decision, review the entire file if in actual fact they do not. What would happen 
then is that the Commissioners would have, on the applicant’s behalf, a sub
mission from us touching on the highlights, possibly, and referring to certain 
other evidence on the file and, in cases of Renewal Hearings, copies of addi-
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tional evidence. They would also have the Medical Adviser’s White Slip dealing 
with the case from a medical point of view and in actual effect advising the 
Commissioners on how the claim appears through the eyes of the Pension 
Commission Medical Adviser.

If this is so, I submit that it is only fair that we should know so we may 
govern ourselves accordingly in future submissions. If on the other hand, the 
Commissioners do sit down and review fully the entire file before coming to 
a decision, then our present system of operation would appear to be in order.

Would you be kind enough to personally review this file and give us the 
benefit of your knowledge and information in regard to these five specific ques
tions, together with any other comment that you would care to offer.

In conclusion, I would like to assure you that our sole purpose in asking 
these questions is to obtain knowledge on this particular case and on the method 
of operation of the Canadian Pension Commission.

Yours very truly,

D. M. Thompson, 
CHIEF SERVICE OFFICER.”

Now, that was dated October 14, 1953; and under date of October 16, 1953 
the commission wrote a decision which ended up with these words: —

The Commission rules:

Appendicitis

Pre-enlistment condition, aggravated during service in a theatre 
of actual war. Entire disability pensionable. Effective 12 months prior 
to date of this decision.

Signed at Ottawa, October 16th, 1953
2nd Renewai

I submit that in that case there was no additional evidence; there were 
merely five questions asked of the chairman of the C.P.C.

Now then, those were the only points we were dealing with in those cases. 
We made an effort to obtain some information along the line which Mr. Goode 
asked for earlier. We did try. Although our statistics system is not as elabo
rate as one might sometimes wish for, we did go through our adjustments for 
the period of January 1, 1952 until March 31, 1954 and we discarded cases 
where there was only 5 per cent of assessment or a negligible disability, and 
we considered the cases where there was assessment of more than 5 per cent.

We originally intended to include only disability cases but we found there 
was one widow’s case which had been included, and that is in the list.

Out of 243 files reviewed where there had been favourable adjustments— 
we do not normally carry cases to the appeal board in the field because we 
have not the facilities to do so. While our service officer in Hamilton does it, 
in most cases we have turned them over and asked our friends of the Veterans 
Bureau to make the actual submission.

Therefore our statistics would not include those cases. But of the 243 files 
reviewed we found 25 cases where the period not provided for under the 
legislation ranges all the way from 10 years 1J months down to 4 months. That 
is just slightly in excess of 10 per cent of the cases according to our adjustment 
records. I can give them to you to put in the record as an exhibit.

Mr. Henderson: Over what period of time was that?
The Witness: From the 1st of January 1942 to March 31, 1954. I am sorry, 

the 1st of January 1952 to March 31, 1954.
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Mr. Enfield: “The period not provided for”; what date are you using as 
a base?

The Witness: The date of the application.
The Chairman: The exhibit indicates the case number, the decision, the 

date pension was applied for, the date when entitlement was granted, the 
effective date of award, and the period not covered by entitlement. I think 
that is relevant evidence.

Mr. Lumsden: I have copies of the exhibit for all the members of the 
committee if it is desired.

The Chairman: I think that is a good idea.
(See Page 252)
Mr. Weselak: Would this exhibit apply to world war I and to world war II 

veterans, Mr. Chairman? Could the witness tell us if this applies to veterans 
of both wars or just to those of world war II?

The Witness: That would apply to veterans of both world wars.
Mr. Green: Are you using retroactivity of 36 months in this calculation, 

or 18 months?
The Witness: We are using the effective date, the actual date given by 

the commission; that is to say, most of these cases would not qualify because 
of the limitations of this section. Those are the actual dates. In some instances 
the date shown is the date given in a statement by the man when he first 
applied. We have taken the actual effective date of the decision as rendered.

These cases are simply set forth to show that there are cases where the 
man had lost out because of the present wording of the legislation.

Mr. Dickey: Is it your submission that in every one of these cases the 
dates are fully retroactive and that the awards should have been full retro
active right back to the dates?

The Witness: You mean under the legislation as it stands now?
Mr. Dickey: No.
The Witness: In these cases we feel that the legislation should make pro

vision so that, when the application is granted, the commission has no fetters 
on it whatsoever, and so that when the case is officially assessed, they can go 
back to the initial date of the application.

Mr. Goode: I think it should be pointed out that this list goes right to the 
period for entitlement or is covered by entitlement from 10 years to 4 months. 
I wonder if Mr. Thompson would be prepared to carry out the same percentage 
of 10 per cent with respect to the 89,000 cases considered by the Canadian 
Pension Commission? You say that over a short period the percentage is 10 
per cent. As you know, Mr. Melville put on record that the total number of 
cases handled was 89,000 odd. Would the same percentage carry through? 
Would you be prepared to say that?

The Witness: We have tried to deal in facts. If we attempted to give you 
an estimate it would be very unfair to you gentlemen. And I would point out 
that this does not include appeal board cases. If the cases we handled and had 
not succeeded in and they went to appeal, they might go up to 15 per cent. 
It would not be fair to you to attempt to give you a figure which would not 
have a basis in fact.

Mr. Bennett: You have recommended the date of January 1, 1946. You 
would not make them retroactive before that date?

The Witness: Our reasoning was this: we went through the old Hansards 
and it was therein stated that too great retroactivation was felt to be a barrier 
to some favourable decision being given. That was why our dominion council 
suggested a date, in order to protect against that feeling on the part of the
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government, or the members, or the commission. We took that date so that 
there would be no obstacle to world war II claims.

Mr. Bennett: You suggested in this case that you should go right back to 
the date of the application whereas your brief set out a recommendation of 
January 1, 1946.

The Witness: This was not drawn up in connection with the 1946 deadline, 
but just to show how far some of these cases go back.

Mr. MacDouGALL: In exhibit “A” in the third column, “date pension applied 
for”, you have four instances which are bracketed with the word “man”; what 
is the meaning of that?

The Witness: In these cases our files do not show the actual date when the 
man first applied for pension. So we have, in these four cases taken the date 
that the man stated, in his application to us, that he had applied for pension.

In our aim of keeping you straight we have put “man” there to qualify it, 
because we cannot swear to the fact that this man did give us straight 
information.

Mr. Dickey: You mean that the date might not correspond to the date 
shown on the commission’s file?

The Witness: That is right.
Mr. Henderson: How many of these cases shown on exhibit “A” are world 

was I cases?
The Witness: I could not tell you off-hand, but I could get that information 

for you.
Mr. Henderson: Would you agree that it takes longer to deal with world 

war I cases, from the standpoint of getting evidence for appeal from the award 
in the first case, than it does in world war II cases?

The Witness: I think that would be safe to say as a general statement, 
because so many of the comrades and the doctors who treated the men are 
now dead or moved, and it is definitely a fact that it is more difficult.

Mr. Weselak: As far as routine cases are concerned, most of them do not 
go to your office. Only the more difficult ones would go there?

The Witness: We do get some routine cases which come to us in the first 
instance, and we also get quite a number where the man has previously applied, 
and we get a fair number of cases where the man has applied through the 
Veterans Bureau.

Mr. Weselak: Of those 243 cases a considerable number would be cases 
where they made application themselves ran into difficulty?

The Witness: I think that would be safe to say, although I would not want 
to give you a definite percentage without referring to the files.

By Mr. Bennett:
Q. Have you any idea in how many of these cases you have listed the 

hardship section has been applied by the Pension Commission—that is section 
31 subsection 2.—A. Well, that would be fairly easily obtained, sir. You see 
the first one there—in that case the commission applied the discretion given 
under section 31, subsection 1 and gave the 12 months and the second one is 
the same.

Q. I was wondering in how many cases would the fact that the Canadian 
Pension Commission is basing section 31, subsection 3, on the hardship rule 
as in section 31, subsection 2, that you are complaining about. In how many 
cases, if they interpreted it your way, would the period of entitlement be 
cut down by 18 months? You are here today complaining not only about
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the legislation but about the way the Canadian Pension Commission is inter
preting subsection 3 of section 31?—A. What we are showing is the difficulty— 
although on the surface it would not appear that way—when the commission’s 
hands are tied by the legislation there is difficulty in getting retroactivation, 
and we feel the change in legislation would remove that weight of proving 
hardship and administrative delay. We have tried to illustrate the difficulties 
in proving administrative delay beyond the applicant’s control.

By Mr. Henderson:
Q. Of the 243 cases you said you handled between the 1st of January, 1952, 

and the 31st of March 1954, how many of those were first world war veterans’ 
cases? Do you have that information?—A. No, but I could get it by breaking 
down the files. I do not have it immediately available.

By the Chairman:
Q. What did the cases you did not list show? You reviewed 243 cases and 

you have listed 25 cases. What about the other 218 cases; what did they 
show?—A. They would show in many instances that the date of application had 
been exceeded or had gone beyond the effective date of entitlement. They 
would also show cases where the condition was evident on discharge so they 
are on the records. If a man applies for a pension the commission will go 
back 12 months. They have that right under section 31, subsection 1, and 
there would be many of those cases where the commission does go back as 
they did in the first and second cases here.

Q. Do I understand that on the 218 cases that are not listed they were 
able to cover the period of entitlement with the present legislation?—A. That 
would be the inference, sir. If as I say there are in excess of 10 per cent—which 
is a fairly large number taken from these files where the veteran is losing out— 
but in the 80 odd per cent it was covered by the existing legislation.

By Mr. Croll:
Q. Is it not fair to say, and if it is not please do not do so, that these 

cases represent the hard core as Mr. Weselak asked you? These are the same 
sort of cases we receive as members of parliament and you receive as a member 
of the Legion—cases involving many difficulties which you take up finally and 
in desperation and you succeed in some and not in others. Is it not fair to 
say that?—A. Well, sir, wanting to be fair, I do think the cases which come 
to us on leave to reopen are difficult, some others are not so difficult I am 
trying to think out loud in answering your question. We see the effort the 
Veterans Bureau has put out and their continued and persistent representations. 
While I think this may represent a hard core we are very concerned about 
the fact that there are many cases where the applicant has taken the unfavour
able decision at face value and we f.eel there are other cases we do not know 
of we cannot estimate how many such cases there are.

The Chairman: I just wanted to get one question clear in my mind. I 
understand the Legion recognizes the necessity of having a cut-off date and 
I would like you to tell us what your present attitude is. The Legion recog
nizes the wisdom of the original decision in providing a cut-off date but what 
is the present attitude?

Mr. Lumsden: I think our brief suggests January 1st, 1946. There is no 
particular virtue in that date which represents the close of the second world 
war. Part of the reason that led us to that is that for 16 or 17 years—no, more 
than that, 18 years—after the first world war there was no limit on the retro
activity awards. They could go right back to the time of discharge. Because 
of the size of some of those retroactive awards there was a feeling that the
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Canadian Pension Commission was letting the amount of money involved 
influence their decisions. Theoretically, that should not enter into it at all, 
but practically I suppose it did. In order to meet that practical difficulty we 
suggest a compromise so we would not have awards going back to the first 
world war and we suggested this date of January 1st, 1946 in order that it 
would be after the close of the second world war. Now, if you want to make 
it a more flexible date—say 10 years, or whatever in your collective judgment 
you feel would be fairer than the present date,—we would be quite happy to 
discuss that, but the principle is that at the present time the legislation—which 
was admittedly an attempt to deal with the practical psychological difficulty- 
still leaves the applicant open to many injustices which we think could be 
rectified by more equitable legislation.

Mr. Croll: Do you remember when we wrote that retroactive section into 
the Act and the reason for it? My recollection is that we did, when we drew 
up the veterans charter. Am I wrong in that?

The Chairman: I think it was put in before that when it was being 
reviewed in 1936 or 1937 because there were first world war veterans who after 
the end of the war thought they could get along without a pension and then 
later began to apply for pension and in some cases they were able to prove that 
they were entitled to pension from the time of discharge. The question.arose: 
was it fair to date it back and make awards for thousands of dollars if they did 
not see fit to apply themselves? There was that consideration, and the one 
which the chairman mentioned that it was better to make sure they got a 
pension than have the possibility of not getting any, because if it was granted 
it had to be dated so far back. So in the interest of the veteran the Legion, I 
think, suggested and agreed it was good to have a cut-off date, so that a 
veteran could get a pension from them on and date it back, I believe, 18 months. 
Then when we were dealing with the matter in writing the veterans charter 
the question came up concerning the people who could not get an award because 
their records had not come back from overseas and so on. It was suggested 
then that if decision on the application was held up through inability to get 
records and so on, and if it was established clearly that it was due to that fact 
—lack of records or administrative difficulties or something of that nature in 
the case of World War II veterans—then the veteran had a right to have it 
dated back up to 18 months in addition to the original 12 months and as I 
remember it it had nothing to do with need or compassion or anything else. It 
was a matter of giving that right to apply if the veteran could show that he 
could have proved it if he would have obtained the records which had not come 
back from overseas. That was something given to the veterans of World War 
II in addition to what was given to the veterans of World War I. You have 
heard, of course, the evidence on that, that it was first of all embodied in an 
order in council and then we wrote it into the veterans charter and made it 
part of the statute.

Mr. Green: I understand you are asking that the pediod of retroactive 
award be increased, and as a matter of suggesting a date you say the 1st of 
January, 1946. Have you any suggestion as to the way you would like to 
have that done? For example, do you want to have subsection 1 of section 
31 which is the general retroactive provision enabling the commission to 
award 12 months—do you want to have that extended for a longer period 
of time—say for eight or 10 years? I am not placing any emphasis on the 
time but on the method of doing it. Or do you want to have subsection 2 or 
subsection 3 which deals with administrative delays dropped? How do you 
think this could be best handled in the interests of the veterans.
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Mr. Lumsden: Our suggestion, Mr. Green, is that the Act grant entitle
ment to the date of application without proving hardship or anything of that 
nature so that if a veteran applied for a pension and then through delays it is 
perhaps five, six or seven years before it is finally granted, when it is finally 
established that he is entitled to pension he should be paid from the date of 
his application but not back prior to January 1st, 1946.

Mr. Bennett: Even although it was the veteran’s own fault in not pressing 
the application through to a successful conclusion? I have requested sum
maries of evidence from applicants, for instance, and they sometimes take 
three or four months to return them. It is a case of pure negligence on their 
part.

Mr. Lumsden: If the committee feels that there should be a provision 
put in to insure that if a man is negligent about pressing his claim that he 
should not be entitled to the same amount we would accept that. But on the 
other hand how many of these ordinary applicants, when they get a decision 
from the Canadian Pension Commission, are prepared to carry that further? 
A great many of them feel that it is final and completed and I do not think 
they should be penalized.

The Chairman: It is set out in the letter—
Mr. Croll: The Legion tells them otherwise.
The Chairman: It is set out in the very letter the Commission sends them 

advising them of the decision.
Mr. Lumsden: We have a Legion membership of approximately 210,000 

out of 1,200,000 veterans in Canada. Seventy-five per cent of the cases which 
we handle are non-Legionnaire so we cannot meet that problem.

Mr. Dickey: But it is pointed out that the facilities of the Veterans Bureau 
are available to them?

Mr. Lumsden: Yes, frequently they avail themselves of these facilities. 
Sometimes they have a first hearing and a renewal hearing and their applica
tion is turned down. Sometimes they are encouraged too quickly to go to 
appeal and the application is turned down and then it is difficult to get it 
re-opened. If through practical experience you feel there are cases where 
people just sit on their rights and do not press their claims legitimately we 
would not have any objection to any legislation which would take care of 
that: but the basic principle which we feel should be established is that if a 
man has a legitimate claim, and has done everything reasonable to prove it, 
and if there are these long delays, he should not be penalized for it.

Mr. Quelch: It has been mentioned once or twice that the Legion supported 
the cut-off date being put in in 1936, but we should remember the situation 
which existed at that time. The Minister of Veterans Affairs at that time made 
it quite clear to the committee that unless a cut-off date was put in many of 
the veterans who were entitled to a pension would not get any and it was only 
as a result of that statement that the Legion as of that date supported the 
cut-off date. The Minister of Veterans Affairs went further. He pointed 
out it was not so much a question of what a veteran should receive but what 
the country could afford to pay. “The country today is practically bankrupt,” 
he said, “and cannot afford to pa ythe large amounts.” It was made clear 
at that time and I think that was the only reason the Legion supported the 
cut-off date and I do not think anyone will deny that there is a similar situa
tion today.

Mr. Goode: Is it considered by the Legion that we should make this 
retroactivity apply to all cases that have been handled by the Canadian Pension 
Commission? I am talking, Mr. Lumsden, about the cases that have been 
completed and put away in the files?
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Mr. Lumsden: All cases, we would say, completed since January 1st, 1946. 
There is an example in the case of this woman who waited 10 years. Actually 
she would not have been entitled in 1944, because the insurance principle was 
not in effect then and did not come into effect until 1946. And because the 
legislation was not in effect then in order to secure justice we would say 
that it should go back until that date. I might say in regard to suggested 
limitations that I am afraid if you put limitations on the person, who as you 
say, “sits on his rights” we are going to have to fight every individual case 
as we did this one in order to get the maximum the law allows. You see 
case after case after case where this happens. An unfortunate aspect about 
the present legislation is this: you may remember that this cut-off date was 
set in order to save the country money. At the present time, the longer a 
decision is delayed the more money the country saves and the more the 
veteran loses. I do not think the legislation should be that way.

Mr. Henderson : Supplementary to Mr. Goode’s question, how much 
money would it cost the country to go back to the 1st of January, 1946?

Mr. Lumsden: I have no idea.
Mr. Henderson: That would be a very good thing to know, I believe.
Mr. Enfield: You mentioned this woman’s claim. Is it not a fact that if 

we use your date—the date of application—she would have received five 
months’ retroactive pension and as it was she received three years’ retroactive 
pension? In other words, her application was not put in until 1952.

Mr. Lumsden: Mr. Thompson will answer that.
The Witness: This woman was examined by the P.M.E. in 1944 and I 

think it was reasonable to assume she had the right to believe her case was in 
the hands of the Canadian Pension Commission because the P.M.E. is a rep
resentative of the commission in the field. She was examined and there was 
correspondence back and forth and they asked for a cardiologist’s report and 
son on. It was an unfortunate case. In this particular case, if my memory serves 
me correctly, we found when it was sent to head office and put away the 
words “delayed priority” were on the file. We are not sure what the words 
mean, but they were on the file and the file did not come forward. The commis
sion has now gone back as far as the law will allow them to. Her case was in 
process with the commission immediately following her discharge.

Mr. Enfield : What you are really saying is that you do not go back to 
the date of application but to the date on which it was brought to the atten
tion of the commission—whichever is the furthest date back?

Mr. Lumsden: When that matter came up for consideration at council we 
recognized that there were some cases where the present regulations would 
be more advantageous than what we have in mind and that troubled us some
what. But taking the average number of veterans we would say that far more 
would benefit by what we suggest than by the present regulations, if you 
could devise legislation which would take care of all this, we would be happy 
to accept it. But we made the point. That the individual had to make applica
tion, we wanted to meet the objection that the person who sits on his rights has 
no particular privileges. That has often been stated. But if they or their agent 
made a personal application, then they were not sitting on their rights. They 
were trying to do something about it themselves. That is why we put that in. 
There would be some cases, undoubtedly, where the applicant, under the 
existing regulations would be a little bit better off than under what we propose. 
However, the larger percentage would be benefitted by what we propose.

Mr. Henderson: What about the widow’s case? When did she first apply?
The Witness: Which one?
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Mr. Henderson: The 10 year one.
The Chairman: That is the one produced in the statement this morning?
Mr. Henderson: Yes, 395-6, I think it is.
The Witness: That is?
The Chairman : Where is that referred to?
Mr. Croll: On page 23.
The Chairman: Oh, it is the case in the brief.
The Witness: 395-6.
Mr. Henderson: No, 507-14.
Mr. Croll: On page 25.

By Mr. Henderson:
Q. I have the Hansard here.—A. It is 507-14.
Q. Yes, that is the one.—A. Well, in this case, when she was discharged 

she was referred to the Pension Medical Examiner. The P.M.E. wrote to the 
headoffice; but it was not until 1954 that this woman came to the service offi
cer and another request was made for a ruling. But the P.M.E. referred the 
claim on 7-1-44 to the C.P.C. for a ruling.

Q. She decided to try again in 1954?—A. That is correct.
Q. 10 years had elapsed?—A. That is right. In many of these cases there 

is no question about it but that the applicant is ignorant of the provision. 
There is an old expression that “ignorance of the law is no excuse”.

Let me give you a very brief example. A man applied for a ruling on 
duodenal ulcer and the only history he could give was that of having been 
treated at Lansdowne Park. The commission had ruled that it was not attri
butable to service.

That man happened one day to be riding in a bus with one of our service 
officers and he said: “I thought there was a record of that treatment given in 
Lansdowne Park, but the official letter says there is none.” That man, not 
knowing the difficulties facing the commission, felt that the medical officer 
had let him down. But it was subsequently found that there was a record 
which was obtained from the morning sick reports. That man had taken the 
C.P.C. decision on its face value. That is what happens in many cases. These 
people do not know the law and do not know the steps to be taken. It is hard 
to say whether it was because of ignorance or because of negligence.

By the Chairman:
Q. In this particular case had the medical examiner’s reference been 

dealt with by the Canadian Pension Commission at the time it was referred, 
in 1944, the ruling at that time would have been that she was not entitled to 
a pension.—A. In that regard, perhaps Brigadier Melville could possibly 
answer the point. My understanding is that all you have said is quite correct. 
But when C.P.C. 2077 was passed in 1946 the commission went back and re
viewed that type of case. Probably they would pick up all the cases where 
the insurance principle applied.

Q. Yes, but had a ruling been made at the time it was referred, it would 
have had to be that she was not entitled because the disability arose during 
service in Canada, not due to service in Canada, and the insurance principle 
did not then apply to such service. Therefore, if she had got a ruling at once 
it would have been an adverse one.—A. That is true. I think that the record 
shows that the commission did take up most of those cases.

Q. They did endeavour to go back over them to find if there were any in 
which they would have made a different ruling if the insurance principle had 
been in effect. In going back over those cases it is not surprising that they
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would miss one here or there when the law was changed. I think that should 
be stated in fairness to everybody. Now, then, are there any other questions, 
gentlemen, that you wish to ask of Mr. Lumsden? Is there anything further 
you would like to say, Mr. Lumsden? Mr. Thompson?

Mr. Thompson : The only thing is that in going back and getting this 
information for Exhibit A we did go back into our card record system and 
found another 77 cases on which we drew precis, and if it was your wish we 
would give them to the committee and they could be put on the record. They 
were cases supporting the contentions in our brief. It is entirely up to the 
committee.

The Chairman : If as a result of research it bears upon the prevailing 
questions and you want to send them to me, I will take them up with the 
steering committee and they can decide whether it is proper and whether we 
should put them on the record.

It was the thought of the steering committee, gentlemen, that when we 
completed the further submissions of the Legion we would proceed with the 
pension bill at the next meeting, which would be at 11.30 tomorrow.

Mr. Jones: I thought Mr. Goode was going to ask a question about the 
war veterans allowance, and if the president of the Legion could explain a 
little more fully the part of the brief dealing with that point, and if he could 
tell us what the situation is regarding the veteran himself today. Is he really 
handicapped? Are there many suffering under the present form of the Act? 
I believe Mr. Goode was going to ask for certain information to support the 
contentions in the brief.

Mr. Goode: I was going to ask the question in the same form as expressed 
by Mr. Jones, but I was waiting for the chairman to complete his remarks.

Mr. Lumsden: We have, of course, no statistics in regard to the amount 
of need of war veterans allowance recipients. All we can go on are the reports 
that come in to us from branches in regard to this situation and applications 
received from individuals themselves. These reports indicate that in a number 
of areas across Canada, particularly the urban areas, many of the war veterans 
allowance recipients are in extreme need and find it very difficult to get along 
on their allowance. It does not require, I think, any statistics to indicate that 
a man with no other means of support is not going to have an easy time getting 
along on $50 a month, or even if he gets a supplementary $10, nor will a couple 
find it very easy to get along on $90 a month, particularly in the urban areas. 
That I might say, is the universal report that we get right across Canada, but 
as to figures, we could not give them. However, if you would like some case 
histories to be presented to this committee, I think we could probably get some 
for you.

Mr. Goode: My intention in the first place, Mr. Chairman, in addressing 
Mr. Lumsden was to—the brief is not before us properly and it is not under 
our terms of reference—but I think you should put on the record exactly what 
the Legion is asking for in regard to supplementary allowances under the 
W.V.A. and in regard to basic rates and in regard to casual earnings. I do not 
think I have seen it in the brief.

Mr. Lumsden: We referred to the brief which was submitted to the par
liamentary committee beforehand, and there our request was for $60 a month 
for a single person and I think it was $1,200 a year for a married person.

Mr. Quelch: $120 for the married person.
Mr. Lumsden: I beg your pardon; a permissive income of $1,200 for the 

single person and $2,000 for the married person and $60 and $120 a month for 
the actual allowances.
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The permissive income is extremely important as we have indicated before, 
because we find that there are a great many people on small superannuation 
allowances of $30 to $40 a month which are of no value to them because that 
amount is deducted from their war veterans allowance practically, with the 
exception of $10. And the war veterans allowance in itself at the present time 
is not sufficient to enable them to have even a semi-reasonable standard of 
living.

I do not think that the amounts we have asked for are excessive. I know 
that I would feel extremely reluctant to have to try to get along, as a married 
man, on $120 a month. And I think most of you would feel that way too. A 
single man has $60, and he would be in an equally difficult place. Those are 
the figures, and we referred to our previous brief. We had intended to incor
porate a copy of that brief with our presentation, but it was decided against at 
the last moment.

The Chairman: I am sorry if I did not make it clear that the committee was 
at liberty to ask further questions. I thought I had. Now, I ask again: are 
there any further questions?

Well, if there are no further questions we shall now adjourn until tomorrow 
at 11.30 o’clock in the morning.

The committee adjourned.

_______
■
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EXHIBIT A

Case No. Decision
Date 

pension 
applied for

Date
Entitlement

granted

Effective 
Date of 
award

Period not 
covered by 
entitlement

278/22 2nd R. 5.4.46 9.12.52 9.12.51 5 yrs. 8 mos.
71/7 1st R. 18.6.47 (man) 21.2.53 21.2.52 5 yrs. 8 mos.
535/2 2nd R. 22.3.49 16.3.53 16.9.51 2 yrs. 6 mos.
96/3 1st R. 5.11.48 19.11.52 19.11.51 3 yrs.
197/4 2nd R. 5.2.48 5.9.52 5.9.51 3 yrs. 7 mos.
468/12 2nd Dec. 29.11.44 11.9.53 11.9.52 7 yrs. 10 mos.
137/5 1st R. 25.7.49 1.2.54 1-2.53 3 yrs. 6 mos.
18/4 1st R. 6.2.45 26.1.54 26.1.53 7 yrs. 11 mos.
81/4 2nd R. Mar. 1951 (man) 24.7.53 24.7.52 1 yr. 4 mos.
597/10 1st R. 28.10.47 4.2.54 4.2.53 5 yrs. 3 mos.
627/24 2nd Init. 19.1.43 2.4.52 2.4.51 8 yrs. 3 mos.
173/11 2nd R. 28.12.49 5-1-52 5.1.51 1 yr.
635/9 2nd Init. 22.2.49 8.4.52 8.4.51 2 yrs. 1 mos.
554/9 3rd R. 29.5.51 15.7.52 16.10.51 41 mos.
704/6 2nd R. 31.7.50 19.12.52 19.12.51 1 yr. 5 mos.
133/8 1st. R 16.12.49 25.10.52 25.10.51 1 yr. 9j mos.
647/13 6th R. 7.3-47 22.4.53 22.4.52 5 yrs. 1 mos.
328/6 2nd Init. 1.12.42 15.2.54 15.2.53 10 yrs. 2i mos.
80/5 4th R. 6.12.51 21.7.53 21.7.52 8 mos.
357/16 2nd R. 19.12.49 22.3.52 22.3.51 1 yr. 3 mos.
653/2 4th R. 3.12.50 31.12.52 31.12.51 13 mos.
495/10 2nd R. 23.3.45 10.1.53 10.1.52 6 yrs. 9 mos.
486/16 1st R. Sept. 1952 20.1.54 20.1.53 4 mos.
83/10 2nd Init. 23.9.46 (man) 21.4.53 21.4.52 5 yrs. 7 mos.
553/10 2nd R. 16.2.48 (man) 15.4.54 15.4.53 5 yrs. 2 mos.

Total number of files reviewed..................................................... 243

Total number of cases listed.......................................................... 25
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

House of Commons, Room 277 
Wednesday, June 2, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.30 o’clock a.m. 
The Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 
Cavers, Dickey, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, 
Green, Hanna, Harkness, Jones, MacDougall, Nesbitt, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, 
Roberge, Thomas, Tucker, and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs, 
and the following other officials of that Department: Mr. G. L. Lalonde, 
Assistant Deputy Minister; Mr. G. H. Parliament, Director General of Veterans’ 
Welfare Services; Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser; Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief 
Pensions Advocate; Mr. E. V. Wilson, Travelling Inspector, Veterans Bureau. 
Also, Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans’ Land Act, with Mr. A. D. 
McCracken, Senior Administrative Officer, Mr. H. C. Griffith, Superintendent, 
Construction Division, Mr. William Strojich, Superintendent, Property Division, 
Mr. W. G. Wurtele, Chief Treasury Officer. Also, Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, 
Mr. Leslie A. Mutch, Vice-Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission. Also, 
Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, of the Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill 101, An Act respecting 
Benefits for Members of the Canadian Forces.

On Clause 12,
On motion of Mr. Bennett,
Resolved,—That the said clause be passed on the understanding that the 

Committee on reporting the Bill without amendment add the following recom
mendation to the House:

With respect to Clause 12 of the said Bill, however, as the amend
ment contemplated therein would, to meet the view of the Committee, 
result in an increased charge upon the public, your Committee feels 
that it has no option under the rules of the House, but to report the 
clause without amendment. The Committee would, however, recom
mend that the Government consider the advisability of substituting for 
paragraph (c) of sub-clause 2 of Clause 12, relating to the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act, the following:

(c) every person who was a member of the regular forces on 
and immediately prior to the 5th day of July, 1950, and thereafter 
without any interruption in service as such member, was on service 
in a theatre of operations on the strength of the special force and 
was discharged from the regular forces within three years from 
the date he ceased to serve on the strength of the special force; and

The preamble and title thereof having been passed, the said Bill was 
ordered to be reported to the House without amendment, with the recommenda
tion referred to above in respect to paragraph (c) of sub-clause 2 of Clause 
12 thereof.

A document presented by Mr. D. M. Thompson on behalf of the Canadian 
Legion was referred to the sub-committee on Agenda and Procedure for 
consideration and report thereon.
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The Committee then proceeded to the clause by clause study of Bill 339, 
An Act to amend the Pension Act.

Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman of the Canadian Pension Commission, was 
called and questioned thereon, and for a brief period, Mr. G. L. Lalonde.

The witness filed a statement in respect to questions asked by Mr. Green, 
the reading of which was dispensed with, but its inclusion in the printed 
record was, by agreement, ordered.

Clauses 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 were passed.
On the suggestion of Mr. Bennett, Clause 2 was stood over.
A lengthy discussion took place as to whether the Committee would meet 

again in the afternoon.
Whereupon, Mr. Jones moved that the Committee adjourn until 3.30 

o’clock p.m.
And the question having been put, on the motion of Mr. Jones, it was 

resolved in the affirmative on the following recorded division:
Yeas—Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cardin, Cavers, Dickey, 

Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Hanna, Jones, Quelch, Roberge, 
and Weselak.— (14).

Nays—Messrs. Brooks, Dinsdale, Green, Harkness, Pearkes, and Philpott.
— (6).

On motion of Mr. Pearkes, it was unanimously agreed that, notwithstanding 
the afternoon sitting on this day, the Committee would meet as had previously 
been planned on the following day at 11.30 a.m.

At 1.25 o’clock p.m., the Committee took recess.

\

AFTERNOON SITTING

The Committee met at 3.30 o’clock p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Walter A. 
Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 
Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Hanna, 
Harkness, Johnson (Kindersley), Jones, MacDougall, Nesbitt, Philpott, Quelch, 
Roberge, Tucker, and Weselak.

In attendance: Same as are shown in attendance at the morning sitting.
The Committee resumed clause by clause study of Bill 339, An Act to 

amend the Pension Act, and Mr. Melville, in this connection, was called.
On the suggestion of Mr. Bennett, Clauses 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, and 18 

were stood over.
Clause 14 was passed.

On Clause 15,
On motion of Mr. Croll,
Resolved,—That the said clause be amended by inserting after the word 

“under” in line 15 on page 6 of the Bill, the following: “paragraph (a) of 
subsection ( 1 ) of”.

Clause 15, as amended, was carried.
Clause 17 was passed.
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On Clause 19,
On motion of Mr. Croll,
Resolved,—That the said clause be amended by substituting to the word 

“thirteen” in line 15 on page 7 of the Bill, the word “eleven”.
Clause 19, as amended, was passed.
Consideration of Bill 339 was adjourned to a later date.
The Committee then proceeded to the clause by clause consideration of 

Bill 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act.
Mr. Rutherford, Mr. McCracken, Mr. Griffith, and Mr. Gunn were in 

turn, questioned with respect to the said Bill.
Clause 1 was passed.
Sections 45 to 52, both inclusive, under Clause 2 of the Bill, were passed.
At 5.45 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.30 

o’clock a.m., Thursday, June 3, 1954.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.





EVIDENCE

June 2, 1954 
11.30 A.M.

The Chairman: The committee will now please come to order. I informed 
the committee at the time that the clause in the War Veterans Benefit Act, sec
tion 12, subsection 2 was stood that the matter was under study by the depart
ment and I believe that Mr. Bennett is now prepared to make a statement about 
it. And then, if that is satisfactory to the committee, we then might deal with 
this particular bill and report it.

Therefore we will now have the statement from Mr. Bennett on bill 101. 
If there is no objection we will deal with it, but if there is any objection we will 
not. I now call on Mr. Bennett to make his statement.

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, as you have stated, section 12 of bill 101 was 
stood at one of our recent meetings.

Section 12 of the bill deals with unemployment insurance and makes the 
Unemployment Insurance Act applicable to various classes of veterans including 
in paragraph (c) “every member of the regular forces who has been on service 
in a theatre of operations on the strength of the special force and who has been 
discharged from the regular forces on medical grounds for a disability related 
to his service in a theatre of operations.”

In the discussion in the committee on May 24, Mr. Clarence Gillis, the mem
ber for Cape Breton South, along with other members, argued that there could 
be no reasonable or logical justification for excluding from the benefits of the 
Unemployment Insurance Act members of the regular forces who were members 
of those forces prior to the 5th of July, 1950, if they had service in a theatre of 
operations. It was pointed out that if these members had joined the forces 
subsequent to the 5th of July, 1950, and had service in a theatre of operations 
they would be entitled.

Although there may have been good reason for making such a distinction 
in 1950 and discriminating between those who were in the regular forces before 
the 5th of July, 1950, and those who came into the regular forces after that 
date, conditions have changed and I have been authorized to say on behalf of 
the Minister and the Government that it is now considered in the public interest 
to remove the difference in treatment of the two classes.

I have consulted with Dr. Olivier and he informs me that this committee 
should report the clause in question v/ithout amendment, but to keep within 
the rules of the House. In our report to the House we should recommend that 
the government give consideration to the amendment which we desire. There
fore I would suggest, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that if we 
pass this clause this morning without amendment, it is on the understanding 
that this recommendation will be contained in our final report, which reads as 
follows:

With respect to clause 12, as the amendment contemplated therein would, 
to meet the view of the committee, result in an increased charge upon the 
public, your committee feels that it has no option, under the rules of the house, 
but to report the clause without amendment. The committee would, however,
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recommend that the government consider the advisability of substituting for 
paragraph (c) of subclause 2 of clause 12, relating to the Unemployment Insur
ance Act, the following.

(c) every person who was a member of the regular forces on and 
immediately prior to the 5th day of July, 1950, and thereafter without 
any interruption in service as such member, was on service in a theatre 
of operations on the strength of the special force and was discharged 
from the regular forces within three years from the date he ceased to 
serve on the strength of the special force; and

So, Mr. Chairman, I move that we pass clause 12 which was stood at a 
previous meeting upon the understanding that our report contain what I have 
just stated.

The Chairman: The committee has heard Mr. Bennett’s statement in 
respect to the minister and the government meeting the wishes of the com
mittee in this particular matter. Apparently this is the only way in which 
we can deal with the matter. In view of the fact that it involves the expendi
ture of money. So, if this does meet the points raised by the members, and 
first of all by Mr. Gillis, I presume that we can pass the clause which was 
stood, that is, clause 12 subsection 2 upon the understanding that Mr. Bennett 
is going to move that we include the suggested recommendation as to its 
amendment in our report of the bill.

Is it agreed that we carry clause 12 subsection 2?
Mr. Gillis: The amendment covers exactly what I had in mind, Mr. 

Chairman, and I just want to say that it also proves that this committee is 
worth something. These things are not inflexible and we can change them if 
there is merit in our recommendation.

The Chairman: That is correct. Does clause 12 subsection 2 carry?
Carried.
I take it that you move, Mr. Bennett, that we can report the bill?
I will put the bill first. Shall the preamble carry?
Carried.
Mr. Pearkes: Before we pass on, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask some 

questions about re-employment of members of the forces in the civil service, 
and whether we could not have certain orders in council which I hoped would 
explain the situation.

The Chairman: Mr. Parliament will speak to the matter.
Mr. Parliament: Mr. Chairman, I would like to table two orders in coun

cil, P.C. 4559 dated the 29th day of August, 1951 entitled “the civil service 
military leave regulations”, and P.C. 5740 dated the 29th day of October, 1951 
and entitled “military leave regulations for prevailing rate employees and 
government ships officers”. They are separate orders in council dealing with 
these matters.

Mr. Pearkes: May I ask a question regarding the regulations for prevail
ing rate employees? A lot of prevailing rate employees who enlisted in the 
armed forces and who have now returned find that their positions are not 
available for them. Can they be admitted back into the civil service in the 
same way as other personnel were? Could Mr. Parliament tell us that?

Mr. Parliament: There are restrictions on the type of employment under 
subsection c of that first order in council. It is a treasury board regulation 
and is administered by the treasury board. But there seem to be restrictions. 
They must have been in the civil service prior to 1948, I think.

Mr. Pearkes: I have not got the order in council before me and I do 
not want to delay or hold up the bill too long. Might I ask you this: does
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the prevailing rate employee have to be appointed to a permanent position in the 
public service, or does he have to be appointed to a temporary position in 
the public service for which he qualifies by a competitive examination, and 
if he does not meet those qualifications, is he barred from being taken back 
into the civil service again?

The Chairman: Yes. You can read the Orders in Council and it may be 
that if your question is answered we will not have to table both of these 
long documents.

Mr. Pearkes: I would like to have the two orders in council, the one 
dealing with ordinary civil servants and the one dealing with prevailing rate 
employees, because I believe, or I am informed that there is a considerable 
difference in that some men who joined the service from the prevailing rate 
class believed that they would have their positions open to them when they 
returned from Korea, only to find that they were barred by certain restrictions.

The Chairman: Mr. Parliament might answer your question. You have 
the right to examine those orders in council and then at a subsequent meeting, 
if you want to have them put on a record, you could ask for it. But if you 
did not think it would serve any reasonable purpose we would not put them 
on the record because it costs money to print all these things. Is that 
satisfactory?

Mr. Pearkes: Anything which I can do to help this government economize 
would be a pleasure!

The Chairman: I thought that would be your attitude. Would you mind 
answering the question, Mr. Parliament?

Mr. Parliament: An employee to whom the prevailing rate employees 
general regulations apply, according to section 2, paragraph (a) of order in 
council p.c. 5740, reads as follows:

(a) has been appointed to a permanent position in the public servce, or
(b) has been appointed to a temporary position in the public service 

for which he qualified by competitive examination, or
(c) has been appointed to a temporary position without having qualified 

by competitive examination, is entitled to any of the statutory 
preferences for war service, and has been continuously employed 
since prior to January 1, 1948, or

(d) has been appointed to a temporary position without having qualified 
by competitive examination, is not entitled to any of the statutory 
preferences for war service, and has been continuously employed 
since prior to January 1, 1954 shall be treated as being on leave of 
absence without pay from his civil position during any period 
subsequent to July 5, 1950 in which he serves,
(i) in the special force or,
(ii) in the regular forces, or
(iii) in the special force and, subsequently thereto, in the regular 

forces,
provided, however, that the period of service in the regular 
forces shall not exceed three years.”

Mr. Pearkes: That was rather a long quotation and I am not certain that 
I followed it correctly. Does that mean that a man would not be entitled to 
reinstatement if his position had been permanent, if he did not qualify for 
his position by a competitive examintion, or if he has not been continuously 
in the servce since the 1st of January, 1948?

The Chairman: I think what you say is right; if he has been appointed 
to a temporary position without having qualified by a competitive examination,



262 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

he then must have been continuously employed since prior to January 1st, 1948, 
or have been continuously employed since prior to January 1st, 1945 in order 
to qualify.

Mr. Pearkes: As to that clause of privilege of reinstatement into the 
civil service: some men left the civil service, as did this class of prevailing rate 
employees who joined with the Korean forces—and if I recall the date of 
this order in council, it is 1951 which would be after some of those men had 
joined the Korean force—under the impression that they would be reinstated 
when they came back. Thereby I think a hardship has been inflicted upon 
a limited number of prevailing rate employees in the civil service who joined 
up believing that they would be reinstated when the operations in Korea 
were over, only to find when they returned to Canada that they were barred 
from reinstatement privileges by these restrictions which were dated in 
1951. I cannot tell you how many such cases there were but might I suggest 
to the department that they look into this matter and see whether it might not 
be possible, even at this late date, to change the regulations so that the prevail
ing rate employees who enlisted in the Korean forces prior to 1951 would 
have an opportunity of being reinstated or of getting the benefit of being 
reinstated?

The Chairman: Well, Mr. Pearkes, I think that this is worded in a very 
complicated way and subclauses (c) and (d) seem to cover the same point in 
a different way. Now, I think Mr. Parliament’s suggestion that we have the 
proper officer who administers these things for the Civil Service Commission 
come here and answer the question is prabably a wise suggestion because 
otherwise we might get the wrong idea about it.

Mr. Pearkes: I agree it is worded in a very complicated way. I have not 
been able to gather exactly the intent of the order in council from the reading 
of it today. I am not suggesting we delay this bill or anything. I am simply 
suggesting the department look into this matter. We have the parliamentary 
assistant here and perhaps he would look into the matter. Personally, I think 
it is too late now, but I do think a hardship has been inflicted on a few men 
who joined the Korean forces in 1950 believing they would have reinstate
ment into the civil service, and then were barred from being reinstated by 
this subsequent order in council. I think it is too late now for them to be 
reinstated because they would have joined the active forces and I do not 
know that the provisions v/ould still provide for them. Most of them are 
out in civilian life and I am afraid it is too late but if there is any way of 
recompensing them I think it should be done.

Mr. Bennett: We will look into the matter.
The Chairman: And you will see that a letter is sent to Mr. Peakes out

lining the results of your investigations?
Mr. Bennett: We will.
The Chairman: Shall the preamble carry?
Carried.
Shall the title carry?
Carried.
Shall I report the bill subject to this proposed recommendation?
Agreed.
I will report the bill. That is agreed. Have you got that motion ready, 

Mr. Bennett?
Mr. Bennett: The reporter has taken my resolution. It is on the record.
The Chairman: Is it agreed on the motion of Mr. Bennett that we 

recommend as part of our report of this bill, the motion that he moved?
Agreed.
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The Chairman: Well then, I will report the bill without amendment and 
report your recommendation that consideration be given to the recommenda
tion of this committee in regard to clause 12.

Nov/, the next item is the pension bill. First of all I have a letter from 
Mr. Thompson, the chief service officer, who gave evidence before us yesterday 
and the effect of the letter is that the cases referred to in exhibit “A” which 
he filed all referred to claims arising out of service during World War II. 
The committee will remember the question was asked by Mr. Weselak as to 
whether this exhibit would apply to World War I and World War II veterans 
and Mr. Henderson asked how many of these cases shown in exhibit “A” were 
World War I cases. Mr. Thompson in this letter states: “In order to obtain 
accurate information for the members of your committee we checked over the 
files of the 25 cases referred to in our exhibit “A” and found they all pertain to 
claims arising out of service during World War II’’.

Mr. Thompson has also prepared a suggested Exhibit “B” giving a 
brief summary of the cases referred to yesterday. I have not counted the 
number of pages but there must be 20 pages of summary and I suggest 
that the steering committee have a look at this brief and decide whether 
or not the recommendation will be made that it be printed. If it is not 
printed, of course, it will be made available to all the members of the 
committee.

Mr. Bennett: Agreed.
Mr. Green: Mr. Chairman, if it is to be printed would it not be wiser 

to have it printed today so that it will follow the evidence given by Mr. 
Thompson; otherwise, if it is printed two or three days hence, it will be 
difficult to trace it.

The Chairman: It wras just given to me. I will count the pages and tell the 
committee how many pages there are. Yes, I made a good guess—there are 20 
pages of fairly close typing. We will have to stand several clauses of the 
pension bill.

Mr. Bennett: I am going to ask that clause 8 be stood anyway and that is 
the relative clause if the committee would agree to that.

The Chairman: I think myself before we put anything into the record 
someone should have had a look at it and I had in mind that the steering com
mittee would have a look at this, and if it is not necessary to print it or if 
it is decided that it does not add anything to what we require in regard to con
sidering this matter, we will not have to print it but could, if so desired, 
circulate it among the members. On the other hand, if the steering committee 
want it printed it will be printed. I spoke to Mr. Thomas about this and he 
tells me it is quite long but it was in the shortest form they could put it, and 
they will be satisfied with whatever we feel is the wisest thing to do. In view 
of the fact that we are going to stand the particular section this applies to, I 
suggest it be left to the steering committee to decide whether it should be 
printed in our record. Is that agreed?

Hon. Members: Yes.
Mr. Goode: I do not wish to disagree with you at all, but I think it is the 

responsibility of every member of this committee to take a look at that. If there 
are that number of pages we certainly will not get around to examining it. 
I certainly Want to study it and I expect some of the other members feel the 
same way. Would it not be possible to have someone type that for us so that 
we could have that on our records. We have had evidence on this point and I 
am interested in it and would like a copy for my permanent record. I would 
suggest we have this typed so that everyone will be able to look at it.

The Chairman: I am sorry the acoustics are so bad in this room. I have 
already said if the steering committee decides not to print it I would be satisfied
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to have them mimeograph it so that every member of the committee will have 
a copy. Now, I am sure they will do either one or the other because I am 
certain the steering committee would want every member of the committee 
to have the benefit of the work that has been done by the Legion at our request. 
I would want every member of the committee to have the benefit of that. I 
think I can safely say that if the steering committee decides not to have it 
printed as part of our record, it will be mimeographed and distributed among 
the members of the committee.

As a matter of fact, perhaps I should draw to the attention of the com
mittee the fact that there were three errors made in exhibit “A” which was 
filed yesterday, but I do not think they affect in any way what was stated 
based upon exhibit “A”. I draw this to the attention of the committee because 
you may find exhibit “A” is not exactly as it appears in the record, but these 
changes are comparatively minor, I think. Now, if Mr. Melville would come 
forward with Mr. Mutch we will take up the pension bill. Mr. Melville has 
prepared an answer to Mr. Green’s question which he will now present.

Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission, called:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, at the conclusion of the meeting of the com
mittee last Friday, Mr. Green introduced a number of questions and asked 
that if possible the answers be produced. Through the co-operation that is 
always so readily given to me by my staff and the staff of the chief treasury 
officer I have a statement here and I hope it will be realized that under the 
code system which is in use by the pensions statistics division of the chief 
treasury officer, it is impossible to give detailed answers to all the questions 
asked. An endeavour has been made, however, to supply the statistics which 
relate to the questions. The commission maintain a relatively small number 
of statistics. When our decisions are rendered they are passed to the chief 
treasury officer and are recorded and he is the one responsible for the main
tenance of records. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, as this return or reply 
involves three closely typed pages and a great many figures, that I give one 
copy to you and one to Mr. Green, and have the report incorporated in the 
proceedings of this meeting.

The Chairman: Is that agreed?
Hon. Members: Yes.
Mr. Green: That will be included in the proceedings for today?
The Chairman: Yes.
I hope it will be realized that under the code system in use by the pensions 

statistics division of the chief treasury officer, it is impossible to give detailed 
answers to the questions asked. An endeavour has been made, however, to 
supply the statistics which relate to them.

Question 1: How many of the death claims granted were allowed auto
matically, i.e. the veteran died of his pensionable disability or was in receipt 
of pension in classes 1 to 11 (50 per cent or more) ?

Answer: Figures are not available. To secure same it would be necessary 
to tabulate the cards on every death decision. When a disability pensioner in 
receipt of a pension in classes 1 to 11 dies an immediate decision pensioning 
his widow under Section 36(3), and if there are dependent children, such 
children under Section 26(7), is made. The relationship of death to service 
is considered when the death certificate is received and if the death can be 
related to service, the award is transferred from one under Section 36(3) or 
26(7) to one under Section 13(1) (b).
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For the period 1.4.49 to 31.3.54, for World War I and World War II, imme
diate decisions under Section 36(3) and 26(7) were made as follows:

Widows with or without children ............................................ 1,870
Children in own right under 26(7) .......................................... 21

Total .............................................................. ............................ 1,891

Question 2: How many of the remaining claims referred to matters other 
than straight entitlement to pension for disability under Section 13 of the 
Canadian Pension Act or widows’ claims not included in question 1? i.e.: 

Additional pension for wife and/or children.
Dependent parents.
Dependent brothers or sisters.
Helplessness allowance.
Last illness and burial expenses.
Clothing allowance.
Section 25 awards.
Others.

Answer: Decisions rendered with respect to applications for additional 
benefits when disability pension is in payment 1.4.49 to 31.3.54

W. W. I & W. W. II
Granted Not Granted Total

Additional pension for wife and/or
children ............................................ . 5,572 204 5,776

Dependent parents ................................. 724 405 1,129
Dependent brothers and sisters . . . . — — —
Helplessness allowances ........................ 690 356 1,046
Last illness and burial expenses . . . 3,268 1,374 4,642
Clothing allowance ............................... 967 155 1,122
Section 25 awards ................................. 171 172 343

* Others ....................................................... . 14,691 1,452 16,143

Totals ............................................ . 26,083 4,118 30,201

* Includes child extension, person in lieu of wife, etc.

Question 3: How many of the remaining claims concerned widows’ appli
cations other than those referred to in question 1?

Answer: The question is not clear, but during the period 1.4.49 to 31.3.54, 
2,637 decisions were rendered on widows’ applications for pensions, both wars 
(in addition to the 1,870 mentioned in answer to question 1). Of these, 2,378 
were Granted and 259 Not Granted.

Question 4: How many of the claims concerned straight applications for 
entitlement for pension on account of disability under Section 13 of the Act?

Answer: Approximately 63,952 for World War I and World War II.
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Question 5: How many World War I claims were granted at: (a) First 
Hearing, 1. Disability, 2. Death; (b) Second Hearing, 1. Disability, 2. Death; 
(c) Appeal Board Hearing, 1. Disability, 2. Death.

Answer:

Disability -

First Hearing decision ..................................................... 2,101
Second Hearing decision ............................................... 195
Consequential decision..................................................... 1,332 3,628

* Appeal Board decision ................................................... 345
TOTAL: ................................. 3,973

Deaths
First Hearing decision..................................................... 1,257
Second Hearing decision................................................ 18 1,275

* Appeal Board decision ................................................... 45

TOTAL...................................... 1,320

GRAND TOTAL: ............................... 5,293

* Not included in return tabled.

Question 6: How many World War II claims were granted at (a) Initial 
Hearing, 1. Disability, 2. Death; (b) First Renewal Hearing, 1. Disability, 
2. Death; (c) Second Renewal Hearing, 1. Disability, 2. Death; (d) Third and 
subsequent Renewal Hearings, 1. Disability, 2. Death; (e) Appeal Board Hear
ings, 1. Disability, 2. Death.

Anwer:

Disability
Initial decisions .........................................................  12,704

* Renewal decisions (the majority of these re
sulted from automatic reviews by the C.P.C.) 11,474

Consequential decisions .......................................... 320

**Appeal Board decisions

Total

24,498

3,013

27,511

Deaths
Initial decisions ......................................................... 1,402

* Renewal decisions ..................................................... 67 1,469

**Appeal Board decisions .......................................... 116

Total .................................................................. 1,585

Grand Total ..................................................... 29,096

* Figures not immediately available as to classification of Renewal decisions. 
** Not included in return submitted.
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Question 7: How many of the claims granted had previously been turned 
down as “pre-enlistment, not aggravated during service”? 1. Disability, 2. 
Death.

Question 8: How many of the claims not granted, where there had been 
service overseas, were ruled “pre-enlistment not aggravated”? 1. Disability, 
2. Death.

Question 9: In how many disability claims, partially granted, where there 
had been overseas service, were rulings given as: (a) pre-enlistment, recorded 
on enlistment, aggravated during service, 1. W.W. I, 2. W.W. 2; (b) pre
enlistment, obvious on enlistment, aggravated during service, 1. W.W. 1, 
2. W.W. 2.

Question 10: How many of the total claims described by questions 5 and 
6 were actually granted within twelve months of the initial application?

7, 8, 9, 10—Figures not available. To answer these question would require 
sorting and tabulating over 63,000 cases and would involve additional trained 
staff.

The Chairman: Now, clause 1 of the bill.
Mr. Pearkes: I have just one small question on clause 1. I notice the 

definition of “hospital allowance”, which is replaced by the new definition of 
“treatment allowance”, defines “hospital allowance” as meaning “pay and 
allowances”. Under the “treatment allowances” only allowances are referred 
to. Now, is there any significance in the omission of the word “pay and 
allowances”? Pay, of course, is different from allowances.

The Chairman: Can everyone at the back of the room hear the question?
Hon. Members: No, no.
Mr. Goode: We could not hear a word.
The Chairman: Mr. Pearkes asked if there was any significance in the 

change of wording in clause 1. Would you answer that, Mr. Melville, please.
The Witness: May I say in opening, Mr. Chairman, that the commission 

has endeavoured in this bill to take advantage of the opportunity to do a little 
house cleaning Certain clauses of the Act were not clear, and were contrary 
to some regulations which are now in effect. With regard to the question 
asked by General Pearkes, you have to go back to very very early history when 
“pay and allowances” was the term used and an equivalent of that amount 
was paid. Then “hospital allowances” became the term and hospital allow
ances are the equivalent of 100 per cent pension less a small deduction for 
maintenance. The term “treatment allowance” is now used so in order to 
avoid confusion at any time in dealing with veterans affairs and other legisla
tion and the Pension Act this change has been made, and I assure General 
Pearkes it has no financial implications and the benefits are exactly the same.

The Chairman: Agreed?
Hon. Members: Yes.
Carried.

By Mr. Green:
Q. In the brief submitted by the national council they dealt with this 

deduction of $15 from the allowance payable. It is found on page 7 of their 
brief under the heading “Deduction from treatment allowance.” Their recom
mendation reads as follows:

That the practice of deducting $15 per month from the allowance 
payable to a disability pensioner, when he goes into a Department of 
Veterans Affairs hospital for treatment of a disability which has

92304—2
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occurred as a result of active service, be eliminated. This Council on 
other occasions has advocated this policy and are still of the same 
opinion.

Then they go on to comment on their suggestion that this $15 should not 
be deducted and finish their submission on this point with this sentence:

Any regulations, in our opinion, which may have been made to 
cover this deduction have in fact no authority in the Act and the money 
deducted from the veterans mentioned has been wrongfully charged.

Now, I would like to have Brigadier Melville’s comment on that submis
sion. May I say I think it would be wise to stop deducting this $15. That is 
only my own opinion, but I think that the time has come when that deduction 
should be done away with.—A. In the great majority of cases, gentlemen— 
well over 50 per cent—the pension award which continues through the period 
of treatment is supplemented by treatment allowances. When a total dis
ability pensioner goes into hospital and is getting 100 per cent pension, a 
deduction of $15 a month is made by the chief treasury officer. The general 
effect of that is that all patients in hospital who are receiving treatment for 
their pensionable condition receive this same amount. That is, the 10 per 
cent pensioner has his 10 per cent pension supplemented to the treatment 
allowance rate. The 100 per cent pensioner has the $15 reduction so that all 
pensioners in hospital receive the same amount of compensation. In the one 
case it is entirely pension and in the other case it is pension plus treatment 
allowance which brings it to the same total.

Q. You did not understand my question with regard to this. The submission 
of the national council is that there is no authority for deducting $15. Before 
you answer that, Brigadier Melville, I presume that the reason there is this 
provision for raising the money that the veteran gets while he is in hospital 
to 100 per cent less $15 is that no matter how small his pensionable disability 
may be it is considered that while he is in hospital he is 100 per cent disabled. 
That seems to me to be the reason for providing that by means of treatment 
allowance—he gets 100 per cent pension while he is in hospital and of course 
he is actually 100 per cent disabled while he is in hospital even although his 
pensionable disability may be only 10 per cent. Is that the origin of this pro
vision, that by means of treatment allowance everyone who is in the hospital— 
every pensioner—will in effect be getting 100 per cent pension during the time 
he is in hospital?—A. You asked if that is the origin.

Q. Or the reasoning behind it.—A. No, but I can explain the origin. The 
origin arises from the fact that years ago—and this continued for many years 
up until 1946, in fact—when any patient went into hospital for treatment of 
his pensionable condition his pension ceased and he then became entitled to 
hospital allowances. These hospital allowances were the equivalent of 100 per 
cent pension less deduction for hospital maintenance. The Act was amended 
in 1946 and by regulations which are made in accordance with the statute 
provision is made now whereby deduction is taken from the pension in the few 
cases that are affected by the regulation.

Mr. Green: You therefore are treating it as though it was only a deduction 
in the case of a one hundred per cent pension, but I think that is the wrong 
approach because if the present plan is the correct one, when a man goes to 
hospital, no matter how slim his pensionable disability may be, he will be 
treated as a one hundred per cent pensioner and he is going to get more money 
up to the one hundred per cent pension. That apparently is the law, and I 
think it is a very sound one because a man is totally disabled while he is in 
hospital. So you say that because the man may only have a ten per cent 
pension, he would get more, than he would get out of hospital. Therefore, he
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benefits. The $15 is deducted, but you say it does not affect him at all. If 
they are all entitled to be brought up to one hundred per cent pension, then 
that part of your argument is not a valid one.

Mr. Dickey: There is no argument.
Mr. Green: The point is this: upon what statutory basis is this deduction of 

$15 made? Apparently it is in the regulations that there should be a deduction 
of $15 a month. Upon what provision in the Pension Act does that deduction 
rest?

Mr. Melville: There is no provision in the Pension Act. It is done by a 
regulation made under another statute for which the commission is not 
responsible.

Mr. Green: Under what statute is it made?
Mr. Melville: The Veterans Affairs Act.
Mr. Green: The Department of Veterans Affairs Act?
Mr. Melville: Regulations are made under that Act which relate to 

treatment.
Mr. Green: I see. There is no basis whatever in the Pension Act for the 

deduction.
Mr. Melville: There is none whatever.
Mr. Green: I do not know what the rest of the committee may think about 

it, but I do not see the reason for deducting this $15 a month. I think it should 
be stopped.

Mr. Gillis: I have always said that I am opposed to any regulations which 
change what the Act indicated when the Act was written. This is not the only 
one. There are many other cases. And when a pensioner goes into the hospital 
and his pension becomes a one hundred per cent one, and he is put on pay and 
allowances, does that increase the amount of money monthly which he would 
receive?

Mr. Melville: Are you speaking of a total disability pension?
Mr. Gillis: Yes.
Mr. Melville: A total disability pensioner—let us take an actual case of a 

single man who is getting $125 and he is admitted to hospital today for treat
ment for his pensionable condition. He will receive $110, and the deduction 
is made by the chief treasury officer in accordance with the regulations which 
are made under statutory authority.

Mr. Gillis: It is an arbitrary figure which is set by regulation by the 
treatment branch of the Department of Veterans Affairs. Well, of course, the 
commission has no jurisdiction over it, but as far as I am concerned, I am 
absolutely opposed to it. I do not think that the department has any right or 
authority to make regulations which reduce the amount of money which the 
Act fixes and to which the man is entitled to have if he is receiving a one 
hundred per cent pension. That is a reduction in his pension. I think, while 
I am no lawyer and Mr. Green is a lawyer, that they do not have any right to do 
it. I believe it is something which this committee or the members of this com
mittee should take up with the treatment branch, of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, because that is the branch which is doing this thing. Now, if 
the pensioner of course, is only getting a ten per cent, or fifteen per cent, or a 
twenty per cent pension, the same $15 deduction applies.

Mr. Melville: Suppose the pensioner has a ten per cent award. Take the 
case of a single man; his ten per cent pension would be $12.50. That award of 
pension is supplemented by treatment allowances to $110; so all the pensioners 
who go into hospital for treatment for a pensionable condition, get the same 
total.

92304—21
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Mr. Gillis: Is there an arbitrary figure set when treatment received in a 
departmental hospital? Is that $15 per month fixed? May I have an answer to 
my question? Is that a fixed amount which is charged to every pensioner who 
goes into hospital?

Mr. Melville: It is a deduction which is made by departmental regulation.
Mr. Philpott: Quite apart from the mechanics of the thing, whereby $15 a 

month is deducted, was not the general idea behind this deduction the fact that 
the man would not have to buy his food while he was in the hospital? Was that 
not the general idea behind it?

Mr. Melville: It is called a deduction for maintenance, which I think 
answers your question, athough I speak as Chairman of the Commission.

Mr. Philpott: Without expressing any opinion on it, I might say that 
when I was in hospital I never heard any particular complaint about it. I 
thought that the fellows were making out all right because they did not have 
the expense of maintaining themselves while they were in hospital. They were 
getting a one hundred per cent pension, and the $15 deducted for food did not 
seem to be an unreasonable deduction.

Mr. Dickey: Hear, Hear!
Mr. MacDougall: Is it not a fact under the present statute that this $15 

a month deduction is taken off the pension regardless of whether the percentage 
of pension disability is ten per cent or ninety per cent, and that the pensioner is 
better off under that, regardless of our opposition to regulations? Is he not 
better off when he goes into a military hospital? Does he not benefit in terms of 
dollars and cents by virtue of that? That is the point I think we should consider. 
Is the pensioner not better off or is he worse off by virtue of this $15 a month 
maintenance deduction? In my opinion I think he is better off, regardless of 
whether I agree or disagree with Mr. Gillis and Mr. Green with respect to the 
$15 deduction. The pensioner, in my opinion, is definitely better off.

Mr. Gillis: That is not the point at all. The member for Vancouver-South 
said that he had never heard anyone complain about it in a hospital. Certainly 
not, because there is no one to complain to in a hospital.

Mr. Philpott: The boys can talk among themselves.
Mr. Gillis: Yes, but who are you going to complain to? I have heard a 

lot of complaints; but I think we have got the wrong witness. This witness 
is not the one to answer this question. The point is this: the pension Com
mission may assess a disability at one hundred per cent which means $125; 
then when the pensioner enters hospital the Veterans Affairs Department by 
regulation reduces that amount by $15 a month. I do not think that they 
have any authority to do so. But I think we will have to wait until we get 
the proper witness before us to argue it.

Mr. Quelch: Mr. Green’s point is whether or not statutory authority
exists for the $15 deduction. I am not going to stress that point, but I do
want to say that I think the provision is a very generous one and that the 
majority of veterans are far better off under this provision than they would 
be under the provisions which existed prior to 1946 when the situation which 
existed then was a vicious one. Looking back over the years, when a man 
was sent to hospital, instead of getting the amount of pay and allowances 
to which he was entitled, he was cut down to $30 or $40 a month. Let
us say a man was entitled to draw $250 a month. He would be cut down to
$30 to $40 a month when he entered hospital. Now, the majority of pensioners, 
unless they are one hundred per cent disability pensioners or ninety per cent 
disability pensioners, will actually be receiving more when they go to hospital 
than prior to that time. But as soon as they come out they will get less again. 
And the only protests I have received, have been from veterans who have
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gone to hospital and who were then given a one hundred per cent disability, 
but when they came out were cut down accordingly. They would say: “We 
were getting one hundred per cent while we were in hospital so why are 
we now getting only, let us say, a fifteen per cent pension?” The majority 
feel it is a very generous allowance.

Mr. Nesbitt: As to this $15 deduction, rightly or wrongly as the case may 
be, it is based on the theory of maintenance while in hospital. I can see 
that argument very well in regard to a single man, but where the man is 
married with a family, then he has to keep up their maintenance even though 
he is in hospital. Perhaps Brigadier Melville would comment on that.

Mr. Melville: I am very glad to. The married man gets $45 in addition 
because of his wife, and he also gets $20 for his first child, $15 for his second 
child, $12 for his third child and for each subsequent child. No deduction is 
made because of his dependents while he is in hospital.

Mr. Green: But the $15 is still deducted.
Mr. Melville: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: Could we not have a guarantee that this $15 might not at 

some time be increased to $30 or $45?
Mr. Dickey: It was reduced from $30 a couple of years ago.
Mr. Brooks: But could it not be increased to $30 to $35. I think there 

should be some control over the amount by which it could be increased.
Mr. Quelch: They were only receiving an allowance of from $30 to $40 

a month at that time.
Mr. Brooks: Yes.
The Chairman: The deduction used to be at the rate of $30 per month. 

The thought was that if the veteran was not having to maintain himself while 
in hospital it would cost at least $1 per day to maintain himself and therefore 
it was not unfair to deduct $30. But representations were made to the Veterans 
Affairs Committee, some of them along the line that where the veteran was 
a married man, $30 was too much. The committee recommended that it be 
cut down to an amount which it was certain would not be more than it would 
cost the veteran to maintain himself whether married or single, and it was 
thought that 50 cents a day would be about right. The Veterans Affairs Com
mittee at that time thought that nobody could maintain himself in those days 
for less than 50 cents a day, so it was set at $15 a month. Now, as to the 
actual authority for deducting that sum from the pension, where it has been 
taken out of the pension, that is a matter for which I presume there must be 
authority some place. We can find out about it. Where it is taken out of the 
allowance given. Of course the authority that gives the right to make the 
allowance, the Veterans Affairs Act which set up the Veterans Affairs Depart
ment, also gives the right to take away from that allowance. But the Pension 
Act provides for a pension, and the provision for taking anything out of it 
for any purpose whatsoever—that is the question which Mr. Green has in mind. 
I have been looking through it quite hurriedly, and I have not been able to find 
it in the Act but I have no doubt it is there someplace.

I think the committee would like to have the question answered and it 
may be done at the next meeting that we take up the Pension Act. I do not 
think it is necessary to hold up this particular section. So is it agreed to? 
Does it carry?

Carried.
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Clause 2 “salaries”
2. (1) Subsection (11) of section 3 of said Act is repealed and the follow

ing substituted therefor:
(11) The Chairman, Deputy Chairman, the other Commissioners 

and the ad hoc Commissioners shall each be paid a salary to be fixed 
by the Governor in Council.

(2) Until the salaries of the Chairman, Deputy Chairman, Commissioners 
and ad hoc Commissioners are otherwise fixed by the Governor in Council 
under subsection (11) of section 3 of the said Act, as enacted by subsection (1) 
of this section, each of the said persons shall continue to be paid the salary 
of which he was in receipt at the coming into force of this Act.

Mr. Bennett: I would like to have that section stand, if the committee 
is agreeable.

The Chairman: Let it stand.

Clause 3 “powers under inquiry Act”.
Mr. Nesbitt: I notice, Mr. Chairman, that it says “The commission, or 

subject to the direction of the commission, any appeal board, ...” and so 
forth. Does that mean that the commission can delegate its authority to any 
person or persons as it sees fit?

Mr. Melville: No, the purpose of this amendment as I explained at the 
beginning is really to do a bit of housecleaning. If you read the present Act 
it says:

7. (1) The commission, or subject to the direction of the commission, 
any quorum thereof, has all the powers and authority of a commissioner 
appointed under part I of the Inquiries Act, and may exercise any 
discretion conferred by this Act upon the commission.

The quorum was abolished years ago and the appeal board substituted. 
The amendment has been discussed with the Department of Justice.

Mr. Nesbitt: It says “any appeal board”.
Mr. Melville: An appeal board is constituted of three members of the 

commission.
The Chairman: Shall the clause carry?
Carried.

Clause 4.
4. Subsection (8) of section 24 of the said Act is repealed.

Mr. Green: I have a question with respect to clause 4 and which is 
related to the discussion of clause 1 about the treatment allowance. The 
explanatory note sets out that the reason this subsection 8 of section 24 is 
being repealed, is because it gives the Pension Commission the power to pay 
to the ^dependant of the deceased pensioner, or to whoever has maintained 
him throughout his last illness the balance of the month’s treatment allowance. 
Suppose a man died in the first week of the month. There is power under 
the present subsection 8 for the Pension Commission to pay the whole of his 
pension for that month, or any of the pension that has not been paid at that 
time, and also to pay any balance of an allowance that has not been paid to 
him. But with the repeal of this subsection, that power will be taken away 
in so far as it refers to the treatment allowance. The commission will still 
be able to pay over the balance of the pension to the dependant, but it ywill not 
be able to pay the balance of the treatment allowance. I take it from the 
explanatory notes that that is what the effect of repealing this subsection 
would be. Am I correct?
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Mr. Melville: The general effect, or the purpose is this: when death takes 
place the pension ceases and the commission is called upon to pay or to dispose 
of the unpaid balance of pension to the date on which the death occurred, and 
we deal with it.

We do have referred to us by the department unpaid balances of treatment 
allowances and we sometimes have to wait. We now say: he was under treat
ment by the Department of Veterans Affairs, so let them deal with it and dispose 
of that balance of treatment allowances.

We will deal with the pension and pay out the amount in so far as the 
pension is concerned. That we can do expeditiously. It is, in our opinion, 
proper administration of the Act. We suggest that the Act be amended because 
the actual section which exists today is a heritage of the past.

Mr. Green: Has the practice been to pay whatever remains of the treat
ment allowance due up to the date of death?

Mr. Melville: Generally speaking it has been, unless the department has 
occasion to pass on an opinion to the commission that they think that something 
otherwise might be done.

Mr. Green: The general practice has been to pay over this balance of treat
ment allowance?

Mr. Melville: Yes.
Mr. Green: Well, will that be the practice in the future?
Mr. Melville: I cannot answer for the department. But I can say that the 

commission, immediately upon receiving notification of death, endeavours to 
make available, particularly where there are dependants, the unpaid balance 
of pension, and the department, I assure you, acts as expeditiously as they can 
towards meeting that need.

Mr. Green: Hitherto the Pension Commission has been handling all these 
payments where a balance was outstanding, including both the balance of 
pension and the balance of treatment allowance. Now you will be no longer 
concerned with the balance of treatment allowances. That will be the responsi
bility of the department itself, is that correct?—A. That is correct, these treat
ment allowances are paid out of a different appropriation altogether.

Q. I would be afraid that the result of that would almost certainly be that 
there would be no payment of unpaid treatment allowances unless we could 
have assurance from the deputy minister that such will not be the case. I do not 
think there should be any change in the practice that has been followed under 
which, in most cases, the balance of the treatment allowance has been paid to 
the dependent.

The Witness: The assistant deputy minister is here. Perhaps he would care 
to comment on that.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, there has been no intention of doing that to 
my knowledge. I have not heard of any intention of changing the present 
system of dealing with treatment allowances after a man’s death in cases where 
there is an estate or a dependent. I have not heard any intention even men
tioned of , changing the present system.

Mr. Green: The only effect of changing the subclause is that the department 
would pay back the balance of treatment allowances instead of the Canadian 
Pension Commission?

Mr. Lalonde: As a matter of fact, this is perhaps housecleaning as Mr. Mel
ville said. These are handled by the estate branch of the department and they 
will continue to do so.

Mr. Harkness: Is there any provision that the balance shall be paid to the 
man’s dependents or is that entirely in the discretion of the department?
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Mr. Lalonde: I am sorry, Mr. Harkness, I do not have the treatment regula
tions with me at the moment.

The Chairman : I have them here.
Mr. Lalonde: Thank you. There are some exceptions. I am sorry, perhaps 

I misunderstood your question. Do you mean where there are direct dependents 
of the deceased veteran?

Mr. Green: Yes.
Mr. Lalonde: No, then it goes to them, but there may be cases where 

there are no direct dependents but relatives of the deceased who are still 
living who are not entitled to the payment of treatment allowances because they 
were not dependent on the veteran—for instance, nephews, nieces and cousins.

Mr. Harkness: It is directly provided for then in the Act of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs or in the regulations that the balance of the treatment 
allowance will go to the dependents?

Mr. Tucker: Up to the date of death.
Mr. Harkness: There is no discretion on the part of the department whether 

or not they pay the allowance. They must pay that to the dependents?
The Chairman: I am sure that is in the regulations. It is paid to them 

directly and it does not go into his estate where it would be liable for debts or 
anything as I recall the regulations.

The Witness: That is right. The dependants are fully protected.
Mr. Lalonde: Could I study the regulations and give you a reply a little 

later?
The Chairman : Yes. Mr. Melville knows exactly what is being done today 

under the regulations.
The Witness: The dependants are always provided for. The question may 

arise in the case of a single man if he has been boarding and has accumulated 
debts. The constant endeavour of the department and the commission is to pay 
all the debts—clear up everything possible out of the moneys available—and 
that does happen.

Mr. Harkness: Even if there is a balance left over for a single man without 
any dependents the department takes the rest of it, and it goes back to the 
treasury?

The Witness: Yes, that is the situation.
The Chairman: It never goes into the estate. It is used for the purposes of 

the purposes of the veteran and to fix things up for him, settle his debts and 
look after his dependents. Carried?

Carried.

Clause 5.
Mr. Philpott: Concerning clause 5, I think it is the first time in this Act 

there has been any reference to adopted children as being on a par with other 
children. I think it must be a source of great satisfaction to people around this 
table many of whom I know, as I did, worked for a great many years to have 
this change made. I know it is not a very big thing in numbers, but I will 
never forget the thrill I got when I received a letter from one of my own 
constituents who happened to have a couple adopted children. He pointed out 
it was not the money involved, but just the fact that those children were now 
going to be on a par with his own natural born children. I think it is just 
another example that we do try honestly to improve the little things in this 
Act as time goes on.

Hon. Members: Hear, hear.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 275

The Chairman: Would you like to comment on this, Mr. Melville?
The Witness: One added word which I hope the members will notice 

in the clause is that provision is made for a retroactive period of 12 months. 
We all know it takes a minimun period of 12 months before legal adoption 
papers are issued and the feeling behind this proviso is the fact that when 
we are able to render a favourable decision we send a substantial adjustment 
cheque to the veteran.

By Mr. Green:
Q. There is one point about this which bothers me. As I read the clause 

it does not cover the adopted child in the case where the child has been 
adopted before the veteran sustained the injury or disability. In other words, 
suppose a man had adopted a child before he was wounded. That adopted 
child is not covered by the clause and I do not understand why such a child 
should not be provided for. Surely the test is whether or not the child has 
been legally adopted and as Mr. Philpott has said I am sure we all thought 
that an adopted child would have the same rights as a natural child. However, 
as I read the section that is only true in the case where the adoption took 
place after the man was wounded or became ill. I may be wrong on that but 
you will notice in line 9 the following words: “. . .and a child adopted by him, 
subsequent to the appearance of such injury or disease. ..” I do not think 
there should be any such restriction in the Act because there is not in the 
case of a natural child. —A. I am glad to clarify the situation. Provision for 
children is found in section 26 of the Act, subsection 3 which makes this 
proviso:

(3) No pension shall be paid to or in respect of a child unless such 
child was acknowledged and maintained by a member of the forces in 
respect of whom a pension is claimed at the time of the appearance of 
the injury or disease that caused the disability for which he is pen
sioned or which resulted in his death; but a legitimate child born sub
sequent to the appearance of such injury or disease is entitled to a 
pension.

When the pensioner has in his home a child or children being maintained 
by him at the time of the appearance of the disability then pension is paid.

Q. But the only way to write this into the Act to carry out the wishes of 
everybody on this committee would be to define a child as including an 
adopted child under order of the court. Then you would have given the 
adopted child exactly the same rights as the natural child has all through the 
Pension Act.

Mr. Bennett: Would that not cut out a child who was acknowledged and 
maintained by the pensioner prior to the appearance of the disease but who 
was not adopted?

Mr. Green: Under our law in British Columbia the adopted child has 
all the rights of a natural child and I agree that the adopted child should 
have been maintained in the home to qualify in the same way as a natural 
child, but by putting in this restriction—

Mr. Bennett: But it is not a restriction as I understand it.
Mr. Philpott: You have it wrong. It is an extension and not a restric

tion—the very opposite.
Mr. Green: If it is meant that way it should be made absolutely clear.
Mr. Bennett: It is clear.
Mr. Green: I hope I am wrong.
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Mr. Philpott: It is clear to the lawyers anyway.
Mr. Weselak: It is fully covered in the interpretation section of the Act.
Mr. Goode: What about the child who is maintained by the pensioner, 

let us say, for two months before being granted a pension and is not legally 
adopted in law until 10 months after that date? What is the position of that 
child?

The Witness: May I be allowed to speak off the record and to explain 
the situation in camera?

The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Green: It is the intention that children who were adopted prior to 

the appearance of the disability will be covered by the clause?
The Witness: Yes, they are covered now.
The Chairman: You will note, as has been pointed out by Mr. Weselak, 

in the interpretation clause “child” means a legitimate child of a member of 
the forces whether such child is born before or after the award of pension 
and “child” also includes step-child, adopted child, foster child or illegitimate 
child.

Mr. Green: Well, that would cover it.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Now, perhaps Mr. Melville will explain clause 6 on page 3.
The Witness: I think the explanatory notes, gentlemen, are very clear. 

The clause is repugnant to subsection (12) of section 26 of the Act which reads 
as follows:

(12) When pension is awardable under the provisions of this Act 
in respect of the death of a member of the forces who died leaving a 
widow and child or children, such child or children are entitled to a 
pension in accordance with the rate payable for orphan children in 
Schedule B.

Subclause 12 makes provision whereby all children must be paid orphan 
rates. That subclause is repugnant and we suggest it be removed.

The Chairman: Orphan rates are higher than ordinary rates?
The Witness: Yes, double.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 7, “Extra allowance for total disability where attendant is required.”
The Witness: That is beneficial, gentlemen. A member of the forces is 

on the strength of the department whether he is an “in” patient or an “out” 
patient has his pension supplemented by treatment allowances. The Act 
provides that helplessness allowance during treatment, shall not be paid except 
in the case of a blind pensioner. This amendment is purposely put in to 
provide for the man in hospital who reaches a certain stage and then may 
be discharged to his home. He is helpless within the meaning of the Act and 
may be retained by the department as an “out” patient because through their 
treatment facilities he will be visited in his home. He needs care and attention 
and the intention of this amendment is to make provision whereby we may pay 
on his behalf helplessness allowance, to the full extent if necessary, when he is 
an “out” patient on the strength of the department. It is a very beneficial 
recommendation.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
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Clause 8?
Mr. Bennett: May we stand clause 8 Mr. Chairman, please?
Mr. Quelch: What are you doing with clause 8?
The Chairman: Stand.

Clause 9, “Pension reduced during treatment.”
The Witness: If you will look at the explanatory notes you will see 

that subclause 3 of the Act at the present time is being repealed. The present 
subsection reads: “Hospital allowance shall be paid from any appropriation 
granted by parliament for this purpose or from moneys provided by parliament 
for the payment of pensions under this Act.”

As the money is provided for under another appropriation there is no 
need to have provision for it in the Pension Act.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Is this the provision whereby you take the $15 from a 100 per cent 

pensioner?—A. It is a regulation of the department.
Q. Is that not the section which takes away the $15?—A. No.
Q. The first subclause reads: “During such time as, under departmental 

regulations in that behalf, a pensioner is entitled to hospital allowance while 
an “in” patient under treatment from the department and his pension including 
the pension, if any, for his dependants, is greater than the hospital allowance 
awardable by the department, pension shall be reduced by an amount that 
will make such pension equal to the hospital allowance.” That seems to me to 
be the way you reduce it.

The Chairman: Of course, what Mr. Green is pointing out is that the 
treatment allowances bring the amount up to the amount of the 100 per cent 
pensioner and the suggestion is that it is under this clause in the case of a 
100 per cent pensioner the pension is reduced to the effective amount of the 
treatment allowance. Of course, as Mr. Melville points out, this is not being 
changed by this amendment, but what you are asking, Mr. Green, is that if 
it is under this clause this $15 is deducted which the national council said had 
no legal basis.

Mr. Green: Yes.
The Witness: I am sorry I misunderstood you. I was speaking to sub

clause 3 which is being deleted.
Mr. Green: You did not answer my question really. Is this the authority 

under which the $15 is deducted?
The Witness: Yes.
Mr. Goode: One question comes to my mind. Mr. Melville brought up 

the fact that “out” patients could be under allowance. Is this $15 deducted 
from one of those patients who could be living at home under treatment?

The Witness: No. When a man is transferred from “in” patient to “out” 
patient he receives the equivalent of 100 per cent pension, without deduction' 
because he is providing his own maintenance.

Mr. Harkness: It seems to me section 33, subsection 1 which appears as 
clause 9 of this particular bill provides that if the pension that the veteran 
receives plus the pension for his dependants is greater than the treatment 
allowance, that is reduced to the amount of the treatment allowance. In other 
words, the pension paid on behalf of his dependants is reduced. It would 
appear from the wording here that would be the situation, whereas you said 
a short time ago that this deduction of $15 had no effect on the amount paid 
to his dependants.
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Mr. Melville: No; no deduction is made from that to his dependants. 
The treatment allowance for the pensioner is subject to a deduction, but no 
deduction is made for his dependants.

Mr. Harkness: What is the meaning of this phrase in clause 9:
. . . while an in-patient under treatment from the department and 

his pension including the pension, if any, for his dependants, is greater 
than the treatment allowance awardable by the department, pension 
shall be reduced by an amount that will make such pension equal to 
the treatment allowance.

I can only read that as being a pension awarded on behalf of his depend
ants and that it is reduced just the same as a pension awarded to him is 
reduced.

Mr. Melville: No. The regulations clearly set forth the provision for the 
pensioner, and shows the provision for a married man with no other depend
ant, that is for a man and wife, and for a man and wife and one child, a man 
and wife with two children, a man and wife with three chaldren and so on, and 
in each case the deduction for hospital maintenance is the same.

Mr. Harkness: What is the reason for having the words “his pension 
including the pension, if any, for his dependants, . . .” in there?

The Chairman: It is included because for a man with dependants, as well 
as for a man without, the actual provision of the amount actually brings the 
amount up so that the effect of the regulation is as Mr. Melville has said.

Mr. Harkness: I still cannot see the reason for putting in “if any, for his 
dependants, . . .” because apparently under the regulations there is no deduc
tion made in the pension given on behalf of his dependants.

The Chairman: Would you mind speaking to that, Mr. Lalonde.
Mr. Lalonde: I believe that it is perhaps a tricky bit of wording. But 

the answer is that if a man is a one hundred per cent pensioner he is not 
entitled to receive treatment allowance. This only takes care of a pensioner 
who is entitled to treatment allowance; so he must be a pensioner with a one 
hundred per cent pension.

Mr. Quelch: I think they should reword that section because I think it 
is terribly confusing.

Mr. Lalonde: It is a difficult bit of drafting.
Mr. Harkness: Why is that business of a pension for the dependants put in?
Mr. Lalonde: Because there is a treatment allowance on behalf of the 

dependants as well as the pensioner. While the man is in hospital he is 
entitled to his treatment allowance, and in order to keep the books straight, 
the treatment allowance is based on a one hundred per cent pension and it is 
paid. The amount of the pension is reduced, but it brings it to the same total. 
It is just a question of accounting, and it only happens when he is entitled 
to receive treatment allowance.

Mr. Green: Is the treatment allowance the same for a single veteran as 
it is for a veteran with dependants? If the veteran with dependants gets a 
larger treatment allowance, I can understand it. That makes up the difference.

Mr. Lalonde: That is right.
The Chairman: If a person is on a fifty per cent pension, then his depend

ants get paid on that basis; but the moment he goes into hospital, they go on 
a one hundred per cent basis.

Mr. Lalonde: It is confusing. Let us say that the man goes into hospital 
and his pension is raised. That is not quite right. He is getting treatment 
allowance under another statute, but for the purpose of computing the treat
ment allowance we use the one hundred per cent pension as a basis.
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Mr. Green: Does the man who has dependants get a higher treatment 
allowance than the man who does not?

Mr. Lalonde : That is correct.
Mr. Green: And he gets as much higher as the amount of the pension 

for his wife and himself?
Mr. Lalonde: In the end he gets the same amount, but the money comes 

out of a different appropriation.
Mr. Pearkes: And if the wife was a pensioner in her own right, it would 

not affect her?
Mr. Lalonde: It would not affect the pension paid to her.
The Chairman: Suppose the man is a fifty per cent pensioner and he goes 

into hospital; his wife, gets paid on the basis of a fifty per cent entitlement, 
and when he goes into hospital he receives from the government an increase 
right away. Is that not right. Her receipts from the government—I do not 
care whether you call it pension or treatment allowance—increase.

Mr. Lalonde: I think Brigadier Melville could answer that, because 
whether a dependant who is already a pensioner would get the same amount 
of pension as the man who is not a pensioner, I do not know.

The Witness: The question, I take it, is this: a pensioner goes into hospital 
and his pension is supplemented by treatment allowances. He has a wife who is 
a member of the forces who is also in receipt of a pension. What happens 
to her pension? Her pension is compensation for a disability incurred during 
service and is not affected by her husband’s going into hospital. Is that clear?

The Chairman: As I understand it, when he goes into the hospital and is 
a 50 per cent pensioner the money the wife would receive would be increased 
by receipt of his treatment allowance. Is that what you had in mind?

Mr. Pearkes: It seems to me that if the wife is a pensioner in her own 
right, that is she was a servicewoman, she does not get any increase in her 
pension because he goes into hospital, but is there any danger of her getting 
a decrease?

The Witness: No, she is compensated for a disability incurred in service. 
Her husband goes in hospital and she is his dependant. He is entitled to allow
ances on her behalf. She gets her pension, which is not affected by his receipt 
of the allowances.

Mr. Harkness: In revising this particular section, I would suggest Mr. 
Ollivier might bring in another wording which would make the clause clearer 
so there would not be any ambiguity or confusion about it.

The Chairman: This is working satisfactorily now and if we change it 
we might be taking something away from someone.

Mr. Harkness: I think the language of these Acts should be simple enough 
that it could be easily understood.

The Chairman: I guarantee if this were not working right we would 
have heard about it from the Legion. I think the experience in these clauses 
where they are paying out money is that if everyone is satisfied I do not 
think we should tamper with it. That is my opinion. Carried?

Carried.
We meet tomorrow then at the same time as this morning.
Mr. Dickey: I was wondering how many members are going to Arnprior 

tomorrow on this national defence program?
Mr. Quelch: The Banking and Commerce Committee sits three times 

tomorrow.
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The Chairman: Is there any objection then to sitting this afternoon?
Mr. Green: We have things coming on in the House this afternoon.
Mr. Bennett: Let us sit tonight.
The Chairman : Order, gentlemen. I understand that a large number of 

the committee, in view of the fact that we cannot sit tomorrow, would like 
to sit this afternoon at 3.30. I think when we are suspending for the sake 
of the convenience of the committee, a sitting which we were going to have 
tomorrow that we should take the consensus of opinion of the committee as to 
whether we should sit this afternoon.

Mr. Green: The steering committee recommended that we should sit each 
morning this week, and that was not questioned at all. The trip to Arnprior 
was known long before that time and we made our arrangements accordingly. 
I am staying away from Arnprior and I did not put down my name to go for 
the reason that we were to be sitting here. I do not see why the order of 
business .should be changed now .upon short notice simply to enable some of 
the members to go off to Arnprior for the day. I have no objection to their 
going, but this sort of thing makes it difficult to carry on the business before 
the committee, and some of us have commitments in the House this afternoon 
which we simply have to meet.

Mr. Philpott: What about sitting tonight?
Mr. Green: I am afraid that the legislation will be continued tonight 

because the House is sitting tonight as well. I do not think there should be 
a snap decision without notice to change the date of our sittings simply because 
some of the members want to go off to Arnprior.

Mr. Quelch: The Committee on Banking and Commerce will be sitting 
three times tomorrow.

Mr. Green: We made our plans and this is important business. We are 
getting on very nicely with it and I do not see why we should suddenly stop 
and change our plans upon short notice.

Mr. Philpott: We could probably get a quorum.
Mr. Brooks: I think we should stick to our original intention and have 

a meeting tomorrow morning.
Mr. Bennett (Grey North): I think we should sit this afternoon.
Mr. Gillis: How many of our members are members of the Committee 

on Banking and Commerce?
Mr. Goode: I suggest we continue with our meeting tomorrow morning 

because, regardless of what we do, we are going to find some difficulty.
Mr. Pearkes: There was an alternative date given for this trip to Arnprior 

and if members did not want to go tomorrow they were given the option of 
going next Sunday.

The Chairman: Yes, but I think they finally decided to go tomorrow. 
Well, in view of what Mr. Green has said and in view of the fact that a lot 
of members of the committee want to get on with the work of the committee— 
it is quite true what he says, that the steering committee has tried to fix dates 
so that the members can make their plans accordingly—unless I am directed 
by the committee or unless there is a motion that we should sit this afternoon,
I am going to rule that we will sit tomorrow unless there is a motion made 
that we do not. As to whether we will sit this afternoon instead we will not 
unless there is a motion made and carried that we do so. I will leave it to 
the committee if they want to make a motion.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I move that we sit this afternoon.
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The Chairman: It is moved that we sit this afternoon. All in favour of 
sitting this afternoon?

Mr. Green: If this kind of thing is to be done, if we are to be subjected 
to this kind of pressure in order that members can get away on a joy ride—

Mr. Dickey: It is not a joy ride.
Mr. Green: Then I must call for a polled vote. If the business of the 

Committee on Veterans Affairs is to be sidetracked in order that members 
may go up to Arnprior, then let us know who stands for it. Some of us 
cannot be here this afternoon.

Mr. Philpott: I will vote against the motion because I think it would 
be a mistake to put it through if it is not the general agreement of all parties.

The Chairman: Everybody can vote as he thinks right.
Mr. Weselak: I do not think that the trip to Arnprior tomorrow should 

be called a joy ride. I myself come from a rural constituency and I have 
not seen any civil defence work. Therefore I want to see the work that is 
being done by the Civil Defence College and I do not think the trip should 
be termed or described as a joy ride.

Mr. Hanna: Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is fair to call this trip to 
Arnprior a joy ride. The Minister of National Health and Welfare arranged 
the trip two or three weeks ago. I served on the civil defence committee 
of the city of Edmonton for three years. The city of Edmonton and the province 
of Alberta are sending people down here to take these courses and I feel it 
is my duty to see this Civil Defence College. I also have a duty to perform 
in the committee here and I would like to serve on the committee this after
noon if the majority is agreeable to meeting this afternoon,

Mr. Green: If you want to go to Arnprior, then why try to force us to 
sit this afternoon?

Mr. Hanna: I am not trying to force anyone to sit this afternoon, Mr. 
Chairman.

Mr. Harkness: I think some members are forgetting that the primary 
duty of members is in the House of Commons and if a considerable number are 
going to be busy there this afternoon it does not seem to me quite fair at this 
late date to decide to hold a meeting this afternoon which is going to conflict 
with that.

Mr. Dickey: Could we take up the V.L.A. on the understanding that if 
Mr. Green or some other members who cannot be here this afternoon have any 
objections those clauses will be stood.

Mr. Brooks: I agree our meeting tomorrow has priority over this. I 
would like to go to Arnprior myself, but if the committee decides to have a 
meeting tomorrow I think we should follow it, otherwise we will have confu
sion right through.

The Chairman: Does anyone else want to speak to this question? As I 
understand it, the motion in effect is that we sit this afternoon instead of 
tomorrow morning.

Mr. Dickey: As far as I am concerned, I think we should sit both this 
afternoon and tomorrow morning. That was not the motion, however.

The Chairman: That is correct. The motion as to sitting tomorrow morning 
has nothing to do with it and will have to be the subject of another motion.

Mr. Goode: The members from British Columbia are here and you can 
sit either this afternoon or tomorrow. You can sit any time you wish.
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Mr. Gillis: I appreciate the point expressed by Mr. Weselak. It is a 
good thing to get around and see this defence set-up, but as far as I am 
concerned I would like to see this work finished up and I am quite willing to 
be here tomorrow morning and this afternoon if necessary.

The Chairman: As I understand it, Mr. Weselak was not opposing the 
motion to sit tomorrow, but was objecting to Mr Green’s reference to the 
Arnprior trip as a joy ride.

Mr. Pearkes: Is it proposed we sit this afternoon and tomorrow?
The Chairman: That will be decided after we settle this motion. It is 

moved by Mr. Jones that we sit this afternoon at 3.30, and Mr. Green, I under
stand it, desires a recorded vote on that.

Mr. Green: Yes.
The Chairman: We will now have a recorded vote.
The Clerk: Yes, fourteen; nays, seven.
Mr. Dickey: Mr. Chairman, it is now 1.00 o’clock.
The Chairman : The understanding is then, in deference to the seven that 

voted nay, that we will “stand” anything that appears to be contentious. We 
will go through the Pensions Act and anything that somebody wishes to have 
stood will be stood; then we will go on with the V.L.A. Act and anything 
contentious in it will also be stood. That will happen. This afternoon we 
will meet in room 430. What about meeting tomorrow?

Mr. Pearkes: I move that we meet tomorrow as usual.
The Chairman: It is moved by Mr. Pearkes that we sit tomorrow at the 

same time as today. All those in favour of the motion please signify?
Carried.
We shall sit this afternoon at 3.30 p.m. and also tomorrow at the same time 

as today.

AFTERNOON SESSION

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. Mr. Melville now has answers to the 
questions which he did not have this morning. He is prepared now to give 
them to the committee.

Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission, recalled:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman, four of Mr. Green’s questions remained 
unanswered this morning. The information was not available. Some members 
of my staff have been working until 11 o’clock every night since Friday in 
an endeavour to assist this committee and let you have all the statistics that 
might be made available. These are the last four questions.

Question 11. How many applications were received by the commission 
for additional retroactivation under section 31(2) and how many were 
granted?

Any figures which I am giving refer to individual cases. The pensions 
may have applied two, three or four times, but I am giving figures for 
individuals.

Answer: World War I—The commission received 32 applications; 10 
granted; 22 not granted.

World War II—The commission received 377 applications; 133 granted; 
244 not granted.
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Question 12. How many applications were received by the commission 
for additional retroactivation under 42(2) and how many were granted?

Answer: World War I—The commission received 1 application; it was 
granted.

World War II—The commission received 7 applications; 3 granted; 4 not 
granted.

Question 13. How many applications were received for retroactivation 
under section 31(2) and how many were granted?

Answer: The commission received 77 applications; 10 granted; 67 not 
granted.

Question 14. How many applications were received for retroactivation 
under section 42(3) and how many were granted?

Answer: The commission received 1 application; it was granted.
These answers are for the five-year period which was covered by the 

inquiry received from Mr. Green, and that has involved a review of over 500 
files, and so far as the commission is aware at this stage we have examined all 
known cases. That is the situation.

The Chairman: Now, the next clause, gentlemen, is clause 10.
Mr. Bennett: Could we stand clauses 10, 11, 12 and 13, and also 18?
The Chairman: You will probably be able to make a statement on them 

at the meeting tomorrow. Will you be there?
Mr. Bennett: I think a statement can be made tomorrow.
Mr. Brooks: Could we have clause 16 stand as well?
The Chairman: Now we are standing clauses 10, 11, 12, 13 and 16.
Mr. Bennett: Yes. They all involve the same point, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman: Yes, and 18.
Mr. Croll: 18 is the same thing again.
The Chairman: Yes. Those are the date lines. That leaves clause 14. Do 

you wish to deal with it. It seems to me that the National Council wanted 
the wording changed in that for some reason, from clause 1 to 11. Do you 
remember that submission?

The Witness: Yes. I think it was in a departmental regulation, according 
to Mr. Justice McDonough. He said that to me afterwards.

The Chairman: Would you just explain that to the committee, please?
The Witness: Clause 14 of the bill. If you will look at the explanatory 

note, you will see that all that is involved is the deletion of the words “but if 
the payments under subsection 8 of section 26 exceed the amount payable under 
this section, that subsection applies in lieu of this section.”

And the note goes on to say:
The proviso is redundant as the children of such deceased pensioners 

are automatically entitled to pension under the provisions of section 
26(7).

It is just a tidying up of the Act.

The Chairman: Does the section carry?
Carried.

Section 15 “cancellation of pension of female pensioners in certain cases”.
Mr. Croll: What is clause 13, Mr. Melville?

92304—3
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The Witness: Section 13 is the entitlement section, the section of the 
Act through which all entitlement flows; it used to be section 11.

There is one correction to be made in this section. The explanatory note 
again is there and I will not read the section as it is today because it refers 
to a certain state of affairs. The explanatory note says:

There is no provision in the Act by which a disability pension 
awarded to a male member of the forces is affected by circumstances 
similar to those set out in this section and the purpose of the amendment 
is to ensure that female disability pensioners are placed in the same 
position as male pensioners.

I think that explains the situation, but I would ask, Mr. Chairman, to 
correct an error in the bill which is:

“The pension of any female pensioner . . 13-1 (a), that probably was
your point, Mr. Croll?

Mr. Croll: Yes.
Mr. Balcom: There is no provision for a man in the same case as a 

woman, is there, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Mutch: He is out.
The Witness: It does not affect him.
Mr. Quelch: Those words in respect to a pension in 13 mean in respect of 

cases where the female is obtaining a pension for a disability under 1 (a) ?
The Witness: That is quite correct, and the other is under different cir

cumstances altogether.
Mr. Harkness: It only removes the present discrimination which exists.
The Witness: That is right.
The Chairman: It suggests that is should be 13-1 (a).
Dr. Ollivier: It should be paragraph (e) of subsection 1 of section 13.
Mr. Quelch: Mr. Chairman, I would like to obtain some information on a 

certain point, and it relates to “being married who openly lives in the relation
ship of man and wife without being married maybe suspended”. Are there 
any exceptions to that? I have in mind the case of men who went overseas, 
married, and came back to Canada without their wives, and the wife then got a 
divorce. So far as she is concerned she is no longer his wife, but under the 
Canadian law he is still married. What has happened to that? A committee 
was set up some years ago to deal with that, and I do not think they got very 
far. Is the situation still that that Canadian can get married or have a 
common law wife?

The Witness: The situation there is that the wife in England obtained 
release through the Matrimonial Causes Act which applied during the war 
and she has obtained relief, and is free to do what she likes. Our Canadian 
veteran returns to Canada and in some instances has married. The commis
sion, however, I must say makes a careful and systematic review in these 
cases, but we cannot flout the law. The advice we have from the Department 
of Justice is that it is not an acceptable divorce; is not a subsisting marriage. 
But, in some cases where we are definitely of the opinion that the case war
rants relief, we have extended companion under section 25 and we have paid 
additional pension.

Mr. Nesbitt: Under that same section, as I remember it, there are many 
cases in this country of people obtaining divorces in the United States. I 
think it might help the wording of the section to say: “Who openly lives with 
any man in the relationship of man and wife without having gone through 
a form of marriage”, rather than: “Without being married to him.”
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Mr. Croll: Then you are really in trouble.
The Witness: The section that is before you, gentlemen, establishes equal 

status for a male disability pensioner and a female disability pensioner. That 
is what is before you in this amendment.

Mr. Philpott: Equal right to do wrong.
The Chairman: If you change that to 13 1 (a) you are eliminating such 

things as section 5 which provides for Newfoundland.
The Witness: No.
The Chairman: Well, if you introduce 1 (a) into the thing, then it only 

applies in the case of a person eligible under 1 (a) and then for example these 
other clauses which are in section 13 would not apply. Now, there is, for 
example, the date for which the pension may be paid; that is subsection 3. 
And then, subsection 5 has to do with Newfoundland. Then, 6 gives the 
right in Newfoundland; and 7. Why do you want to introduce 1 (a) into that?

The Witness: I will use the term I have heard more than once that the 
old sections 11(1) (a) and (b) are the portals through which all claims for 
pensions come. Now claims for disability pension all come through 13(1) (a) 
and death claims through 13(1) (b), and the other benefits in the section may 
follow.

Mr. Croll: That is the interpretation.
The Chairman: I do not think it does follow. A member of the forces is 

defined as a member of the Canadian forces and if you say it only applies to 
a member of the Canadian forces and say that this right of a woman to a 
pension only applies under 1 A—it will only apply to a person serving in the 
Canadian forces, whereas the man who served in the forces of Newfoundland 
is entitled to a pension, but a woman serving in Newfoundland would not be 
entitled to a pension. I suggest that if you introduce (1) (a) into this thing 
you are going to exclude this provision in (c) of pre-enlistment disabilities. 
You are going to exclude them from the provision with respect to pensions 
serving in the forces in Newfoundland, and you are going to eliminate the 
cases—if there were any—of British subjects domiciled in Newfoundland. 
Those are subsections 5, 6 and 7 of section 13.

Mr. Brooks: I think that numbers five and six and seven would make 
anyone domiciled in Newfoundland a member of the forces as set out in sub
clause 1(a) so I think that would cover it all right.

The Witness: Quite correct.
Mr. Croll: I think the governing clauses are 1(a) and (b) and the others 

are limiting clauses.
The Witness: There is no doubt about it.
The Chairman: I do not want to take a lot of time on it, but if you are 

awarding a pension to a woman who served in the forces of Newfoundland 
you are not awarding it under clause 13-1 (a) but under clause 13-1 (a) and 
also under 5 and 6.

Mr. Harkness: I think clause 13-1 (a) only applies to people who served 
in the Canadian forces and to bring in the Newfoundland people the other 
clauses are added and I agree if you do not mention them in this they will 
be excluded.

The Chairman: You cannot award Newfoundlanders a pension under 
clause 13-1 (a) alone, but have to award it under clause 13-1-(a) and clause 
13, subclause 5 and 6.

Mr. Brooks: The purpose of this is to put the Newfoundlanders under 
clause 13-1 (a) as members of the forces and so I think subclause 1(a) covers it.

92304—3i
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The Chairman: If the committee are satisfied will someone move an 
amendment? I am quite satisfied myself that you cannot award a pension 
under clause 13-1 (a) alone and that you have to apply clause 13, subclauses 
5 and 6 but I will not press my view.

Mr. Quelch: Could you not say clause 13 and leave it at that? That 
would cover it.

Mr. Enfield: You could perhaps get around this by carrying on the amend
ment, “Except a pension awarded in accordance with rates set out in schedule 
‘A’, et cetera. That is, change the amendment as you have it to read: “As in 
subclauses (a) and (b) of clause 13.”

Mr. Mutch: You will notice in section 44, subsection 1, we are dealing 
with the pension of any female pensioner, but not with the question of 
entitlement to pension at all. The person who is affected by this proposed 
amendment is already a female pensioner and in the Act as it stands at 
present the female pensioner, whether she gets her pension by right of service 
or because she is a dependent of someone who has pension by right of service, 
is barred from certain performance of conduct. That creates a difference 
between the limitations which are put upon a male pensioner and the limitations 
put upon a female pensioner. Now, the intention of this amendment is that 
because a male pensioner may not be barred from his pension because of an 
irregular union with another woman then a female pensioner shall not be 
barred from her pension which she has obtained by right of service because 
of an irregular union. It is a straight attempt to remove the discrimination 
for moral purposes according to sex, and it has not relationship, I submit, to 
entitlement. It has no bearing until the female in question is already a 
pensioner. I hope that makes the position clear and consequently, because 
it was desired that unless a female pensioner erred, her pension by right of her 
service should be granted. That is the additional equalization with males. 
It must be limited to 13-1 (a) which is the code by which the female pensioner 
holds her entitlement to pension. Otherwise if you leave it as Mr. Quelch 
suggested, to section 13, then all the females who are obtaining pension by 
virtue of the fact that they were dependent on either a male or a female 
pensioner, would be entitled to a pension in a similar fashion without the 
penalty which has always been in the Act.

Mr. Weselak: The effect of 13-6 and 7 is to make this group you are 
referring to, that they shall be made members of the forces for this section, 
while these people are brought within the ambit of 13-1 (e) and in the amend
ment it refers to 13-1 (a) so I do not think that anything further is required.

Mr. Nesbitt: The purpose of this amendment is to have the equal right 
to do wrong; but in the question of an American divorce, it is a question of 
domicile whether the divorce is valid, and if there has been no ruling of any 
court whether the divorce is valid, if a man lives with a woman, who decides 
whether they are married or not?

The Witness: The commission must determine the right to additional 
pension on behalf of the wife. To decide whether or not the right to additional 
pension is established. To do so we have to examine the particulars regarding 
the marriage.

Mr. Nesbitt: It is an arbitrary ruling by the commission?
The Witness: It is a decision by the commission.
The Chairman: I would like to point out that subsection 7 refers to people 

being pensionable by virtue of subsections 5 and 6. You are only applying 
it to people who are pensionable by virtue of subsection 1 which says, right
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in the Act, that certain persons are pensionable by virtue of subsections 5 and 
6. I do not insist on it but I would not have any doubt in my mind that on 
a strict interpretation of this thing you are leaving out people who are pension
able by 5 and 6.

Mr. Brooks: That makes up a member of the forces in section 1 (a).
The Witness: I will be glad to examine this with the Department of 

Justice.
Mr. Croll: I move the adoption of the clause with a slight amendment; 

clause 13-1 (a), which Doctor Ollivier has given to you.
Dr. Ollivier: As I read it, 1-a is sufficient.
Mr. Croll: Yes.
The Chairman: If there is any doubt about it—this bill is not going to be 

reported right away—it could be brought up again. It is moved that section 15 
be amended by inserting 1 (a) after section 13 in line 15. Does the amendment 
carry?

Carried.
Does the section as amended carry?
Carried.

Clause 16 stands; clause 17 “increase of certain pensions while recipients 
resident in Canada”.

17. Section 56 of the said Act is repealed and the following substi
tuted therefor:

56. Pensions payable to or in respect of members of Canadian naval 
or army forces who were killed, had died or were disabled on active 
service, during drill or training or on other military duty previous to 
the outbreak of World War I, shall, during the continuance of the resi
dence in Canada of the recipients of such pensions, be paid at the rates 
set forth in Schedules A and B.

The Witness: Clause 17 is very simple. That section has been in the Act 
since its origin in 1919 and refers to “the war”. There was only one war then 
and this needs a bit of housecleaning because we now have a second war. So to 
correct the situation, the word “war” is changed in substitution therefor and 
world war, because the section refers to a group of former members of 
the forces who were in training before world war one.

Mr. Harkness: This would apply to veterans of the Boer war, would it not?
The Witness: No. Such veterans of the Boer war are the responsibility 

of Her Majesty’s‘government and the pensions paid on account of disability or 
death are supplemented by Canadian rates shown under another section of the 
Act, section 54.

The Chairman: Shall the clause carry?
Carried.

Now the next clause, 18, stands. Now, clause 19?
19. Schedule B to the said Act is amended by striking out the words 

“or the child of a widow in receipt of a pension under section thirteen” 
where they occur in the fifth column thereof.

The Witness: In chapter 207 of the revised statutes there is an error and 
I take this opportunity to correct it while Dr. Ollivier is present.

We are deleting the words in the last column and if you will look at the 
explanatory note you will see that it says:
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The words or the child of a widow in receipt of a pension under 
section eleven are deleted from the fifth column as the rate of pension 
for such children is fixed by section 26(12).

It should be 11. If you follow what is in chapter 207 at the moment you 
will see that this is a misprint.

Mr. Croll: What should it be? My own copy reads section 11?
The Witness: It should be 11 because there is a misprint in the revised 

statute.
Mr. Croll: It is just a correction. I move the adoption of the clause.
The Chairman: Shall the clause carry?
Carried.

Do you wish this amended as it is in the bill? If you will look at schedule 
“B” it says: “orphan child or orphan brother or sister or the child of a widow 
in receipt of a pension under section 13”.

In the schedule it should be changed to 11 which is in the actual wording 
of the bill. Naturally when we are referring to that item in the schedule 
it should refer to it "under section 11 where it occurs in the fifth column of 
Schedule “B”. Do you move, Mr. Croll, that Schedule “B” be revised by 11 on 
line 15 in section 19?

Mr. Brooks: It in no way affects the amount set out here.
The Witness: No.
The Chairman: And also in schedule “b” where it sets out in explanation 

that that be changed from 13 to 11. Shall the amendment carry?
Agreed.
Is the clause as amended agreed to?
Agreed.
The Chairman: Now, that completes the pension bill except for the clauses 

which were permitted to stand. ....
We are going to start to go through the Veterans Land Act, which is bill 

459. Brigadier Rutheford is here. There was a slight error in one of his 
answers which he wishes to correct to make sure that the record is right. Then 
we will start with bill 459.

Mr. Rutherford: I am afraid my mental arithmetic was not too good 
when I was calculating the percentage of veterans who had abandoned pro
vincial lands in the province of Quebec. Looking at the figures it looked to be 
approximately 24% but I should have said 19%. That is a correction I wish 
to make in the record. I asked permission last week that Mr. McCracken who 
has dealt with the Department of Justice with respect to the amendments and 
is more familiar with the details might be permitted to answer any technical 
questions with regard to the amendments proper.

The Chairman: Very well. We have before us now bill 459 “an Act to 
amend the Veterans’ Land Act”. I now call clause 1; that indicates the 
heading of part 1, “Land Settlement Assistance”?

Carried.

Clause 2—and I will take it up clause by clause by reading the side notes. 
Clause 2 indicating section 45 of the proposed Veterans Land Act, “definitions. 
Approved lender.”?

45. In this Part,
(a) “approved lender” means any lender approved by the Governor in 

Council for the purpose of making loans under the National Housing 
Act, 1954;
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Mr. Harkness: I thought when we discussed this before that Mr. Croll 
brought up a point that the only lender would be the Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation, but under this “approved lender” it could be any of the 
mortgage or insurance companies as well as Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation. That is the intention is it not? That is what will happen?

Mr. Rutherford: Yes, that is what will happen.
Mr. Harkness: So the impression we got before was incorrect?
Mr. Croll: No. What I said before was that under present circumstances 

the only authority that could possibly take the mortgage would be Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation because of the time-lag and the many 
advances. At a later time these mortgages may be turned over to some other 
lending authority; but for the moment only they could handle them.

Mr. Rutherford: That is right.
Mr. Harkness: As I understand it at the moment Central Mortgage and 

Housing Corporation would be the only people who could make those loans. 
But at some time in the future insurance companies and so on will be able 
to make them.

Mr. Croll: It is quite possible.
Mr. McCracken: I think that Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation 

in each and every case will give the required commitment. As time goes on, 
and depending on the availability of mortgage funds, I think at that time they 
would attempt to interest mortgage companies or other interests in purchasing 
these mortgages. But C.M.H.C. will be carrying them right from the beginning 
in each and every case.

Mr. Brooks: The same regulations would apply afterwards that apply 
when they take them over?

Mr. McCracken: I would say so.
The Chairman: Carried.

Subsection (b) “Corporation”?
Carried.

Subsection (c) “cost to the director”?
Carried.

Subsection (d) “Eligible veteran”?
Carried.

Subsection (e) “Improvements”?
Carried.

Subsection (f) “Mortgage”?
Carried.

Clause 46, “Persons eligible”?
“46. Subject to this Part, and notwithstanding anything in Part I or any 

other Act of the Parliament of Canada, every veteran is eligible to participate 
in the benefits of this Part, except

(a) a veteran who has entered into a contract with the Director under 
section 10 subsection (9) of section 11 or section 23 or has received a 
grant from the Director under section 38 or 39, which contract or 
the agreement relating to which grant 
(i) has not been rescinded or otherwise terminated,
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(ii) was not rescinded or otherwise terminated until after the 
expiration of the ten year period referred to in subsection (4) 
of section 10 or, in the case of the agreement relating to the 
grant, until after the expiration of the period after which, under 
the agreement, he is not required to repay such grant,

(iii) was rescinded or otherwise terminated prior to the expiration 
of the period applicable, as mentioned in subparagraph (ii), 
otherwise than due to circumstances beyond the control of the 
veteran, as defined in the regulations, or

(iv) was rescinded or otherwise terminated prior to the expiration of 
the period applicable, as mentioned in subparagraph (ii), due 
to circumstances beyond the control of the veteran, as defined 
in the regulations, unless, in any such case, the veteran repays 
to the Director for deposit in the Consolidated Revenue Fund 
any amounut by which the value of the benefit received by him 
by virtue of having entered into the contract or the agreement 
relating to the grant, as determined by the Minister, exceeded 
his re-establishment credit under the War Service Grants Act, 
together with interest on that amount at the rate of three and 
one half per cent per annum from the date of such rescission 
or termination;

(b) a veteran to whom an allowance has been paid under the Veterans 
Rehabilitation Act, for the purpose of taking an undergraduate or 
postgraduate course at a university as defined in that Act, for a 
period of more than nine months; and

(c) a veteran who is indebted to the Director under section 15.

Mr. Brooks: Might we have some explanation of the clause?
Mr. McCracken: Dealing with clause 1 of paraggraph (a) it means that 

the provisions of part II are not available to a veteran who is already settled 
under the Act and who has a subsisting contract with the director.

Clause 2 of paragraph (a) means that the provisions of part II are not 
available to veterans who received financial assistance under part I and who, 
after ten years, earned the conditional grant.

Clause 3 of paragraph (a) means that the provisions of part II are available 
to veterans whose settlement under part I was terminated before the end of 
the ten year conditional grant period if termination was due to reasons beyond 
their control rather than, say, in order to make a speculative sale.

Mr. Harkness: I noticed that this clause appears quite frequently “other
wise due to circumstances beyond the control of the veterans”. Could you give 
us an example?

Mr. McCraciCen: “Circumstances” must be approved by the governor in 
council by regulation but I suggest that possibly one would be that assistance 
would not again be available where the man had sold the property for specu
lative reasons.

Mr. Brooks: Can he sell for speculative reasons?
Mr. McCracken: I suggest that that is where he may repay the cost to the 

director and take the title to the property.
Mr. Brooks: After ten years?
Mr. McCracken: No. before, and then sell the property because he has 

the opportunity of making quite a big profit.
Mr. Burns: The usual case in which the second establishment is granted 

under section 9 of the first clause of the Act, when a veteran applied to move
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by reason of his employment being shifted to some other place, or his employer 
requires him to work in some other place, in the case of a small holder, or on 
account of family reasons, and in regard to a farmer, actually, when circum
stances developed such as his farm being burned up, obliging him to stop 
farming and they cannot go on again in the same place. Those are the examples 
of circumstances beyond their control.

Mr. Bennett: Of if the land were expropriated?
Mr. Harkness: That particular phrase, where it occurs, it would be the 

same throughout. Those would be the circumstances?
Mr. Burns: Yes, it was intended to be, let us say, for a young farmer who 

had failed and had to leave the farm, so that he could qualify.
Mr. McCracken: Yes, he would come under part II. I was down to clause 4.
Mr. Brooks: Are we discussing home construction assistance?
Mr. McCracken: The home construction end of it.
Mr. Brooks: The farmers would not come under that at all?
Mr. McCracken: Mr. Harkness raised the point on one of the reasons 

which General Burns gave, that it would apply not only here but where it is 
used in part III as well.

Mr. Weselak: A young farmer might have to leave his farm for reasons 
of health and he is now employed in the city. He may be interested.

Mr. McCracken: They would be people who would come under part II. 
May I now go on to clause 4? Clause (iv) of paragraph (a) relates to a 
veteran whose settlement under part I was terminated before the end of the 
ten-year conditional grant period for reasons beyond his control and, subse
quent to which, the Director suffered a loss in resale of the property. The 
provisions of part II are available to such a veteran provided he repays to the 
Director, with interest, the difference by which that part of the loss that was 
determined by the minister to have been a benefit exceeds the amount of his 
re-establishment credit.

Mr. Harkness: Could you give us an example of how that would work 
out? I feel there is a desire to question these things on that basis.

Mr. McCracken: Let us assume that the property came back to the 
director in that the veteran had to give it up. There is an outstanding cost to 
the director at the time we will say of $4,000. In the' resale of that property 
by the director, the saleprice was $3,000. In other words, the director suffered 
a loss of $1,000.

Under section 13, I think, of the War Service Grants Act, the minister 
determines what benefit the veteran may have had under the Veterans’ Land 
Act, and in relation thereto he considers any extenuating circumstances; and 
perhaps he would determine that the benefit which the veteran had received 
in that particular case was the loss of $1,000. If the veteran’s re-establishment 
credit had amounted to $500, then, under part II he would have to repay the 
director the difference between the credit and the loss, 'the $500 plus interest.

The Chairman: Just to make it plain, as I read part II, if a veteran under 
Part I completes his contract and gets his grant he then can come in and 
qualify under Part II, is that right.

Mr. McCracken: If a veteran gets his grant under Part I?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. McCracken: No, he cannot come under Part II.
The Chairman: Here is what it says: “Every veteran is eligible except—”
Mr. McCracken: Except two.
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The Chairman: “—a veteran who has entered into a contract which con
tract was not rescinded or terminated until after the expiration of the ten-year 
period.” Now then—

Mr. McCracken: By which time he would have earned his conditional 
grant.

The Chairman: Yes. In other words, as I read that, every veteran is 
eligible to participate except a veteran who has entered into a contract which 
contract was not rescinded before the expiration of ten years.

If it was actually carried out, it would not be rescinded at all, so that as 
I understand it, he would be qualified. You see, it says: “A veteran who has 
entered into a contract relating to which a grant has not been rescinded.” Now, 
they are all referring to a case of recision of the contract, but suppose he lives 
up to it and gets his grant?

Mr. McCracken: As I recall it, we have had an opinion from the Depart
ment of Justice to the effect that the words “otherwise terminated” applied or 
meant or covered the situation where the veteran came in and paid up the 
director and took title to the property.

The Chairman : If that is your opinion it is O.K. with me, but I do not 
think it says that. When you carry out your contract you have not terminated 
it, you have fulfilled it. There is no doubt in my mind but that would be the 
legal interpretation but if the Department of Justice has given that opinion 
it is O.K. with me.

Mr. McCracken: We had a case of a veteran in British Columbia who 
repaid the director in full and took title to the property and the Department 
of Justice gave us an opinion that the effect of that came within the meaning 
of the words “otherwise terminated.”

The Chairman: But suppose he lives up to his contract, and the govern
ment carries it out in full, and he carries it out in full. Can you say that that 
agreement was “otherwise rescinded or terminated”?

Mr. McCracken: The effect of that, I would say, is the same as a man 
going through 25 years.

The Chairman: As long as everybody is satisfied! Does that carry?
Carried.
Mr. Dinsdale: Could I ask a question about part (b) on page 3, Mr. 

Chairman.
The Chairman: Yes, we carried (a) and now you want to ask a ques

tion on (b).
Mr. Dinsdale: We are coming to that clause now?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Dinsdale: Fine. I take it that (b) which says: “A veteran to whom 

an allowance has been paid under the Veterans Rehabilitation Act for the 
purpose of taking an undergraduate or postgraduate course at a university 
as defined in that Act for a period of more than 9 months;”—I take it 
that veterans who have taken university courses, etc., cannot get any benefits 
under this part?

Mr. McCracken: If they have taken university training or allowance in 
excess of nine months. It is much the same as the provision for eligibility 
under the Veterans’ Land Act at this time. A man who has taken up to 
nine months training is eligible for assistance under the Veterans’ Land Act 
at the present time if he repays the cost of that training. Under Part II he 
doesn’t have to repay it.

Mr. Dinsdale: So that a veteran in that position would not be able to 
participate in one of these build-your-own schemes?
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Mr. McCracken: Not if he has taken over nine months university train
ing.

Mr. Dinsdale: That is going to eliminate quite a large number.
Mr. Croll: Have they ever been eligible?
Mr. McCracken: No, they have not.
Mr. Dinsdale: Apparently the purpose of this Act is to facilitate home 

construction for the veteran. It is a housing Act. I do not know what the 
percentage of veterans taking university work might be, but I know from 
my own personal knowledge there is a large number who are in the category 
of requiring housing, and because of the expense involved in university work 
they have not been able to meet that basic need, and are excluded entirely 
in this Act according to that interpretation?

The Chairman: I suppose it is felt that if a man were provided with a 
university course—maybe four years at university—would not be entitled 
to go and get further help in regard to establishing a home for himself 
such as is given under this Act. In other words, it is putting a limit on what 
you can do for one specific class. *

Mr. Croll: A choice, isn’t it?
The Chairman: I think we are doing very much for the people who take 

university courses as compared to the others.
Mr. Brooks: As I understand it, under this Act it has to be a revolving 

fund. Now, under the Farm Establishment Act it is different altogether. They 
give them so much money outright. The object of this is to enable veterans 
to provide homes for themselves. Surely if a borrower has taken a college 
course he is not going to be in as hard a financial position as the fellow who 
has been working.

Mr. Dinsdale: He has exhausted his personal fortune in going to university.
Mr. Brooks: I do not think the government stands to lose anything by this 

at all and it is an opportunity to help the college graduate and others to build 
homes.

The Chairman: On each one of these cases the government would spend 
the interest on the money they are advancing and then there are the legal 
costs, so V.L.A. are going to assist a veteran under this Act to the extent of 
$400 or $500, and the question arises when you give to the great bulk of 
veterans a re-establishment credit of say $350 or $400 or whatever it would 
be—and in the case of the Korean veterans the average is $170 some odd—at 
the same time give to a university graduate a course that may be worth 
thousands of dollars. Should we then say that on top of that we will give 
assistance under this Act to the extent of another $300 or $400 or $500, the 
question is: how far are you going to go in regard to that small group for whom 
so much has already been done by way of public expenditure compared with a 
larger group to whom you have given much less? I take it that is the reason 
for it.

Mr. Brooks: What would be the length of time the money would be loaned 
to these people for the building of their homes?

Mr. McCracken: 14 to 16 months.
Mr. Brooks: It would be that long?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: And it would be without interest so far as the government is 

concerned for that period of time?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: And the average amount would be about $6,000 would it?
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Mr. McCracken: No, the maximum, sir, is $8,000.
Mr. Dinsdale: Could anyone with us this afternoon indicate what per

centage of veterans took university work that would disqualify them?
Mr. Burns: If I might answer that question, I understand there are about 

50,000 veterans who took university training to the extent of disqualifying 
them—that would be roughly 5 per cent.

Mr. Brooks: The whole 50,000, of course, would not want to build houses 
under this Act if it were available to them?

Mr. Burns: About 5 per cent.
Mr. Harkness: I take it then those veterans who receive benefits under 

the university training scheme are excluded?
Mr. Rutherford: Conditional grants are still available to them.
Mr. Harkness: I understood you could not take conditional grants?
Mr. Rutherford: I mean re-establishment credits, I am sorry.
Mr. Harkness: This has no effect on re-establishment credits?
Mr. Rutherford: None at all.
Mr. Harkness: It is just the two classes of people who receive benefits in 

either one of these two ways.
Mr. Rutherford: That is correct.
Mr. Croll: General Burns, have you any idea what the average cost is 

of one of these college courses?
Mr. Burns: I do not have that information immediately available, but 

I can get it in due course. It costs roughly $1,000 a year and most of them 
require four years to graduate.

Mr. Croll: That is not treating them very unfairly.
The Chairman: The answer probably is not exactly complete. As I under

stand the bill there are people excluded besides those who get the grant and 
people who get the university training beyond nine months, and those people 
who have entered into a contract under Part I of the Act and whose contract 
has been rescinded due to circumstances which are not beyond the control of 
the veteran. In other words, if he goes under Part I, even although he does 
not get the grant and then perhaps throws the thing up and refuses to continue 
although he could well do so, I take it he would not be entitled either.

Mr. Rutherford: That is right.
The Chairman: So you would have to add to the class of those who get 

the grant and the university training, the people who went under Part I and 
whose contract was rescinded due to circumstances for which they were them
selves responsible?

Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 15 is the mortgage clause, gentlemen.
Mr. Croll: What does it say, Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman: It is provision for a mortgage where the veteran borrowing 

at per cent cannot go under this part.
Carried?
Carried.

Clause 47.
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Mr. McCracken:
47. This section establishes the principle requirements which an eligible 

veteran must meet in order to obtain assistance under Part II. This is the 
section, also, that authorizes the Director to provide veterans with financial 
and supervision assistance; to conduct training courses for prospective veteran 
builders; and to purchase and subdivide land, etc.

(1) The provisions of this subsection are key points to the operation of 
Part II. Firstly, an eligible veteran, in order to obtain assistance, must be 
approved for a loan under the National Housing Act thereby assuring the 
Director that he will be reimbursed for his expenditures upon completion of 
the building contract. Secondly, the Director must be satisfied that the veteran 
is competent and in a position to act as his own contractor. Thirdly, it auth
orizes the Director to provide a veteran with supervisory and other assistance 
during construction.

The Chairman : Agreed?
Mr. Brooks: Are there any salary requirements for veterans coming under 

this clause?
Mr. McCracken: To the extent required to obtain an approved loan under 

the National Housing Act.
Mr. Brooks: What would be the amount?
Mr. McCracken: For a $8,000 house—assuming taxes are $180 to $200— 

I think it is about $3,300 a year annual income.
Mr. Brooks: About $500 less than under the present National Housing Act?

I do not mean the Veterans Housing Act, but the National Housing Act we put 
through.

Mr. Croll: It is the same thing.
Mr. McCracken: That was based on $10,000, Mr. Brooks, was it not?
Mr. Croll: Mr. McCracken, while we are at it, in view of the success that 

all of us feel that the Veterans Land Act has attained, has any consideration 
been given by Veterans Land Act administrators and other people who are in 
charge to the possibility of doing away with the down payment for these 
veterans? Now, you may think that is a very broad field, but the original 
veterans legislation was the pilot plan for our present 10 per cent down pay
ment. When we found it worked out well with the veterans, we went to 
defence housing with it. This is, of course, a better picture than we had ever 
anticipated and I am encouraged to suggest to you, Mr. Rutherford, and to the 
parliamentary assistant, as well as to the chairman and the others who are con
nected with it, that the matter should be thoroughly canvassed. This is an 
opportunity for us to give the veterans something which perhaps may not be 
presently available to the civilian; to do away with the down payment and 
start out by paying the monthly payment rather than having any down pay
ment by way of credit or otherwise. Has any thought been given to that?

Mr. Rutherford: We are required under the law when entering into a 
contract to have a deposit of 10 per cent as security, and the down payment is 
used for both purposes. You have to have some payment of that nature 
originally as security for the contract anyway.

Mr. Croll: Originally you had a revolving fund?
Mr. Rutherford: For what purpose?
Mr. Croll: For veterans land purposes. Before you came to the Housing 

Act you had funds available from your department, did you not?
Mr. McCracken: Annual appropriations.
Mr. Croll: Annual appropriations from the government which you used 

up for that purpose.
Mr. McCracken: Within $43 last year.
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Mr. Croll: You are not asking for that appropriation this year?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. Croll: But not for the housing portion of it?
Mr. McCracken: No.
Mr. Croll: The suggestion I am making is for the housing aspect of it 

and I would suggest you canvass the possibilities of selling to the veterans 
without a down payment. - What thought, if any, has been given to that subject?

Mr. Bennett: I would like to make one comment regarding the comparing 
of the benefits under Part II with the ordinary National Housing Act mortgage. 
Under this Act we have a home assistance program. The veteran comes along 
with $800 and let us say he wants to put up a $10,000 house. Well, he gets 
$2,000 of his $10,000 which is calculated to be his own labour, and with the 
help, assistance, supervision and the blueprints supplied by the department he 
is able to put up .a $10,000 house and is only required to have a $8,000 mortgage, 
so that the 23 per cent is based on the $8,000 rather than the $10,000. Now, 
in answer to your question, Mr. Croll, of course a great deal of consideration 
was given to this, and once again I have to say that this is a home building 
program rather than a rehabilitation measure. Benefits were given under Part 
I including the conditional grant. Veterans have been given their re-establish
ment credits and have been helped with educational measures under the Vet
erans Rehabilitation Act. I think most people agree we have gone quite a long 
way for the veteran and under Part II we are giving the veterans who are 
eligible another $400 or $500. The only disadvantage, aside from the cost, of 
your proposal, Mr. Croll, would be that if we allowed a veteran to enter into 
a contract with the director without any down payment or any stake in the 
property, I think there would be a tendency towards creating a situation where 
more contracts would be abandoned by the veterans and we would be left with 
a lot of properties on our hands.

Mr. Croll: Let me just be quite clear on this. There is no special ad
vantage in addition to what has already been given to the veteran? What 
brought this matter to my attention and the reason I thought the department 
should give consideration to it is that just such terms are available to the 
American veterans by way of a pilot experiment on a very large scale. I ask 
nothing special for the veteran if be is a good risk and they can pick and choose 
their risks, let him build a house without a down payment, I hope ultimately 
we may reach that stage in our own housing legislation. Here is an opportunity 
for us to break new ground for people to whom we can give guidance and 
leadership.

The civilian has not the facilities of Brigadier Rutherford available to 
him as the veteran has. They teach him how to build. They help him a great 
deal; and as Mr. Bennett has said, he saves a couple of thousand dollars on 
the house. That is a good-sized contribution. The veteran has a stake in it 
even if he does not put another penny into it; I think consideration should be 
given to it. I throw that out to you as something to which the department 
ought to give serious thought. It comes as the result of the impression that 
Mr. Rutherford’s report made upon me and upon other members in the com
mittee. We were impressed with the amount of good they were doing.

Here is an opportunity to extend those benefits without cost to the 
treasury. I think we ought to canvass it. If the Americans can do it, then 
there is no reason why we cannot do it. That is what you told me overseas, 
Brigadier Rutherford, many many times.

Mr. Bennett: I think the suggestion will be considered very seriously by 
the government and I would like to say that the veteran has not a $2,000 stake 
in the property until he completes the building contract with the director.
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Mr. Croll: You mean at the end of it?
Mr. Bennett: At the end of it, yes. And I would be afraid that with no 

down payment the veteran would not have a stake in the early part of the 
construction, and that we would run into difficulties.

Mr. Croll: What Mr. Rutherford would call sweat equity.
Mr. Nesbitt: Could we get some idea of the standards of competency which 

are required of a veteran in order to be competent to build his own home? 
What standards are likely to be required by the department.

Mr. H. C. Griffith (Superintendent of construction under V.L.A.) : The 
first approach to this “building your own home set-up” is that we, in the 
construction division, endeavour to screen the man as thoroughly as we can 
as to his competency. In the course of our interviews with him we try to 
ascertain whether he has had any exposure to construction work of any kind. 
If he has, then in many cases we are prepared to go along with him. He may 
indicate that he has the ability to manage work of this type. He may be a man 
who has a good record as far as his employment is concerned, a good record 
during the period from his discharge from the forces, and we consider that he 
looks like a good type. Those are guides to us.

Now as to his actual trade competency, that is something we can only 
determine from the interviews which we have with him, and through an 
indication of what he has done on previous occasions. We rate them at the 
screening stage in many cases if he indicates the ability to manage a contract 
and his ideas as to how he is going to go through with it. If those ideas meet 
with our ideas, then of course we will take a chance with him.

Mr. Nesbitt: In that regard, how far would you, in your opinion, think the 
department might be prepared to go if you saw that a person exhibited com
petency as far as his general reliability was concerned but who had no 
particular information or training with regard to building? Would you provide 
him with someone to guide him or show him how to manage a building contract?

Mr. Griffith: In the construction courses we endeavour to expose the 
man to various pitfalls which go into the administration of the job. That is 
very important. And we go through the financial end of the thing as thoroughly 
as we can and warn him against doing things which are contrary to what he 
has agreed to do in the contract with us, such as overbuilding and so on; and 
we have our construction supervisors who are in 90 per cent of the cases, 
practical builders themselves, and they will help the man right through from 
the inception. They take him right from the start and follow him through to 
the end of the contract.

Mr. Nesbitt: Competency would be interpreted as a matter of general 
reliability?

Mr. Griffith: That is right.
Mr. Nesbitt: And if he is in a position to do a good job?
Mr. Griffith: That relates to his competency.
Mr. Nesbitt: Suppose a man has no financial assets. Would that be a 

mark against him or would you require that he have a good job and be steady, 
even though he did not have any particular assets?

Mr. Griffith: We take the man’s record. We have many cases where 
men have jobs which they have held permanently over a period of years and 
the indication is that those men are reliable men. We want to have reliable, 
earnest men and we will see them through.

Mr. Nesbitt: This competency would leave you the widest interpretation, 
if the man is generally reliable?
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Mr. Griffith: That is right. It is not what you would call trade com
petency so much as general reliability.

Mr. Forgie: How many houses have you built around Ottawa where the 
veterans themselves have done their own planning?

Mr. Griffith: I would say, around Ottawa, something in the neighbour
hood of from 200 to 250.

Mr. Croll: Have you that many around any other city?
Mr. Griffith: Oh, yes. Toronto is another example.
Mr. Croll: How many are there in Toronto? Would you have as many 

there as you have in Ottawa?
Mr. Griffith : We would have double the number there.
Mr. Croll: That is good. That is all I wanted to know.
Mr. Harkness: In 47 (2) there is a question or a point I would like to 

make which works into what Mr. Croll said. It says that the veteran shall 
pay in cash to the director an amount equal to the cost to the director of that 
land, as determined by the director, or $800, whichever is the greater. If the 
cost of the land is less than $800—let us say it is only $400—is there any good 
reason the veteran should pay more? In that case he is going to have to pay 
double the value of the land. Is there any good reason why he should be 
required to pay this greater amount of $800? Why should he not get by with 
a down payment of only $400 as the cost of the land?

Mr. McCracken: I think we require under this scheme a minimum security 
or a minimum down payment which will represent security during the period 
of construction, and it should be not less than $800.

Mr. Harkness: The total cost, let us say, of the house when constructed 
and including the land is only going to be, let us say, $6,000. Therefore why 
do you require the same amount of down payment, $800, as if the house was 
going to cost $10,000?

Mr. McCracken: I think you can go back to the same argument that we 
heard from the construction people, that in their building operations they 
consider that the minimum amount they require, to be on the safe side during 
construction, is $800. They feel that is about the farthest down the ladder 
they can go to be on the safe side.

Mr. Harkness: Is it not an arbitrary figure? It used to be that you had 
to put down 20 per cent, under the National Housing Act. Now, if it was a 
$10,000 house, you would have to put down twice as much as for a $5,000 
house. I do not see why the same principle should not apply here and why, 
if a man builds a cheaper house, the down payment has to be the same as 
that for the man who may build a house twice as expensive.

Mr. McCracken: You must remember that the difference is actually put 
into the house, and that the money is used in the construction of the house.

Mr. Harkness: I realize that. I am trying to get at a lower down-payment 
if possible and it seems to me that this is the way—without going as far as 
Mr. Croll advocated, that is without having any down-payment. You could 
have a down-payment of $400 in respect of a $6,000 house which would enable 
a lot of veterans who could not put up $800 to build homes, who otherwise 
would be cut out. It seems to me that you are not impairing the general 
principle which prevails throughout of a certain percentage of the final value 
of the down payment, if the final value of the place is one half in one case 
what it would be in another. Why should that man still be required to put 
up the same amount?

The Chairman: This all works in with the National Housing Act. When 
we dealt with the National Housing Act the attitude of the administrator was
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that they did not want to be involved in making investments in houses which 
they might regard as being below the value of a certain minimum. That has 
already been decided by parliament in the passage of the National Housing 
Act. This has got to be fitted in with the National Housing Act already passed.

Mr. Harkness: I do not think so. All that was really decided by parlia
ment was, that the percentage of down payment where it was set at 20 per 
cent is now reduced to 10 per cent. But what I am trying to do is to get 
the same principle embodied here in respect of that down-payment of $800.

The Chairman: The National Housing Act people have to approve of 
these loans. And if we go to them with something which they regard as not 
sound from their attitude, I doubt if they will make many loans. I think it 
is much better to put. through something that is likely to work rather than 
a statute which will not fit in with the plans of the national housing people. 
What we propose to do here is to give the veteran a chance to get an $8,000 
home for an expenditure perhaps of less than $6,000.

Mr. Harkness: For $800 down-payment. It is the down payment feature 
that I am talking about.

The Chairman: When he has paid that, he does not have to pay it 
again. There is no doubt that if you said to people: you can go in there, or 
into this thing without making any substantial down paymênt, you would 
have many people starting in on these matters without much investment. 
But they might take an interminable time to make any headway with their 
building. If that happened we would be loading up the director with a whole 
lot of difficult problems. It seems to me that the minimum we ask them to 
pay, if the property or the land is worth $800, or provided the land is not 
worth $800 to make up the $800 by a cash deposit is, a guarantee the person 
is going to see the thing through. But if you throw it open to everybody, 
whether they put any money in or not or have any money saved up or not, 
just look at the problems you are giving to the director.

Mr. Harkness: Your argument is directed to Mr. Crooks proposal at the 
moment.

The Chairman: Yes; and having heard him as chairman in the Bank
ing and Commerce committee I was astonished to hear him bring forward 
something which was diametrically opposite in this committee. I guess it 
shows that it all depends on where you sit.

Mr. Harkness: I was not proposing that. I was proposing that the down 
payment should be in accordance with the general provisions of the National 
Housing Act and should be on a percentage basis rather than a flat payment 
of $800. You see, if you let nobody come in except the veterans who are 
qualified—that does not apply to the one who puts down $500 in place of $800.

The Chairman: The minimum which would likely come under the 
Housing Act would be a house worth $8,000; that would be their minimum as 
I remember the evidence given when Mr. Croll was chairman.

I argued that you should help the man get started to build his house 
even partway and, let us say, spend $4,000 on it and then fix up the rooms as 
he went along. But as I remember it, everybody was horrified at the very 
idea. So now we have this and parliament has passed it, and you are too 
late.

Mr. Brooks: They convinced you that you were wrong.
The Chairman: No, they did not convince me that I was wrong.
Mr. Croll: Mr. Mansur said that he thought it was just not possible to 

have it generally applicable to civilians, but that he was ready to go along 
as far as the veterans are concerned because he had an administrative group 
with whom he could deal. That is the difference, just to correct the assertion.

92304—4
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There is much truth to what you say, nevertheless. I have always been a 
consistent advocate of lower down payments from the time I have been in 
the House, I think that a down payment at the present time should be 
10 per cent and no more; but it was not possible and I took what I could get. 
Therefore I take this bill as the best I can get with the hope that some improve
ment can be made as we go along.

Mr. Harkness: I would like to hear an opinion from the director on the 
proposal which I put forward.

Mr. Rutherford: In the majority of cases it would be pretty close to 
$800. This idea emanated from our most successful experiment in house 
construction which was right here in Ottawa, where we took as low a down 
payment as that which also covered the veterans security deposit while he 
had the contract, and it worked out so well that we carried on from there, 
and it become a matter of policy.

Mr. Harkness: Why was the arbitrary figure of $800 selected?
Mr. Rurherford: We thought it was about right. Perhaps I should ask 

Mr. Griffith to answer that because he persuaded me that was about what 
was necessary and the minimum that we should have.

Mr. Griffith: On this question of down payment I must say that as far as 
we are concerned, we feel that we are away out on a limb trying to get by on 
$800. That figure was based on the first construction stage. That has been 
the practice of the V.L.A. under the Part I set-up where he allowed the first 
payment of 14 per cent for the first stage of building. That was for the small 
house where the contract ran in the neighbourhood of $6,000—a very modest 
house, I would say. That figure of $800 was what we considered had to be 
in the house in order to get the foundation down, including the excavation 
and the first floor framed. We have found that unless a man had what we call 
“earnest money” in it he was inclined to let the thing go when the work was 
getting a little difficult for him. Once they get started and find it tough going— 
and they all do—they might be inclined to let it drop if they have no “earnest 
money” in it. We would not have sufficient supervisors to carry through without 
any down payment. I think we are stretching it as far as we can when we try to 
operate on the basis of 20 units per supervisor in the average area and I do not 
think we could possibly expect our men in the field to take on problems where 
the veteran himself does not have what we term “earnest money” in it. There 
would be too many veterans who have been dreaming and who thought they 
could go on with the thing until they get blisters on their hands and aches in 
their backs and then decide it is too much for them and that they are through 
and of course the director would have the contract on his hands.

Mr. Harkness: Would you not consider $400 or $500 as “earnest money” 
on a cheaper house as well as $800?

Mr. Griffith: No, I think $800 is too low for the $10,000 or $12,000 house. 
That is the way I feel about it. As I said, $800 is what we consider it will cost 
to get the first stage of that house under way, and if you go below that you 
are, of course, getting into trouble. That is the smallest house we have.

Mr. Brooks: The veteran would have to pay anything over $8,000? You do 
not bring in $10,000 or $12,000 under the loan unless the man puts up the extra 
money himself?

Mr. Griffith: That is right, but we are still charged with the responsi
bility of seeing that that veteran has the house completed without getting into 
difficulties with suppliers or labour.

Mr. Rutherford: Of course he can make up that difference with labour.
Mr. Brooks: I understood they had $10,000 homes for $6,000 which lends 

more strength to the argument of Mr. Harkness.
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The Chairman : If any members have not seen the houses which have been 
built by veterans in the neighbourhood of Ottawa they should visit them and 
they would be most proud that the veterans, without any previous experience 
in building, have managed to create the wonderful homes they have created for 
themselves. There are homes that cost about $7,000 which I am sure could 
be sold today for $11,000 or $12,000. Some of the homes are beautiful little 
homes and they cost them, I fancy, in some cases half of what they would be 
worth today. I think that any veteran who sees them will be proud to see 
what has been done by our veterans with the help of the V.L.A. administration.

Mr. Harkness: One of the reasons I brought this up was that I know of 
homes in Calgary where the cash outlay was not more than $5,000 or $6,000 
and the rest was effort on the part of the veterans. What I was trying to get 
at is to enable more veterans to build homes with a cash outlay of $500 or $600 
who do not have the $800 cash outlay to start with.

Mr. Quelch: I am trying to put this in line with Part I of the Act. Does 
the veteran get any grant under this part of the Act?

Mr. McCracken: No.
Mr. Quelch: Why would a veteran go under this part of the Act? Why 

would he not go under Part I and get the grant? What is the advantage of 
going under this instead of the Small Holdings Act?

Mr. Rutherford: In view of the fact he has to have two or three acres for 
small holdings and it is not usually available in cities.

Mr. Quelch: That is the only advantage? There are cases where you 
allowed veterans to build homes on half an acre under the Small Holdings Act?

Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
Mr. Quelch: Do they get the grant?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
Mr. Quelch: It would be far better to get half an acre?
Mr. Bennett: That was before 1946?
Mr. Rutherford: And relates to properties that had been subdivided 

before 1946.
Mr. Quelch: In other words, you have not allowed them to build homes 

on less than two acres? You keep shifting the figure from 1J acres to 2 acres 
and 3 acres.

Mr. Rutherford: No, only on property subdivided previous to 1946.
Mr. Quelch: So it would still pay a veteran, where he can get 3 acres, 

to build under the Small Holdings Act?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried.
Mr. Dinsdale: Do I understand that to build a home costing $8,000 the 

veteran must have a minimum income of $3,300 a year?
Mr. Rutherford: If his mortgage is to be $8,000—yes. What he saves on 

labour he can apply on furniture. We often let contracts for more than they 
spend on the house and the difference goes into furniture.

Mr. Dinsdale: Your experience is that the average saving per unit is up 
to $2,000?

Mr. Rutherford: It varies so much. Colonel Griffith is very conservative 
and I think he would say $2,000.

Mr. Griffith: It varies so much it is difficult to say. Chaps have told me 
they saved $4,000, but when you boil it down you find they were taking the 
marketable value of the house at that time. In two or three years it may be 
worth more or less. We must be careful concerning actual savings. “Savings”
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does not mean he has actually taken in cash. They have to put labour into it in 
order to make up the savings. He does not have the cash now, but he is going 
to work and earn it. ,

Mr. Forgie: By blood, sweat and tears?
Mr. Griffith: Yes.
Mr. Dinsdale: A veteran who is contemplating building an $8,000 home 

could start even if he were not in the $3,300 salary category?
Mr. Griffith: If we could perhaps convince Central Mortgage and Hous

ing Corporation that he can build an $8,000 home for $6,000 they would bring 
him in under that category.

Mr. Dinsdale: That is just a hope.
Mr. Rutherford: I do not know why it would not work. If a man is 

satisfied and the house cost him $6,000, if he can get a loan for this he is 
better off than having a big one for $8,000. We built 29 houses cooperatively 
here. The average salary of those boys was $2,760 and some were well under 
the average.

Mr. Croll: I think Mr. Tucker will remember that 27 per cent of the 
houses built under N.H.A. were built by people earning less than the salary 
requirement. A postman in Ottawa having an income of $2,400 a year who 
has been with the department for two, three, four or five years, is eligible. 
They really are not applying that too strictly, and certainly will not to veterans.

The Chairman: I have looked at your houses built under the scheme which 
you have just referred to and they are wonderful homes.

Mr. Croll: Of course they are.
The Chairman: There is no doubt about it. If the members have an 

opportunity to do so, they should visit them before the end of the session 
because I am sure they wil be pleased with what has happened.

Mr. Bennett: I would not like to leave this subject with Mr. Dinsdale’s 
remark: “That it is just a hope.” I know of several houses in my small town 
that have been built for $5,000 and $6,000 plus the owner’s labour and they are 
nice houses, too.

Mr. Brooks: I wanted to ask a question with reference to the schools of 
instruction. What do they propose to teach the veterans at these schools? 
Will they study carpentry and masonry and subjects of that kind?

Mr. Rutherford: As Mr. Griffith said, the first lectures have to do with 
administration; then siting the house on the land—which is an important part 
-—organization of the site—where to put the lumber when it arrives, “don’t get 
this ahead of that” sort of thing. It makes a great deal of difference if you 
get the material feeding in just as it is required, then they start with founda
tions, subfloors, framing and follow right through. They also spend quite a 
considerable amount of time at the conclusion of the series studying the common 
mistakes made by beginners. A regular syllabus is drawn up.

Mr. Brooks: Do they and their friends use hammers and saws themselves?
Mr. Rutherford: Do you mean at the school, Colonel Brooks?
Mr. Brooks: Yes, and at the house?
Mr. Rutherford: Definitely.
Mr. Brooks: And can three or four other veterans, besides the veteran 

who is building the home, go in and help him with the work?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: Do they have any difficulty with the carpenters unions or 

with any of the unions?
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Mr. Rutherford: We have more than 6,000 houses completed and we have 
had only one complaint from a union. They registered a complaint but they 
said they were just registering it formally and asked us not to pay any 
attention to it.

Mr. Bareness: On subsection 3—
The Chairman: Could we carry subclause 1 then?
Carried.

Subclause 2?
Carried.

Subclause 3.
Mr. Bareness: Subclause 3 says:

(3) Where the land in respect of which any loan referred to in sub
section ( 1 ) has been approved is not owned by the Director, the veteran 
shall, before any contract is entered into by him with the Director under 
section 48, convey such land or cause the same to be conveyed to the 
Director, with a good and marketable title free from all encumbrances, 
and, if the land so conveyed is appraised by the Director at a value of 
less than eight hundred dollars, the veteran shall in addition pay to the 
Director in cash the amount by which eight hundred dollars exceeds 
such appraised value.

Now, is there any appeal from the appraisal of the director? I am par
ticularly interested in this because as far as farm lands are concerned the 
appraisals made by the V.L.A., in my part of the country at any rate, have been 
much less than the land was selling for. I think the director will agree that 
the appraisals have been low, because the price of land is going up more rapidly, 
apparently, than the basis of the appraisals worked on by the V.L.A. Take the 
case of a veteran who has paid $1,000 for a lot—which is a cheap lot around my 
neighbourhood at the present time—the director, or his official, appraises it as 
only being worth $500 so the veteran has to pay another $300 and in effect has 
to pay $1,300 instead of the $800 that is required. Now is there any, shall I 
say, appeal from- the appraisal of the official of your department, or is it final?

Mr. Rutherford: As to our appraisals, if the veteran objects at all, we 
have decided that these appraisals will be submitted to the regional advisory 
committee. If there is any objection it will be submitted to the regional 
advisory committee.

Mr. Bareness: Bave you a general rule that the price paid for a lot would 
be taken as at the value normally of $800?

Mr. Rutherford: Not necessarily. I think that would be a dangerous rule. 
Some of those lots are bought for much less than they are worth, while others 
are bought for more than they are worth.

Mr. Bareness: I am not worried over them being over-appraised.
Mr. Rutherford: It would be the policy, if there is any objection, to submit 

the whole matter to the regional advisory committee who are generally pretty 
good.

The Chairman: Subsection 3?
Carried.

Subsection 4: Powers of the director.
Mr. Bareness: Just a minute. Under paragraph (b) it says:
“(b) construct, maintain and repair on any land acquired or held by him
such buildings, improvements and other works as, in his opinion, are
necessary for the purposes of this Part;”

Is the investment the actual house itself?
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Mr. Rutherford: That is right.
Mr. Harkness: I thought it might be work huts in a subdivision.
Mr. Dinsdale: These houses can be built on serviced land as well as on 

unserviced land?
Mr. Rutherford: They may be built on unserviced land depending on the 

requirements of the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. A great 
many are now built on serviced land, while others are on unserviced land and 
they employ septic tanks. I would guess about 70 per cent are of that class.

Mr. Dinsdale: Is there any attempt to negotiate with municipalities in 
regard to services? Apparently that will come under the next section.

The Chairman: Carried.
Mr. Dinsdale: Oh, I see it comes in this section. Apparently there is an 

attempt made to negotiate with municipalities for the provision of services 
and so forth.

Mr. Rutherford: Oh, yes.
The Chairman: Carried.
Now, clause 48: Director may enter into construction contract.

Construction Contracts

“48. (1) Subject to section 47, the Director may enter into a contract with 
any eligible veteran certified by him to be qualified under subsection (1) of 
section 47, for the construction by that veteran of a single-family dwelling for 
his own use, at a cost to the Director not exceeding

(a) eighty five per cent of the market value of the land and the proposed 
dwelling, as estimated by the Director,

(b) the amount of the loan approved by the Corporation in respect of 
the construction by that veteran of the proposed dwelling, or

(c) eight thousand dollars, 
whichever is the least.

(2) Where the cost of construction of the proposed dwelling, as estimated 
by the Director, exceeds the least of the amounts mentioned in paragraphs 
(a), (b) and (c) of subsection (1), the veteran shall, before any contract is 
entered into by him with the Director under this section, pay to the Director 
in cash the full amount of such excess, less

(a) any amount by which the amount paid by the veteran to the 
Director under subsection (2) of section 47 in respect of the land 
exceeds the cost to the Director of that land, as determined by the 
Director; and

(b) any amount paid by the veteran to the Director under subsection
(3) of section 47.

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (1), no contract shall be entered into by 
the Director under this section with any veteran with whom, under this section, 
the Director has previously entered into any contract, unless such contract 
was terminated by the Director, prior to the completion of the dwelling in 
respect of which it was entered into, due to circumstances beyond the con
trol of the veteran as defined in the regulations, and the veteran repays to the 
Director in cash the full amount of any loss sustained by the Director, as 
determined by the Director, by reason of having entered into such contract.

(4) A veteran is not an agent or servant of the Director or of Her Majesty 
by reason only of having entered into a contract with the Director under this 
section.
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Mr. Harkness: As I understand it, if for example the contractor estimates 
that 85 per cent of the market value of the proposed dwelling is $6,000, but 
the amount of the loan approved by the corporation is $7,000, nevertheless the 
total amount that the veteran can get is the $6,000, which is the lesser of 
(a), (b) or (c).

Mr. Rutherford: I do not think we need to take the 85 per cent very 
seriously because I think it will not apply in most of the cases.

Mr. Harkness: It comes down to a matter of appraisal again.
Mr. Rutherford: I do not think that the particular item will be a factor; 

the $8,000 will be a factor and the amount which Central Mortgage will allow, 
but I cannot see where 85% would ever be the lesser amount.

Mr. Harkness: You do not envisage your people being as sticky in regard 
to appraisals as they have been in regard to farm land?

Mr. Rutherford: That is a matter of estimating what a house is going 
to cost.

Mr. Harkness: 85 per cent of the market value; it is an appraisal made 
previously to the house being built?

Mr. McCracken: 85 per cent of what we consider the building to be worth 
upon its completion.

The Chairman : Agreed. Subsection 2 “Additional payment may be 
required.”

Carried.

Subsection 3 “No contract in certain cases”.
(3) Notwithstanding subsection (1), no contract shall be entered 

into by the Director under this section with any veteran with whom, 
under this section, the Director has previously entered into any contract, 
unless such contract was terminated by the Director, prior to the com
pletion of the dwelling in respect of which it was entered into, due to 
circumstances beyond the control of the veteran as defined in the 
regulations, and the veteran repays to the Director in cash the full 
amount of any loss sustained by the Director, as determined by the 
Director, by reason of having entered into such contract.

Mr. Harkness: There are no explanatory notes in this bill at all and 
I think we should have explanations as we go along.

Mr. McCracken: With respect to subsection 3 of clause 48:
(3) The purpose of this subsection is to prevent speculation and 

provides that a veteran may receive assistance under Part II only once 
unless, for reasons beyond his control, the building contract had to be 
terminated before completion of construction and the veteran repays the 
Director the amount of any loss the Director may have suffered upon 
sale of the property.

In other words, it is intended to prevent the veterans from building a house 
under part II and then selling it at a profit and then trying to come back again 
under part II, doing the same thing all over again.

The Chairman: Carried.
Mr. Harkness: What is the purpose of subsection 4?

(4) A veteran is not an agent or servant of the Director or of Her 
Majesty by reason only of having entered into a contract with the 
Director under this section.

Is that put in for protection?
Mr. McCracken: It is for protection of the Director against any claims 

which may arise.
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Mr. Harkness: Does it work to the disadvantage of the veteran in getting 
any work done?

Mr. McCracken: It has not done so, so far. The man is in no different 
position than he is under part I of the Veterans Land Act, in building a house, 
and it has not hampered the veteran from obtaining credit from the suppliers 
of materials.

Mr. Forgie: Even though they cannot file a mechanics lien?
Mr. Harkness: I thought that would probably make it difficult in some 

cases for the veteran to secure materials and so on.
Mr. McCracken: I do not think we have ever heard of a case yet where 

because of the legal position the suppliers of materials have refused to supply 
the veteran with such material or to give him credit in paying for it.

Mr. Griffith: We have over the past few years built up what we feel has 
been a very fine contact and liaison with suppliers across the country. There 
was a time when that did not obtain as much as it does at the present time and 
where the suppliers were left holding the bag, so to speak. But we now work 
in very close liaison with the supply firms in various areas. Practically all 
of our construction supervisors have more than just .a nodding acquaintance 
with these suppliers.

When a contract comes up and a veteran goes to the supplier, almost 
invariably the supplier will talk it over with our representative in the area 
and discuss with him the proposed project. They will work out a schedule 
for the delivery of materials and will advise the supplier how payments will be 
made. We will do everything we can to see that the supplier is taken care of 
when the progress payments come through.

In some cases it is a dufficult job because we have the odd veteran who 
does not play ball with us all the way through. But I think we have found a 
means to overcome it and as a result we are getting the greatest possible 
cooperation across the country from all suppliers.

In addition, perhaps, there are one or two things that hold the line in 
that connection, and one is the fact that the veterans may obtain materials 
from the supplier on the understanding that they issue a power of attorney 
to pay for the cost of those materials when the materials have been applied 
in the construction itself. And that has worked out.

Mr. Harkness: That power of attorney is issued to you?
Mr. Griffith: It is a power of attorney to us to pay the supplier.
Mr. Brooks: Do they ever exercise a lien against the property?
Mr. Griffith: No. Liens have been placed against such property but 

they are not legal.
Mr. Burns: Perhaps it might be pertinent to say that section 54 provides 

a way under which the claims of contractors can be dealt with in certain 
cases.

Mr. Croll: It has been no problem anywhere?
Mr. Burns: No.
The Chairman: Clause 49. This clause provides the veteran and his 

wife may be required to agree to enter into a collateral mortgage.
“49. (1) Every veteran who enters into a contract with the Director 

under section 48 shall, at the time of entering into that contract, enter into 
a collateral agreement with the Director providing, inter alia, for the execu
tion by the veteran, upon the completion of the dwelling as required under 
the contract, of a mortgage under the National Housing Act, 1954 in favour 
of the Corporation or an approved lender for the amount of the approved
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loan referred to in subsection (1) of section 47 and the insurance fee required 
under paragraph (a) of subsection (6) of section 6 of the National Housing 
Act, 1954 in respect of an instalment loan under that Act.

(2) The Director may, in the case of a married veteran, require that 
any collateral agreement or mortgage to be entered into or executed by the 
veteran as described in subsection (1) shall be entered into or executed, as 
the case may be, by the veteran and his spouse.

Mr. Harkness: As far as 49 (2) is concerned, is that done in all cases 
with married men? Is the wife put on the mortgage also?

Mr. Rutherford: Not under the Veterans’ Land Act, no.
Mr. Harkness: Is it going to be the case under the Housing Act?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes, because the mortgage goes to Central Mortgage 

and the land is deeded.
Mr. Harkness: So where it says “may” it really means “will”. The 

spouse in all cases will be made a party to the mortgage?
Mr. Rutherford: In such provinces where it is necessary.
Mr. Harkness: What is the general purpose of it, to provide more 

security.
Mr. McCracken: Do you mean one or two?
Mr. Harkness: Two.
Mr. McCracken: I would say it is a general requirement that the 

mortgagee and the wife be parties to the mortgage.
Mr. Rutherford: We give the veteran the title to his property and he 

gives a mortgage to Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation.
Mr. Bennett: Under part II the land is deeded to the veteran on com

pletion of the contract whereas under part I the Director holds the title until 
the end of the agreement for sale.

Mr. Gunn: One of the purposes of this particular section is, I think, due 
to the fact that perhaps the veteran builder may go into a house with his 
family before the building is actually completed and thereby create some 
dower interest. Therefore there is a need to get the wife’s signature in advance. 
It may not always be apparent, but if it does appear before the collateral 
agreement is signed, then the signature will be obtained in order to get the 
wife bound under dower; but it will apply differently in each province.

Mr. Harkness: This may extinguish the wife’s dower right.
Mr. Gunn: It is a protection against it arising during the course of construc

tion.
Mr. Weselak: Can the veteran and his wife both take title?
Mr. Gunn: I think there is a provision for that; yes, I would say definitely 

that it is possible.
Mr. Bennett (Grey North): The veteran can turn around and deed it to 

himself and his wife afterwards.
Carried.

The Chairman : Clause 50: Construction advances and assistance.
Mr. McCracken: This section contains the authority for the Director to:

(a) make progress payments to the veteran under the building contract; 
and

(b) furnish the veteran with V.L.A. plans and drawings and supervision.
Carried.
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The Chairman: Clause 51: (1) Registration of mortgage, conveyance of 
land, etc. (2) Payment to be made by mortgagee. (3) Effect of payment by 
mortgagee.

Mr. McCracken: This provides that, upon completion of the building 
contract, the Director will register, at no cost to the veteran, the mortgage in 
favour of the Corporation or the approved lender and the conveyance to the 
veteran. It also provides that, upon registration of the mortgage, the mortgagee 
will remit to the Director an amount equivalent to his expenditures under the 
building contract and one-eigth of the insurance fee. Provision is also made 
that if the approved loan exceeds the cost to the Director under the building 
contract, then such excess shall be paid by the mortgagee to the veteran.

Let us take an example and assume that the cost of the land was $800 
and that the ordinary cost of construction would be $9,500, and that the cost 
of construction as estimated by the director and allowing for the veteran’s 
labour is $8,500. The amount of the approved loan would be $8,810. I have 
used that figure in relation to the combination of the cost of land and the 
ordinary cost of construction. The cost to the director under those circum
stances would be $8,000. That is the maximum. Now, the amount that would 
be payable by the veteran would be $800 for the land plus $500, the difference 
between the amount the Director could advance and the estimated cost of 
construction as estimated by the director. Now, the amount payable by the 
mortgagee to the director upon registration of the mortgage would be $8,022.02. 
The amount payable by the mortgagee to the veteran upon registration of the 
mortgage would be $810, the difference between the approved loan and the 
cost to the director of $8,000.

Mr. Nesbitt: Does that include the provincial land transfer tax?
Mr. McCracken: There are some cases where the veteran has not had 

to pay that but there may be some in the future.
Mr. Forgie: There is no provincial land transfer tax in Ontario? In this 

case, the director has title, but in the other case the veteran has title?
Mr. McCracken: No, the director has title while the house is being 

constructed.
Mr. Forgie : The veteran has no title unitl the mortgage and deed are 

executed. In the other case, under the V.L.A. he has nothing but a tenancy 
at will.

Mr. Harkness: Is there any time limit in which the veteran must complete 
construction? I have not noticed it throughout and this seemed the most 
appropriate place to bring it up?

Mr. Griffith: We find under the National Housing Act the Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation have a time limit. We try to be as liberal 
as we can. If the veteran is of the type who will work hard, we will give 
him the maximum time if, due to any unforseen circumstances, he runs into 
grief. We are fairly lenient in that regard.

Mr. Harkness: What is the maximum time you provide for those contracts?
Mr. Griffith: With a veteran contractor generally some go as far as 18 

months and some as low as 8 or 10 months, but the average would be around 
14£ months. We try to keep away from the maximum as much as we can 
because the longer that job drags out the more chance there is of the veteran 
not going through with it. You have to catch a veteran while he is enthusi
astic and help him get the job over and done with because, as I said, it is 
hard work and they get very tired of it.

Mr. Harkness: When you write the contract, what is the term which you 
put in?



VETERANS AFFAIRS 309

Mr. Griffith: It depends on the veteran himself; it may be ten, twelve, 
fourteen or eighteen months.

Mr. Harkness: What is the usual or the average time?
Mr. Griffith: We run a year, as a rule.
Mr. Harkness: That is the rule you work on?
Mr. Griffith: That is right.
Mr. Harkness: But under exceptional circumstances you extend it to 

eighteen months?
Mr. Griffith: Oh, yes.
Mr. Harkness: And eighteen months is the absolute maximum?
Mr. Griffith: No. We have some contracts that we are trying to get 

cleaned up which have been going on over four years.
Mr. Harkness: Four years from when you wrote the contract?
Mr. Griffith: When we wrote the contract it was for a period of twelve 

• months.
Mr. Harkness: And you keep on granting extensions?
Mr. Griffith: Yes.
Mr. Harkness: As long as the progress is satisfactory; but suppose it is not?
Mr. Griffith: Then we step in and clamp down.
The Chairman: Subsections 1, 2 and 3 have all been explained.
Mr. Dinsdale: Under C.M.H.C. the time limit would be the same?
Mr. Griffith: They work on a figure I think of something like nine 

months. I do not think they would be too much concerned about that because 
the mortgage does not come into effect until we turn the house over to them.

Mr. Dinsdale: So the same circumstances would prevail?
Mr. Harkness: Under No. 2 is there any provision whereby this excess 

amount which would have to be paid back to the veteran can be applied right 
down to the mortgage, or must the term of the mortgage be carried out, making 
it that much longer for the man to pay it off?

Mr. McCracken: It is my understanding that under the provisions of the 
National Housing Act the mortgagor may make pre-payments in either the 
first year or both the first two years without a penalty or bonus. I should say 
that if he wanted to apply these refunds against the principal sum he would 
be able to do so.

Mr. Harkness: But he would get no real credit for it without a penalty 
or bonus?

The Chairman: That is to the mortgagee. If you prepay you sometimes 
have to pay a bonus to the mortgagee.

Mr. Harkness: I have found that you always did.
Mr. Forgie: You get a reduction of the interest which you have to pay to 

the mortgagee.
The Chairman: Carried. Clause 52, “Sale of portion of land.” Will you 

explain that?
Mr. McCracken: This section makes it possible for the director, with the 

consent of the veteran and the corporation, to sell a portion of the property on 
which the house is being built, or grant an easement, during the period of con
struction. Where such a sale or other disposition takes place, it is provided that 
the proceeds will be held by the director until completion of the building con
tract at which time, on direction from the corporation or the approved lender, 
they will be paid either to the mortgagee for application against the principal or
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to the veteran. However, if the construction contract is terminated, then the 
proceeds will be retained by the director pending sale of the property and shall 
form part of the proceeds from such sale.

Mr. Nesbitt: Before we go on to the next subclause, I take it that there 
is no limitation under this subclause about the size of the lot. In view of the 
fact it was 2\ acres is any change contemplated—not in this section, I know, 
but later on—as to people who presently own land in excess of what they can 
use requiring them to sell the land under those circumstances?

Mr. McCracken: The minister stated in the House when he presented this 
bill that the matter was under consideration. At the present time, the man 
has about four alternatives. If he has land which is surplus to his require
ments, present requirements do not permit us to let him sell off that property 
which would bring the remaining acreage to less than that required by the 
Act and the irreducible minimum.

Mr. Weselak: Under this bill you would have to deal with the mortgagee 
whether it were the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation or the bank?

Mr. McCracken: Yes, but I understood Mr. Nesbitt was dealing with a man 
who was presently a small holder and had land which was considered surplus 
to his requirements. The alternatives a man has now are four, I think. He 
can take title from the director—pay off the director and take title to the 
property and then do whatever he wants with the property. In that situation 
he would not be able to earn his conditional grant but would be able to get 
first of all a profit from the sale of surplus land plus the re-establishment 
credit. The second alternative would be to transfer his contract to a civilian 
purchase basis. In that event the rate of interest would be 5 per cent instead 
of 3g per cent. He would not be able to earn his conditional grant but on the 
other hand he would be able to sell of his surplus land and in addition he 
could still apply for re-establishment credit. Under the provisions of clause 11 
of Part I the veteran can sell that proptrty if it is a tax situation which is 
bothering him. The director can sell it for him, with his consent, and use the 
sale proceeds to buy another satisfactory small holding unit in a lower taxa
tion area.

Mr. Nesbitt: With regard to the last alternative you mentioned, in view 
of the number of small holdings which have been annexed down into small 
cities since the war, do I understand it is obligatory, if the director sells part 
of that land, to take that money and apply it against another piece of property 
which the veteran must buy or can it be held?

Mr. McCracken: It can be held and applied against his debt.
Mr. Nesbitt: But in your earlier remarks I understood you to imply that 

at present there is under consideration by the government some plan regarding 
those who presently have holdings?

Mr. McCracken:I merely mentioned what the Minister stated on the ques
tion asked by Mr. Fraser in regard to these veterans and that the minister 
stated at that time that the matter was under consideraion.

The Chairman: Carried.
Mr. Nesbitt: Have you got to part II yet?
The Chairman: We are on part II, yes. “Construction of contracts, agree

ments, etc.”
Mr. McCracken: The purpose of this subsection is to protect the director 

by or against any claims which the veteran may incur during the period of 
construction. Similarly it will prevent the veteran from dealing with the 
property in any manner which might be prejudicial to the investment of public 
funds.
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Mr. Nesbitt: In regard to that, I see in the latter part that it says:
“—of which the contract or agreement was entered into, any right, 

title, interest or estate in that land.”
Just as a matter of interest I would like to know or I would like to hear some 
comment on this question: would there be any question of constitutionality 
about that particular section because it purports to deal with a right, title, 
interest or estate in land? Is it constitutional or not?

Mr. Rutherford: At this time the title is vested in the director and the 
only right which the veteran would have would be any claim he would have 
for money invested in the property.

Mr. Nesbitt: This subsection purports to deal with the right, title, interest 
or estate in the land and it seems to me that it comes within the orbit of pro
vincial legislation and not federal legislation.

Mr. Gunn: May I make a remark on this point which I think is very well 
taken; the question has been considered by the Department of Justice, not 
necessarily with respect to this particular subsection but with respect to other 
legislation of a similar kind in which the parliament of Canada undertakes to 
say something about a contract already in existence; and the opinion of the 
Department of Justice is that such a proposition, as it appears here, is valid 
and is within the competence of the dominion parliament, having regard to 
the fact that we are dealing with veterans’ contracts entered into between 
the Crown and the veteran, with the Crown being exempt, so to speak from 
provincial legislation.

Mr. Nesbitt: I quite see that point. The only question that arises here is 
that this section seems to go a little beyond that inasmuch as it sets forth 
whether there shall be any right, title, interest, or estate which is normally 
decided by the courts of the province in their competence.

Mr. Gunn: I agree it goes quite far but it is going in that direction with 
the abundance of caution. The courts may eventually hold that the legislation 
is ultra vires, but up to the present time we think it is alright.

Mr. Bell: In the contract being vested in the Director do you contemplate 
any restriction on resale by the veteran?

Mr. Rutherford: No.
Mr. Bell: He is free to deal in the property in any way he sees fit?
Mr. Rutherford: As far as V.L.A. is concerned, yes.
The Chairman : Shall the clause carry?
Carried.
I think we have done very well this afternoon, gentlemen and we 

will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 11.30 or after the proceedings 
leading up to the orders of the day are concluded. I was going to say we might 
as well go on with V.L.A. and complete it if we can and then go back to the 
pensions bill after that.

The committee adjourned.
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ORDER OF REFERENCE

Thursday, June 3, 1954.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. James be substituted for that of Mr. 
Murphy (Westmorland) on the said Committee.

Attest.

LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House.

REPORT TO THE HOUSE

June 3, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to present the 
following as a

SECOND REPORT

Pursuant to the Order of Reference of Thursday, February 11, 1954, your 
Committee has considered Bill No. 101, An Act respecting Benefits for Members 
of the Canadian Forces and has agreed to report same without amendment.

With respect to Clause 12 of the said Bill, however, as the amendment 
contemplated therein would, to meet the view of the Committee, result in 
an increased charge upon the public, your Committee feels that it has no option 
under the rules of the House, but to report the clause without amendment. 
The Committee would, however, recommend that the Government consider 
the advisability of substituting for paragraph (c) of sub-clause 2 of Clause 12, 
relating to the Unemployment Insurance Act, the following:

(c) every person who was a member of the regular forces on and 
immediately prior to the 5th day of July, 1950, and thereafter without 
any interruption in service as such member, was on service in a theatre 
of operations on the strength of the special force and was discharged 
from the regular forces within three years from the date he ceased to 
serve on the strength of the special force; and

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430, 
Thursday, June 3, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.30 o’clock a.m. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Dickey, Dinsdale, 
Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Green, Harkness, Hender
son, James, Johnson (Kindersley), Jones, MacDougall, Nesbitt, Pearkes, Quelch, 
Roberge, Stick, Thomas, Tucker and Weselak.

In attendance: Honourable Hugues Lapointe, Minister of Veterans Affairs; 
Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister of Veterans Affairs, and the following other 
officials of that Department: Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister; 
Mr. G. H. Parliament, Director General of Veterans’ Welfare Services; Mr. 
E. J. Rider, Research Al viser; Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief Pensions Advocate; Mr. 
E. V. Wilson, Travelling Inspector, Veterans Bureau. Also, Mr. T. J. Rutherford, 
Director, Veterans’ Land Act, with Mr. A. D. McCracken, Senior Administrative 
Officer, Mr. H. C. Griffith, Superintendent, Construction Division, Mr. William 
Strojich, Superintendent, Property Division, Mr. W. G. Wurtele, Chief Treasury 
Officer. Also, Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, Mr. Leslie A. Mutch, Vice- 
Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission. Also, Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief 
Welfare Officer, of the Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill 459, An Act to amend the 
Veterans’ Land Act.

Mr. Rutherford, Mr. McCracken and Mr. Griffith were called and questioned 
in respect of the said Bill.

Sections 53 to 61, both inclusive, under Clause 2 of the Bill, were passed.
On Section 62 under Clause 2,
On motion of Mr. Bennett (Grey North),
Resolved,—That the said section be deleted and the following substituted 

therefor:
62. Subject to section 61, a reference to “this Act” contained in 

sections 6 to 44 and a reference to this Act contained in section 8 of the 
War Service Grants Act, in section 12 of the Veterans Rehabilitation Act 
and in sections 2 and 3 of the Veterans’ Business and Professional Loans 
Act shall be construed as a reference to Part I of this Act.

The said section, as amended, was passed.
Sections 63 to 70, both inclusive, under Clause 2, were passed.
Clauses 2 and 3 were passed.
The preamble and title thereof having been passed, the said Bill was 

ordered reported to the House with an amendment.
At 1.15 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.30 

o’clock a.m., Friday, June 4, 1954.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
June 3, 1954.
11.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. We will proceed with the bill on the 
Veterans Land Act. We have carried clause 52 and we are now on clause 53. 
Would you give an explanation of that, Mr. McCracken, please?

Mr. McCracken:
This section outlines the action which the Director may take to 

protect himself from loss in any case where the veteran makes default 
under his building contract necessitating its termination. It provides 
that the Director may either dispose of the land and unfinished house or 
complete construction and then sell. A sale made in either situation 
will be subject to the approval of the Minister, if made for cash at a price 
not less than the cost to the Director, and subject to the approval of the 
Governor in Council if made at a price less than the cost to the Director.

(2) This subsection authorizes the Director to recover his expenditures, 
plus interest, from the proceeds of sale. It also defines those items which repre
sent the Director’s expenditures.

Mr. Goode: Mr. Chairman, Mr. McCracken just said that any sale is subject 
to the approval of the director. There has been, as the director knows, some 
long delay in the approval being given under the present Act. How long does 
it take to get an approval of a sale? I want to qualify it by this: there are 
some veterans who live in my riding on Sea Island who have had difficulty 
making sales because of the time lapse between the application for approval 
and the approval being given. One case of which I have knowledge took seven 
months. There may be reasons for it, and I would like to know how long the 
approval for sale—if everybody is equal—should take. How long does it take 
to get an approval?

Mr. McCracken: There may be two sets of circumstances here, Mr. Goode. 
I take it the situation you are talking about now is where a veteran has 
arranged for the sale of his existing property to another veteran?

Mr. Goode: At a profit, yes.
Mr. McCracken: There should not be any particular lengthy delay in that 

case ordinarily. We have told our districts this: when these sales come up, 
make sure that the veteran who is selling the property does not expect to get 
any refund or the surplus for a period of at least one month and possibly two 
months. What happens is that the first veteran, the man who is already on the 
property, gives his consent to the sale which is made under section 11. We 
also have documents signed by the new veteran. They are processed at the 
regional office and then at the district office, and are sent down to Ottawa. If 
the sale requires the approval of the Governor in Council, it usually takes 
another two or three weeks in that particular type of case but ordinarily the 
cases should not take more than one month to six weeks and at the outside 
two months.

Mr. Goode: These delays are not in the district office of New Westminster 
which is most cooperative; the delay has always been at this end. But you 
say if it requires the approval of the Governor in Council it only takes another 
two or three weeks?
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Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. Forgie: Under clause 53 there must be a period of three or four months 

before the property is sold under the existing Act, is that right?
Mr. McCracken: Yes, where the property has reverted we must sell it after 

advertising at the best price we can get. That is the type of sale that would 
take place under clause 53.

Mr. Goode: Do you mean to say that a veteran cannot sell his property to 
a civilian—if I may use that term in this connection—without the property 
being advertised for perhaps more favourable prices?

Mr. Mccracken: No, under clause 53 the building contract has been term
inated for one reason or another—it could be that the man has walked off the 
job—and the house is in an unfinished state. The director can either attempt 
to sell the house in the unfinished condition or can complete the house and 
then sell the property.

Mr. Goode: Perhaps the chairman will permit me to break a rule here 
for a minute because my question is not exactly covered by the clause under 
discussion, but I think it is interesting. Could I ask the question again: If a 
veteran wishes to sell his home completed to a civilian who is not a veteran 
at a profit, what are the mechanics of the sale then? Do you have to advertise 
that sale?

Mr. McCracken: If the house is completed then the mortgage will have 
been registered, the conveyance to the veteran will have been registered and 
we are completely out of the picture. The action concerning the disposing of 
the property is completely in the hands of the veteran. We are not in the 
picture at that stage at all.

Mr. Goode: I was just asking for my own information.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Clause 54, “Claims for materials and services.” Would you just briefly 

explain that, Mr. McCracken?
Mr. McCracken:

This section enables creditors of a veteran, who makes default in the 
construction contract necessitating its termination, to file claims with the 
Director subsequent to resale of the property. Such claims must be filed 
within thirty days of the date of sale. If claims are filed within that 
period, then the proceeds of sale in excess of those used to repay the 
Director are retained for another thirty days which represents a further 
period within which the creditors and the veteran may attempt to reach 
a settlement. If no settlement is reached during this further period, 
then the Director is authorized to make application to the Exchequer 
Court of Canada to pay “the surplus”, less the Director’s costs in con
nection therewith, into that Court.

In any case where no claims are filed within the first thirty days 
following sale of the property, “the surplus” is payable to the veteran 
or to his estate.

Mr. Harkness: As I understand it there is really a period of 60 days in 
which claims can be filed; the first 30 and the second 30?

Mr. McCracken: That is true to a certain extent except that if no claims 
are filed within the first 30 days then the director will be paying the surplus, 
having no notice of any creditors, to the veteran.

Mr. Harkness: As I understand it there is this second period of 30 days 
in which claims may come in and in that case the surplus would not be paid?
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Mr. McCracken: That second 30 days, Mr. Harkness, is to give the creditors 
and the veteran sort of an extension to the initial period in which to try and 
reach a settlement.

Mr. Harkness: Claims that had not been made in the first 30 days but 
were made in the second 30 days would not be considered then, is that it?

Mr. McCracken: I think in the practical application of Part II we would 
probably consider the claims received in the second 30 days.

Mr. Harkness: That is what I took from this, if they came in in the second 
30 days they would still be considered.

Mr. McCracken: I think in practice we would try to encourage the 
veteran and anyone who put in a claim to try and get together.

Mr. Dickey: If there had not been a claim in the first 30 days, in all 
probability the money would have been paid out and there would be nothing 
you could do?

Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. Enfield: Do I understand that clause only applies in such cases where 

the director is making a sale of the property?
Mr. McCracken: That is right, sir. The only time the veteran would be 

making a sale of his property would be when the house is completed, the con
struction contract has been completed, and the property has been conveyed 
to the veteran and a mortgage has been registered.

The Chairman : Just so the record may be quite clear, as I read that there 
would be no power to pay any claims unless they were filed in the first 30 days, 
judging from the way this clause is worded?

Mr. McCracken: That is right, sir.
Mr. Nesbitt: In a similar vein to subclause 2 of clause 52, have you some 

comment as to whether this legislation might very well be ultra vires—sub
clause 1 of clause 54?

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Gunn is not here but I know that this particular clause 
as Mr. McCraken well knows, was drafted by the law officers of the Department 
of Justice and that point was considered. I do not think anything more can be 
added to what Mr. Gunn said yesterday, that in their opinion it is within the 
competence of the parliament of Canada to legislate regarding veterans affairs.

Mr. Nesbitt: Regardless of the fact that it is set out in the form of civil 
procedure?

Mr. Bennett: Yes, that is their opinion.
The Chairman: Similar legislation has been in force since the first world 

war under the Soldiers Settlement Act.
Mr. Weselak: You are actually setting out the means by which they can 

be attached?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Clause 55. Would you explain that please?
Mr. McCracken:

55. This section provides that there will be a Revolving Fund amount
ing to $15,000,000 which shall be used for the purchase, subdivision and 
development of land; progress payments to veterans during construc
tion; completion of unfinished houses, etc.

Mr. Brooks: How is the amount arrived at?
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Mr. McCracken: On the basis, sir, of considering the average length of 
time the houses would be under construction and probably the number of 
houses which we could handle during that period with the staff available, etc.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Clause 56, “Insurance account.” Would you explain that please?
Mr. McCracken:

56. An Insurance Account is established by this section to which 
will be credited the one-eighth of the insurance fee paid to the Director 
by the Corporation or approved lender at the time of registration of the 
mortgage. Any loss to the Revolving Fund resulting from the sale of a 
property following termination of the construction contract will be made 
up from moneys in the Insurance Account.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Clause 57, “Other amounts.” Explain that please.
Mr. McCracken:

57. This section provides that payments made to the Director by a 
veteran—such as the difference between $800 and the cost or value of the 
land on which the house is to be built; or such as the difference between 
the estimated cost of construction and the amount the Director can 
advance towards construction—will be maintained by the Director in a 
Trust Account until such time as disbursements are called for under the 
construction contract. If, for any reason, construction does not proceed, 
then the payments will be returned to the veteran.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Clause 58, “Veterans Cooperative Housing Association.” Explain that 

please.
Mr. McCracken:

58. This section enables the Director to assist co-operative housing 
associations consisting solely of eligible veterans each of whom is 
approved of a loan under the National Housing Act. Generally speak
ing, it is anticipated that the Director will enter into a blanket construc
tion contract with the association under the “cost to the Director” 
amounting to the aggregate of the advances the Director could make on 
behalf of each individual member. Upon completion of the building 
contract, and notification to the Director of which houses have been 
allocated to which member, the Director will register a mortgage and 
conveyance with respect to each member and then receive proceeds from 
all the mortgages to the extent of Director’s expenditures.

Mr. Harkness: I think this is a very good provision because it provides for 
a group of people, one who may be a carpenter, another who may be a plumber 
and another who may be a stone mason or something, to get together and do 
perhaps a better job than would be done by an individual veteran. There is 
one point I wondered about. What is the cost of incorporation to these people. 
Do you have any idea what that runs to?

Mr. McCracken: No, I am afraid I have not. I do know with regard to the 
group of 29 veterans who built out in Carleton Heights—I cannot tell you 
exactly what the cost of incorporation was—but I do know our lawyer drew up 
practically everything in connection therewith, including the by-laws of the 
association and all the documents that were required by them in order to effect 
their in corporation.
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Mr. Harkness: In other words, your lawyers and officers will assist 
veterans in securing this incorporation?

Mr. McCracken: That is right.
Mr. Harkness: What would be the minimum number required to form an 

organization?
Mr. McCracken: We have a figure in here of 6, sir.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
The Chairman: Clause 59, “Form of contracts, collateral agreements and 

so on.” Carried?
Carried.
Mr. Goode: Could we not carry clause 59 and 60 all at once?
Mr. Harkness: The effect of these is really the same.
The Chairman: Does clause 60 carry?
Carried.
Does clause 61 carry?
Carried.
Clause 62, “References contained in Part I.” Carried?
Carried.
We now come to Part III of the bill, “Farm improvement assistance.” 

Clause 63.
Mr. Goode: I wonder if you would allow me to ask a question before we go 

on to the question of farm improvement assistance. I was a little concerned 
regarding the statement of the director the other day that, as I understand it, 
he would insist on serviced land. We have a lot of land in my riding of 
Burnaby-Richmond which is not serviced and perhaps will not be serviced for 
another 10 or 15 years. I hope you are not going to hold the application of this 
Act to serviced land entirely. Of course, the impression I got of the director’s 
statement might be entirely wrong.

Mr. Rutherford: I am afraid you misunderstand me. I did not intend to 
say that.

The Chairman: You said that a great deal—over 70 per cent—of your 
building under the Small Holdings Act was on unserviced land.

Mr. Rutherford: Yes. I did say—too that this was a matter which Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation would have something to say about as they 
are the mortgagees.

The Chairman: Do you wish to make a general statement concerning 
clause 63, Mr. Rutherford?

Mr. Rutherford: No, I do not think so. I believe my brief covered that 
fairly well.

Mr. McCracken:
63. This section establishes:

(1) that additional loans may be made by the Director over and above 
the maximum financial assistance prescribed by section 10(1) — 
$6,000; section 10(3)—$5,800; and section 15-—$4,400; and

(2) the purposes for which the additional loans may be made; and
(3) the amount of the additional loans that may be made on behalf of 

full-time farming veterans ($3,000) and part-time farming and 
commercial fishing veterans ($1,400) ; and
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(4) that additional loans may be made to full-time farming veterans 
already settled but, in the case of part-time farming and commercial 
fishing veterans, only at the time they enter into a contract with 
the Director.

The Chairman: The additional amount in the case of the full-time farmer 
is how much?

Mr. McCracken: $3,000.
The Chairman: $3,000; and the additional amount in the case of the 

small holder, made at the time of his settlement, is what?
Mr. McCracken: $1,400.
Mr. Dickey: Why is the distinction made in connection with the part-time 

farmer and the commercial fisherman?
Mr. McCracken: I believe, sir, it is because of the understanding that they 

would be able to obtain assistance for home extension and home additions under 
part IV of the National Housing Act, when that part is proclaimed.

Mr. Nesbitt: I take it from the explanation that the money which is 
advanced under this section is for improvement of the land in the broad sense 
of the word. And first of all: with regard to building such things as chicken- 
houses and brooderhuts and so on, where those are considered as removable 
from the land, what would be the view with regard to making advances for 
building such things as that?

Mr. McCracken: I am not sure whether we consider it to be stock and 
equipment, but I think we are making advances under part I right now for 
that type of purpose.

Mr. Nesbitt: How about an oilburner, for instance, which are clearly 
attached to the land?

Mr. McCracken: I would say that was in the nature of permanent improve
ment which would come under the additional loan: any thing in the nature 
of a permanent improvement which is attached to the land.

The Chairman: If there is any talking in the room it hampers the reporters 
in getting down the evidence and may cause a gap therein. So I would ask 
everybody to keep that in mind.

Mr. Nesbitt: What about such things as brooderhouses and oilburners, 
things which people require? -

Mr. McCracken: We consider those things to be in the nature of permanent 
improvements. For anything which is in the nature of permanent improve
ments, it will be possible to get an additional loan.

Mr. Nesbitt: Would it be possible to obtain funds for permanent improve
ment, let us say, of a farm which had very acid soil, for fertilizer which would 
de-acidize that soil over a long period of time?

Mr. Rutherford: That is one of the things which I consider will constitute 
a most effective use of this loan, particularly in the Eastern provinces.

Mr. Harkness: As far as the full-time farmer is concerned, these advances 
are calculated to produce two results: one, to enable him to improve his farm; 
and two, to enable the veteran to buy a farm which might be too expensive 
for him to buy otherwise. Have you been able to settle many veterans at the 
present price of land, in western Canada particularly, within the present limit?

Mr. Rutherford: No and I would say that price has been the limiting 
factor to a large extent. As you may remember, in 1949 an amendment was 
made to the Veterans Land Act providing for continued establishments. That 
is to say, where a man had a limited enterprise and could not expand it into a 
sound economic unit where it was situated, we could sell that property and use 
the proceeds therefrom to buy another property which had a better potential.
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I see this $3,000 additional loan making this possible in a great many more 
cases than in the past. That provision, which is now section 11, has done 
a great deal of good. It has been used to a large extent for small holders. 
The number of full-time farmers who have taken advantage of it have not 
been large. However, the advantage to those who have has been great.

Today, many farmers are very anxious to expand their enterprises. We 
have a lot of farms with poor houses on them. Rather than to spend $5,000 to 
build a new house, we could often with à little more money, sell out and buy 
another farm with a good house on it. In this way we have been able to 
make some very, advantageous exchanges. This is the cheapest and most 
effective form of help that we can give. It does not cost anything. This extra 
loan will make it possible, to do more of this sort of thing and thus enable us 
to assist many farm settlers to an extent we have not been able to do before.

Mr. Harkness: I know that this continuing establishment as you call it 
has been very useful so far as many farmers in the western section in our 
country are concerned. A lot of those units at the present time have not been 
very economic because the amount of land has been too small. I am glad that 
this further $3,000 has been put in. It should be of enormous help to a large 
number of people whose farms are too small at the present time to enable them 
to carry on satisfactorily, with the result that they have had to take work in 
addition in order to carry on.

Paragraph (iii) reads: “purchasing additional land to be used in connection 
with the land to which that contract or advance relates; or...”

Will that take in definitely the continuing establishment provision?
Mr. Rutherford: I checked that personally with the Department of Justice 

to make sure that it did. The official of that department who drew up the Act 
assured me that continuing establishments were amply provided for in this 
section. I have his word for it.

Mr. Harkness: It did not seem to be very clear.
Mr. Rutherford: I admit that.
Mr. Harkness: Is it considered with the purchase of additional land to be 

used in connection with land already held, that the new land does not necessarily 
have to be adjacent to the land already held?

Mr. Rutherford: No.
Mr. Harkness: It could be land which was two or three miles away?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes, it could be down the road. We do not like to see an 

enterprise scattered, but within reason there is no objection.
Mr. Harkness: In my own part of the country particularly, a man may 

have a quarter section farm and there might be another i, let us say, two 
miles away from it which he should have in order to farm economically. But 
if it had to be contiguous to his own farm he might not be able to buy it.

Mr. Rutherford: It is purely a matter of whether the distances are reason
able or not.

Mr. Quelch: If the veteran obtained a loan on his land under the Farm 
Improvement Loans Act with which to put in a water system and electricity, 
that loan would be made for from five to ten years. Would it be possible for 
him to get a loan under this provision in order to repay the farm improvement 
loan?

Mr. Rutherford: I do not think he could get a loan for that purpose. If he 
were settled under the Veterans Land Act, as he would have to give the 
security of his land.

Mr. Quelch: They do make loans to veterans for machinery, do they not?



324 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Mr. Rutherford: Yes. They have been very good to our veterans, and these 
loans have been very useful. The veterans have made good use of them.

Mr. Quelch: I thought they made loans for putting in electricity, but I 
may be wrong.

Mr. Rutherford: I do not think so to U.L.A. settlers.
Mr. Quelch: Why is the veteran not able to obtain money under this 

section for the purchase of machinery? At the present time he may have to put 
most of his money into improving the land and yet he has to expand his 
purchases of machinery.

Mr. Rutherford: He can still get money under the Farm Improvement 
Loans Act.

Mr. Quelch: Yes, but only for a three-year period. This would be for the 
same period as under original agreement.

Mr. Rutherford: We are quite satisfied with the arrangement we have 
with the banks under the Farm Improvement Loans Act. We think it is 
working very well.

Mr. Quelch: It would not help the veteran to be able to buy a combine 
costing, let us say, $3,000 when he has to repay it in three years, while under 
this Act he would have from ten to fifteen or twenty years in which to make 
the repayment.

Mr. Rutherford: We are trying to cut down on expensive machinery.
Mr. Quelch: All farmers would like to cut down on machinery, but with 

the labour situation as it is they have to buy machinery. You will agree that 
the veterans should try to get along with a minimum amount of labour.

Mr. Rutherford: Our supervisors go to the bank with the veteran, and if 
they have'a reasonable proposition, the banks have been very good.

Mr. Forgie: What security does the Farm Improvements Loans Act require 
for these loans?

Mr. Rutherford: I am not quite sure. I believe by way of section 88 or 
a chattel mortgage.

Mr. Forgie: The veteran only has a tenancy at will. Therefore, he has no 
security to offer to the bank to cover a loan. It must be done with the consent 
of the director of the Veterans Land Act when he secures his loans under the 
Farm Improvement Loans Act.

Mr. Rutherford: For machinery?
Mr. Forgie: Yes.
Mr. Rutherford: No, he could get it without.
Mr. Weselak: They take their security on the machine which is bought.
Mr. Bareness: I think that Mr. Quelch has a point because, under part I, 

the original grant of money could be used for the purchase of farm machinery, 
whereas this $3,000 cannot be used for that. I do not see why there should be a 
distinction or a difference.

Mr. Rutherford: Under part I, machinery is a conditional grant; it is 
given to get the veteran started and we believe that from then on he should 
be able to finance his machinery in the ordinary way.

Mr. Bareness: It may well be that instead of improving his farm, as a 
result of the purchase of lime and putting in drainage tiles, that improvement 
would be secured chiefly through better cultivation with another machine 
which he cannot buy. In other words, permanent improvement to the farm 
could quite readily come about through the purchase of certain machinery.

Mr. Rutherford: I still believe that the Farm Improvement Loans Act would 
take care of it.

Mr. Bareness: Such a thing as a “chisel” cultivator, or something like that.
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Mr. Dickey: Have you found any problem in veterans getting the machinery 
that they require?

Mr. Rutherford: No.
Mr. Dickey: But you have found problems with respect to permanent 

improvements?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes, definitely so. Our only problem under the Farm 

Improvement Loans Act is that sometimees we think they are loaning too 
much.

Mr. Quelch: With repayment already made.
Mr. Dinsdale: Could you get such a loan for the purchase of livestock?
Mr. Rutherford: After his initial $1,200 that a veteran receives for stock 

and equipment, which is a grant, he has to depend on his own resources.
Mr. Pearkes: I take it that the main object of these assistance loans is to 

increase the productive value of the land, in fact, they are to help the veteran 
either immediately or in the future to improve his earning capacity from that 
land. That is the main object of them; and to a certain extent the provisions 
of this section will help the farmer and the part-time farmer.

But I do not see what benefit it is going to be to the commercial fisherman. 
The commercial fisherman is mentioned specifically in this section. Now, 
brooderhouses and fences do not help the fisherman to increase his productive 
capacity. He cannot fence in his fish, of course, unless he uses one of the weirs 
which are used in New Brunswick; but they can only be used in certain prov
inces. In British Columbia you cannot, of course, use traps for salmon.

Is there not something which could be included in- this section which 
would enable the commercial fisherman to increase his earning capacity in 
exactly the same way that you are allowing $1,400 to the farmer to help him 
increase his earning capacity?

You are doing nothing to help the fisherman increase his earning capacity. 
He may build an enlargement to his house, but that is not for the same purpose 
at all. Could you not have some of this money used for improving his vessel 
or getting some new type of equipment such as nylon nets, for instance, which 
would enable him to increase his productive capacity, or permanent improve
ments in his industry, such as permanent improvements to his boat, or permanent 
improvements to his fishing-gear? Is there anything in this section which 
would enable that to be done and if not, could consideration not be given to 
extending this section?

And secondly, in respect to weirs which are definitely on small holdings 
in the Maritime provinces, would a commercial fisherman operating one of 
these weirs be permitted to expend money for repairing that weir or develop
ing it?

Mr. Rutherford: Well, sir, that is something we would have to give very 
serious consideration to. It is a question of equipment, and rather expendable 
equipment, because much of it is lost, as you know. There is provision in the 
eastern provinces—I am not sure about Newfoundland, but in most of the 
eastern provinces—under Provincial Fishermen’s Loan Boards to look after 
that sort of thing.

In British Columbia you do not have anything of that nature. But the fish 
companies there give our advances on their catch to buy equipment, some 
equipment lasts only for a year.

There is also the Canadian Fishermen’s Loan Board which is much the same 
as the farm loan board legislation, this which was passed in 1945. However, 
I do not know to what extent it has been used. This is a matter of govern
ment policy and I do not know too much about it.
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My personal opinion is that they should get this loan only for improve
ments to their property, other things should be financed in the ordinary civilian 
way. The fisherman can get considerable help towards building his home 
and is given grants for his original equipment.

Mr. Pearkes: I think you are missing an opportunity to help the fisherman 
who has gone into commercial fishing. There are quite a number of them in 
my constituency. They are men who served overseas and they are carrying 
out their tasks and they are not necessarily working for any particular com
pany; they are operating off Vancouver Island and I think you are missing an 
opportunity in not extending some means in this section to help them improve 
their productive capacity in the same way that you are helping the farmers. 
I wish you would give consideration to that to see if it is not practical to 
increase it.

Mr. Green: I wonder, Mr. Rutherford, just what this section means? In 
the case of a small holding or a commercial fisherman, additional assistance of 
$1,400 may be made available.

Mr. Rutherford: That is correct.
Mr. Green: It is the intention that a person who has a small holding now 

cannot qualify for the additional $1,400 of further assistance?
Mr. Rutherford: That is correct. Part IV of the National Housing Act 

provides for home improvements and should look after him very nicely.
Mr. Green: In the case of a small holder or a commercial fisherman, is he 

restricted by clauses i, ii and iii in subsection a?
Mr. McCracken: How do you mean “restricted”?
Mr. Green: Restricted to borrowing money only for erecting or improving 

buildings or providing an addition? Or is this provision for small holders or 
commercial fishermen a straight case of their being able to obtain an additional 
loan of $1,400?

Mr. Rutherford : An additional loan for the purpose of building a house?
Mr. Green: It is restricted to that?
Mr. Rutherford: That is right.
Mr. Green: You call this farm improvement assistance whereas actually, 

part of it is not that at all. Part of it applies to small holdings and to the 
commercial fisherman. As a matter of making the Act more legible, would it 
not be wiser to call this part “additional financial assistance” or “supplementary 
financial assistance”? I started looking through the bill to see what happened 
to the “small-holdings” men and I did not think of looking under “farm improv
ement assistance.”

Mr. Rutherford: There is no mention in the Act of a small holding. They 
are referred to as parti-time farms, throughout.

Mr. Dickey: And this is intended to improve part-time farming?
Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
Mr. Green: But it is also intended to improve the lot of fishermen?
Mr. Dickey: But he is a part-time farmer, too.
Mr. Brooks: Mr. Dickey is quite right, the fisherman is a part-time farmer.

I know that in my province 40 per cent of the fishermen are part-time farmers.
I was going to ask if he could receive a loan of $1,400 as a part-time farmer and 
another loan of $1,400 as a fisherman.

Mr. Rutherford: I am afraid that having received one he could not receive 
the other, but we can transfer the small holder to a full-time farmer if 
farming becomes his main source of income he would then be eligible for this 
loan even if he were settled originaly as a small holder.
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Mr. Goode: I could not agree more with Mr. Pearkes this morning—he 
has a good point—and I could not disagree more with Mr. Brooks because our 
fishermen on the coast are not part-time farmers at all. The Department of 
Fisheries are encouraging fishermen in our part of the country to go further 
and further out into the Pacific and I am quite sure that General Pearkes will 
agree with me that it is almost impossible for our fishermen to be part-time 
farmers. I would strongly support what he said. I think the department should 
take into a consideration the possibility of giving some assistance to these 
chaps. I know today that a poor quality net costs $2,000 and if they purchase 
a net to go further out in the Pacific it will cost $3,000, and I think they should 
take into consideration the general fishermen Mr. Pearkes talked about;.

Mr. Pearkes: Thank you.
Mr. Rutherford: We will certainly look into it.
Mr. Jones: Would this Act provide for a veteran fruit grower who wants 

to purchase new trees?
Mr. Dickey: He is a part-time farmer.
Mr. Rutherford: Yes, the purchase of trees definitely comes under that 

heading.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 64, “Amount to be paid by veteran.” Would you explain that, 
Mr. McCracken?

Mr. McCracken: This section establishes that in conjunction with the loan 
made by the director—

Mr. Goode: There are some of us who are very interested in this. I am 
sorry, but I cannot hear.

The Chairman: I am sorry, too. I do not want to be continually complaining 
about this thing, but the reporter here is constantly indicating to me that he 
cannot hear clearly so as to record the questions and answers.

Mr. Quelch: If the members talked a little bit louder when speaking to the 
chair it would help.

The Chairman : Yes, but I am sitting here, and I do not have to write and 
I can sympathise with the reporter because at times I have difficulty in 
following the questions. So I cannot blame the reporter because he has not only 
to hear but to write what is said. Therefore I just ask for the cooperation of the 
members of the committee. This room is smaller than the one we previously 
used, but it seems that if there is any conversation at all it creates a reverbera
tion which makes it very difficult for the reporter to hear the evidence. I just 
ask you to please, bear that in mind. Mr. Goode was saying he could not hear. 
What was it you did not hear? Oh yes, Mr. McCracken was explaining clause 64.

Mr. McCracken:
64. This section establishes that, in conjunction with the loan made 

by the Director, the veteran must contribute an amount equal to one-half 
of the loan, with both the loan and the veteran’s contribution being 
disbursed by the Director. It also provides that the veteran will pay to 
the Director any amount by which the cost of the project, as determined 
by the Director, exceeds the aggregate of the loan made by the Director 
and the veteran’s contribution.

Mr. Harkness: Where do you see the provision that the veteran has to 
contribute half the amount of the loan? Where does that appear in this clause? 
I do not see that at all.
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Mr. McCracken: I am sorry, I got ahead of myself. That is clause 65.
Mr. Bennett: If you understand clause 65, Mr. Harkness, you are the only 

one who does!
Mr. Harkness: I do not understand it and I have a number of questions 

to ask because the language is very involved. As far as this clause is concerned 
it merely provides that before the loan is advanced the excess in the cost 
of the land must be put up by the veteran in cash.

Mr. McCracken: Let us take a hypothetical case. Suppose the land costs 
$5,000; the director would put up $3,000 and the veteran would have to pay 
the excess. That is what it amounts to.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 65?
Mr. Weselak: In the case of a veteran who wants to build a house if he 

has half the value of the $3,000 in material would that be acceptable? In my 
part of the country they do a lot of lumbering in the winter and so on.

Mr. Rutherford: Yes.
The Chairman: Would you explain clause 65 if you can?
Mr. Harkness: I might suggest that I think the explanation might be 

better if it were given subclause by subclause.
Mr. Bennett: I think it should be by concrete example.
The Chairman: I think he should do it by explaining the clause as a whole, 

if possible.
Mr. McCracken: I might say before I start that if you look at table H 

of the statement or brief which was presented at the beginning you will find 
some examples in there which I think we could refer to later on.

65. This section provides that, if a veteran had an equity in a 
property at the time he entered into a contract with the Director; 
or if, since his establishment, he effected improvements at no cost to 
the Director which increased the value of the property; or if he made 
an excess payment at the time of his establishment to meet the dif
ference between the cost tô the Director and the sound value of the 
property, then the amount of such equity, increase in value or excess 
payment (for practical purposes termed “earned increment”) may be 
used as all or part of the veteran’s contribution as required by section 
64. In this respect, section 65(1) outlines the formula whereby the 
amount of the veteran’s contribution, if any, is established; i.e., where 
the cost of a project is less than $4,500, the amount of the veteran’s 
contribution is the difference between such cost or $3,000 (whichever 
is the lesser) and two-thirds of the aggregate of such cost and the 
“earned increment”.

e.g. Assume a veteran has “earned increment” of $800 and 
the cost of purchasing additional land is $4,000. If no “earned 
increment” were involved, the veteran would be required to put up 
$1,333.33 against the Director’s $2,666.67. Because of the “earned 
increment” of $800, however, the veteran would only be required to 
put up $1,000.

Now, clause 65, subclause 1 outlines the formula whereby the veteran’s 
contribution, if any, is established. Let us take a case for example. Let us 
suppose the man’s earned increment was $600. Perhaps he made an excess 
payment at the time he was established of $600 and he wants to buy some 
additional land which is going to cost $3,000. Now, the manner of determining
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both the director’s and the veteran’s contribution in that case is to take two- 
thirds of $3,000 plus two-thirds of the veteran’s earned increment—in other 
words, $2,400. That is the amount of the director’s loan or the amount of the 
loan that the director will advance towards the cost of purchasing that addi
tional land of $3,000 leaving $600 for the veteran to put up.

Mr. Harkness: In other words it is the amount of money required plus the 
amount the veteran has already put into it?

Mr. McCracken: Yes. The basic formula is on a “two for one” basis. 
The director puts up $2 and the veteran puts up $1 for a $3 contribution. 
Now, in allowing a veteran who has an equity or earned increment in that 
property to use that as his contribution, it boils down to considering that had 
the veteran not put that money in yesterday, let us say, he would have had it 
available to put in today towards the cost of the project in question.

Mr. Harkness: It is credit for past good performance?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. MacDouGALL: What is the situation, Mr. Chairman, with respect to 

increased improvement? Now, we all know that in large cities where the 
individual property holder increases his equity for instance by painting his 
house or painting a fence or what have you, his taxes immediately go up. Now, 
does the same thing apply in the case of the veteran as far as the municipality 
in which his land is situated is concerned? When he makes improvements do 
his taxes go up?

Mr. McCracken: That is right, generally speaking.
Mr. Quelch: I suppose the same thing applies as in some of the other 

provinces, the taxation is on the basis of unimproved property.
Mr. MacDouGALL: Is it always considered on the basis of unimproved 

property?
Mr. Quelch: Yes. Although they are bringing about a slight change in 

Alberta, it is still not on the other basis.
Mr. Goode: It would be true of a farm.
Mr. Rutherford: In some provinces only, Mr. Goode.
Mr. Harkness: How much cash would a veteran have to put up in order 

to get a full $3,000 loan if he has not had any money to make improvements?
Mr. McCracken: The cost of the project whether it is building or buying 

land would have to be $4,500. The director would put up $3,000. and the 
veteran would put up $1,500.

Mr. Harkness: In order to get the maximum loan the veteran in all cases 
has to put up $1,500?

Mr. McCracken: Or have the equity for it.
Mr. Harkness: Now, if you had a veteran who had built barns to the 

value of $3,000 and he applied for a $3,000 loan, in order, we will say, to 
build more barns, could he get that $3,000 automatically? Could he still get 
the $3,000 in view of the fact he had spent $3,000 before that?

Mr. McCracken: Yes, if the barns had increased the value of the property 
to that extent.

The Chairman: To the extent of $1,500, is that right?
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
Mr. Harkness: The only case in which the veteran could get the full 

$3,000—and that is the amount of the new improvement—is where he had made 
former improvements aggregating at least $1,500?

Mr. McCracken: Yes, or provided he is prepared to put up the cash in 
addition.

92347—2J
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Mr. Harkness: If he did that it would have to be a project which would 
cost $4,500?

Mr. McCracken: That is right, sir.
Mr. Harkness: What I was getting at is this: how could a man be in a 

position to get the $3,000 without having to go into a project which is going to 
cost $4,500? The only time he could do that would be if he had already made 
improvement aggregating at $1,500?

Mr. Rutherford: If he were putting up cash the director would put up 
$2,000 and the veteran would put up $1,000 towards a $3,000 proposition. But 
if he had sufficient earned incriment in any of the forms Mr. McCracken has 
described he would not have to put up any cash at all.

Mr. Harkness: But what people would be eligible for the full $3,000?
Mr. Bennett: Another case would be that of a veteran who got a bargain, 

let us say, from his father, when he originally purchased the farm. Let us 
suppose he paid $4,000 or $5,000 for an $8,000 farm. He has an equity and 
would qualify for a $3,000 loan without putting up $1,500 cash.

Mr. Brooks: Would that also apply to the man whose property increased 
without any effort on his own pa>t?

Mr. Bennett: No.
Mr. Harkness: Would it apply also to the veteran who bought a farm 

for the maximum amount of the veteran’s loan and in addition put up $3,000 
or $4,000 cash at the start himself?

Mr. Rutherford: Yes, he could get the full $3,000 without any cash at all.
Mr. Bennett: I asked the director that same question and he answered 

that it could not be taken into consideration because land prices go up and 
down and the director has to be careful.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Mr. Harkness: Does that explanation take in all of clause 65? In other 

words, this is very involved wordage. Is that not included in that?
Mr. McCracken: Subclause 2 (a) (b) and (c) take care of the earned 

increment, as I defined it. Subclause 2 (a) concerns the excess payment, sub
clause 2 (b) relates to the man who had an equity in the property at the time 
and subclause 2 (c) concerns the man who effected improvements to the 
property subsequent to the establishment.

The Chairman: I think we all must congratulate Mr. McCracken on the 
clear explanation he has given us. Carried?

Carried.
Clause 66, “Form of agreement”. Would you explain that, Mr. McCracken?

Mr. McCracken:
It is intended that the contract relating to the additional loan shall 

be supplementary to and form part of the principal agreement between 
the veteran and the Director thereby facilitating administration.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 67, “Security”.
Mr. Nesbitt: Although I would like to go along with the opinion that 

clauses 52 and 54 may not be ultra vires, it seems to me that clause 67 is 
clearly so. It could not come under the competency of the federal government’s 
authority with respect to bankruptcy. This clearly provides legislation which
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would conflict with the Provincial Execution Act, the Mortgages Act and other 
legislation regarding priority of claim, and the Registry Act. If that section 
is not clear it might involve the veteran in long drawn out and expensive 
litigation. I think we should be careful about putting clauses in like this 
which might involve the veterans in expensive litigation.

Mr. Enfield: Further to that, at this point, who has title to the land?
Mr. McCracken: The director.
Mr. Enfield: So it is a loan payable to himself?
Mr. McCracken: Except in the case of a section 15 situation where the 

veteran holds title to the land subject to a first mortgage in favour of the 
director. I might say, Mr. Enfield, that clause 67 is pretty much along the 
lines, as I understand it, of existing section 30 of the Veterans Land Act which 
concludes with these words: “. . .nor shall the Mechanics’ Lien laws or other 
lien laws or the dower or homestead laws of any province extend or apply in 
priority or prejudice as aforesaid to said lands.” The situation is that under 
Part I today a veteran is a tenant-at-will. It is intended that he will remain 
in the same category with regard to the additional loan under Part III and the 
agreement or contract shall be supplementary to the contract under Part I. 
It is all tied in together.

Mr. Nesbitt: What about some claim between the original loan and this 
additional loan?

Mr. Bennett: I do not think this clause would affect that.
Mr. Goode: Is this clause in any other Act which the department has 

under its control at the moment or is it a brand new clause which has never 
been used before?

Mr. McCracken: It is very similar to what is in section 30. As far as the 
priority is concerned, Mr. Nesbitt, I think it is covered by clause 69, sub
clause 2.

Mr. Henderson: Before the director and veteran cease the relationship 
of the contract between them as long as the veteran has title to the land I 
think no one can take priority over that?

Mr. McCracken: Yes.
The Chairman: This is a protection to the veteran. In other words, while 

the director holds title to the land nobody in any way can put any lien or 
encumbrance against that land. I have known cases where—they are some
what similar to this—the title of the land is taken by the crown in cases of 
improvement arising out of irrigation projects, and where they did not pay 
the last few dollars in order that the title might remain in the crown, in other 
words, this is a protection to the veteran as well as to the director. If there 
were litigation, as suggested, it would be the director who would have to 
conduct that litigation because it would be attacking his lien.

A section like this has been in the Soldier Settlement Board Act ever since 
it was first passed, and is of the same nature. I do not think we, in trying to 
uphold the interests of the veterans, should hesitate to pass legislation like 
this because there is a remote possibility of it being questioned in the courts.

It has been considered doubtful whether the Canada Grain Act is intra 
vires the dominion government, but it is of so much value to the farmer of 
western Canada that it has never been questioned. This is something of the 
same nature. If somebody wants to question whether it is intra vires the 
crown to expend this money in the interests of the veteran, he will have a con
siderable bit of litigation on his hands, but it will not be at the expense of the 
veteran; rather it will be at the expense of the dominion government.

Mr. Nesbitt: We want to be quite sure that some veteran will not get 
involved in expensive litigation. The very fact that certain Acts have been on
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the statute books for some years and have not been questioned does not neces
sarily make them intra vires at all. I recall the margarine question some 
years ago. That act was on the statute books for many years and then finally 
it was decided to be ultra vires. If the title remains in the crown in the right 
of the director, then what is the purpose of putting in the section at all, if this 
is to mean anything?

The Chairman: It also serves as notice to everybody dealing with the 
veteran. Anybody undertaking to try to put a lien on the veteran’s land is 
put on notice that he has got no right to do so. If he tries it and goes into 
court to enforce his lien, he will be met with this declaration of the law.

Mr. Nesbitt: That is true, but it is still legislating with respect to some
thing which is strictly a provincial matter and which would be conflicting with 
the executions Act, the mortgages Act, the legislation Act, and all those Acts.

The Chairman: I think it has been considered that where the dominion is 
acting within its own jurisdiction—which I think it is in dealing with veterans, 
and their rights—that there is a precedent for it, just as there is in connection 
with the bank Act, which is a dominion Act, of course. In the case of a bank 
Act when the federal parliament deals strictly with banking and in doing 
so conflicts with provincial laws in regard to property and civil rights within 
the provinces, it has been laid down, time and time again, by the privy council 
that the dominion is quite within its rights in so legislating as banks and 
banking is under section 91 of the B.N.A. Act and so is intra vires the 
dominion.

Mr. Nesbitt: You think that would apply in this situation as well?
The Chairman: Nobody could be sure. But it seems to me that similar 

legislation to this has been in force ever since the first war and has never yet 
been questioned. Therefore it is pretty safe for us to proceed.

Mr. Bennett: Just think of the trouble the director would get into if 
you did not have a section like this.

Mr. Nesbitt: I am afraid of the veteran getting himself involved in very 
expensive litigation.

Mr. Henderson: This would keep him out of it.
Mr. Goode: You tell me there is similar legislation in some other Act. 

Has a veteran ever got into trouble over this law, that you know of?
Mr. McCracken: Not that I know of.
Mr. Brooks: If the veteran should get into financial trouble, then judg

ment is taken against him and that judgment is recorded; and then they wait 
until such time as the land is taken over by the veteran to realize on the 
judgment. I am not talking about a mechanic’s lien.

The Chairman: There is still some protection to the veteran because if a 
judgment is taken against the veteran and then the veteran decides to transfer 
his land with or without the approval of the director to another veteran, I do 
not think there is any provision in the judgment to attach any surplus which he 
might get out of it.

Mr. Brooks: The director gives a deed to the veteran?
Mr. Tucker: He would not have to.
Mr. Weselak: I had an experience where the man went into debt, and 

there were quite a number of registrations of judgments against him in the 
land titles office. In Manitoba where I come from, those registrations go into 
a general register and not against a parcel of land. And immediately the title 
came through, then those judgments attached and the transaction stopped 
right there.

Mr. Nesbitt: Can he not say that the contract has now terminated?
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Mr. McCracken: As a matter of policy, we follow the practice of not 
trying to let the veteran hide behind his legal position here in the Act in 
order to defeat his just creditors. We do not try to be trustees in bankruptcy. 
But, for instance, before we give a refund of surplus to the veteran, where we 
find there has been a judgment, or where we know that somebody has put 
materials into the property or a farm, for instance, we will hold up that 
surplus as a matter of practice for about 60 days to give the creditor an oppor
tunity of trying to arrange a settlement with the veteran.

The Chairman: That is where somebody had advanced money which is 
improving the property and it would only be fair, I think, to refund that. 
There may be some veterans involved financially and if they delay in taking 
the title, this is a protection to them. I do not think there is any doubt about 
it. I think it is a protection not only to the director but it is some protection 
to the veteran until he gets established as well.

Mr. Nesbitt: I would agree that it might scare somebody off, from a 
practical point of view.

The Chairman: Carried.

Clause 68. Does the committee wish to have it explained?
Carried.

Clause 69 “Terms of repayment, interest, etc.” You might explain that, 
please.

Mr. McCracken:
69. Subsection (1) provides that an additional loan may be repaid 

over a period not in excess of twenty-five years, and, if it is made to a 
veteran already established, over a period not in excess of the remain
ing period of the existing contract.
Subsection (2) is intended to deal with section 15 (mortgage) cases and 
gives the Director the option of demanding repayment in full of the 
indebtedness under Part I and Part III if the veteran should take any 
action which could be considered to represent or result in a diminution 
of the Director’s security.

In other words, if the veteran’s contract has been in effect for five years 
out of twenty-five years, this additional loan would be repayable over a period 
not in excess of twenty years.

TERMS OF LOAN

69. (1) Every loan made under section 63 shall bear interest at the rate of 
five per cent per annum, and shall be repayable in equal instalments, as set 
forth in the agreement of loan, amortized over a period not greater than the 
period then remaining within which, under the contract referred to in section 
63 or the agreement relating to the advance made under section 15 therein 
referred to, the veteran is required to repay his indebtedness to the Director in 
respect of that contract or advance.

(2) It shall be a term of every agreement of loan entered into under section 
66 that, in the event of any sale, lease or other disposition by the veteran of 
the land upon which the Director has, by virtue of section 67, a first and para
mount lien, any portion of the loan then outstanding shall, at the option of 
the Director, forthwith become due and payable.

Mr. Harkness: What was the reason for putting in a rate of interest of 5 
per cent per annum?

Mr. Rutherford: That is the Canadian Farm Loan Board rate.
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Mr. McCracken: This additional assistance was introduced as an alternative 
to the assistance that the ordinary farmer could get under the Farm Improve
ment Loans Act, or under the Canadian Farm Loan Board Act, and they carried 
a rate of interest at 5 per cent.

Mr. Harkness: The thing that occurs to me is that the money which is 
loaned to the veteran under part I is at 3 £ per cent. I presume that the govern
ment is able to get all the money it wants at 3^ per cent or thereabouts. This 
applies really to the full-time farmer. Why should you not give him a 3J 
per cent rate? It would not cost the government any money to continue the 
3g per cent rate rather than to put in this 5 per cent rate.

Mr. McCracken: That is out of my province.
Mr. Quelch: I wonder if Mr. Bennett would mind explaining it.
Mr. Bennett: Mr. McCracken gave an explanation about the interest rate. 

The background for part III was that the department and the government felt 
that the veteran was being discriminated against. If he was already a V.L.A. 
man and had been settled and had improved his property, and wanted to get 
a loan either under the Canadian Farm Loans Board or the Farm Improvements 
Act, he could not get such a loan because he did not have the title to the 
property; whereas the civilian could get additional assistance. So this part III 
will enable the veteran to get a loan on the same basis and at the same rate as is 
applicable under the Farm Improvement Loans Act or under the Canadian Farm 
Loans Board Act.

Mr. Harkness: The purpose of the V.L.A. is to assist the veteran in full
time farming operations. In the small holdings, if you could help those people 
by means of a lower interest rate without any further cost to the tax-payer, 
why not do so? Why, just because the Farm Loan Board Act put in the 
same figure? If the circumstances existed as I have outlined, could you not put 
in a 3g per cent rate? Why could you not give them this extra assistance?

Mr. Bennett: You would be giving away some money at 3g per cent, 
and money costs, by the way, anywhere from 3J per cent to 4 per cent, 
plus the cost of administration.

Mr. Harkness: The last government loan was floated at 3£ per cent.
Mr. Bennett: 3 and § per cent I think it was, or slightly higher; and 

then there is the cost of administration.
Mr. Harkness: Well, suppose it is going to be 4 per cent, well and good. 

Why should the money not be put out at cost?
Mr. Bennett: We have had a great many complaints from veterans who 

said they needed additional money and complained that they could not get 
that money as civilians who could borrow it at 5 per cent under the Farm 
Improvement Loans Act. This Act is calculated to meet those complaints and 
to put the veteran on the same basis as the civilian.

Mr. Harkness: My basic contention is: why is it not possible, or why 
should it not be top policy to put out the money at cost, and if it happens 
to be 4 per cent, well and good.

Mr. Bennett: The cost would probably be 4 per cent or 4| per cent. 
Naturally, as a member of the opposition, Mr. Harkness, you want to give some
thing away. We all want to help the veterans, and I think this is a fair 
thing.

Mr. Harkness: Mr. Chairman, I object to it being said that I want to 
“give something away”. We do not want to do that at all. I do not see 
why the veteran should not get his loan at a.cheaper rate just as long as it 
would not cost the taxpayer any money.

Mr. Bennett: What rate would you say that should be, as of now?
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Mr. Harkness: I think it should be a maximum of 4 per cent.
Mr. Bennett: And not more than that? What do you think it would be 

two months from now?
Mr. Harkness: It might be less two months from now.

The Chairman: Suppose the cost of money to the government is now 
about 3g per cent, with 1J per cent at least from the evidence we have had, 
as being the cost of putting out that money and collecting it back again—it 
seems to me that, we had evidence in the Banking and Commerce Committee 
that it costs between 1J and 2 per cent. Therefore, it would seem that it is 
probably costing the taxpayer about 1J per cent.

Mr. Harkness: I do not think that applies. The Veterans Land Act 
already has an organization set up to put out the money and collect it. And 
we learned that they are doing a very satisfactory job in that respect, in the 
brief. Therefore, I would not think, that there would be any material increase 
in administrative costs of this extra loan that is going to be put out.

Mr. Quelch: I think the average rate of interest on long term boands is 
now 3 g per cent or lower.

The Chairman: I think it has gone down to about 3J- per cent now.
Mr. Quelch: If the veteran wanted to make a principal payment on his 

indebtedness, would he have the right to apply that principal payment to 
the loan bearing 5 per cent rather than to the 3| per cent? Would he have 
that right?

Mr. McCracken: We have in mind that it would be on a basis where an 
amount equivalent to his additional loan payment would be so applied and 
that then an amount equivalent to his principal loan payment at 3J per 
cent would be applicable there, and then, with the next amount which would be 
payable applied to the additional loan payment. We would be jumping back 
and forth all the way down the line.

Mr. Quelch: I think there is something to the argument that we should 
keep the rate of interest down to 3£ per cent. We considered a 3J per cent 
rate high enough when we set the Act up in 1945. At that time many of the 
veterans who wanted to settle were advised by the Veterans Land Act officials 
—and I am not criticizing them—to hold off and not to settle then but to wait 
a while because if they waited a few years the price of land and stock might 
perhaps go down. Therefore the veterans were encouraged to go to work on 
farms for a few years and they were told that prices would probably come 
down. But what happened? Prices rose instead of going down. Therefore 
in accepting the advice of the Veterans Land Act officials they were heavily 
penalised. In many cases they have not been able to buy their farms. Many 
farms had to be split up, and they were only able to buy a part of a 
farm. Then a large amount of the loan obtained was expended on the 
purchase of the farm or actually paid out for improvements on the farm. But 
if they only got a quarter section of productive land it soon became evident 
that really too much money had been invested in the improvements and not 
enough in land to produce revenue. Therefore, I think in view of that, it 
becomes evident that it is wise to make additional money available to buy 
additional land in order to make their holding more of an economical unit. 
It should be possible to enable them to have an additional loan at the same 
rate of interest that is 3 5 per cent because when many of the veterans obtained 
their land they had to pay a very high price. Therefore, I suggest that the 
rate of interest should be 3£ per cent.

Mr. Goode: What would happen if one of the veterans took advantage 
of that situation and sold to a civilian. What would happen then?
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Mr. McCracken: At the present time if the property comes back on our 
hands, we advertise it for sale and we sell it to a civilian purchaser on a time 
basis. The rate of interest is that set under the Canadian Farm Loans Board, 
and is 5 per cent.

Mr. Goode: Now I know.
Mr. Harkness: As far as section 2 is concerned, I am in a little doubt as 

to what happens to a veteran if, through illness or some other cause he is not 
able to make a living on the farm and finds it necessary to give up working 
for a year or two. He may lease or rent the place for a year or two years as 
the case may be. It says it is the option of the director as to whether the whole 
agreement will be terminated or the loan become repayable. In other words, 
it is at the option of the director as to whether the man loses his place or not. 
Are there any regulations covering it, or if not, what is the practice in reference 
to it?

Mr. McCracken: At the present time we have veterans who face a situa
tion where they have to leave the farm for reasons of health, or because they 
have re-enlisted, or because they want to acquire some additional capital. Then 
with our consent they lease the property. That is under subsection 2 of section 
69, and it is intended to apply particularly to veterans who have received 
assistance under section 15, which is a proposition under which they can sell if 
they have the consent of the director or otherwise. This gives the director 
the right in such a case to adopt an option and to say, “You have sold the prop
erty and you are no longer established and the debt is now due and payable.” 
That is the main intent of subsection 2, but in our ordinary operations the 
leasing of all or part of the property takes place in each province every year. 
If a man desires to lease a property on a long-term basis because he wants to 
become a gentleman farmer not even residing on or operating the property 
himself, I do not think ordinarily that we would agree to a lease.

Mr. Harkness: I have run into two or three cases—I did not investigate 
them—where veterans have told me they could not make a living on a farm 
and wanted to take a job but were not permitted to do so.

Mr. McCracken: We refer to those people as “absentee veterans” and the 
regulations provide that the director can authorize a veteran to be absent from 
his property for an aggregate period of two years in the first ten-year condi
tional grant, and with the approval of the minister a further extension can be 
granted in excess of that two years. Now, those cases mainly arise with regard 
to veterans who have re-enlisted in the armed forces or by reason of poor 
health on their part or on the part of a member of the family they have to go 
to another area. We find there is quite an exodus for instance, every once in 
a while when the people in Ontario move to Saskatchewan or somewhere out 
west, because they hâve asthma or something like that.

Mr. Harkness: What about the situation of a man who cannot make a 
full living on the farm. He puts a crop in in the spring and goes off and gets 
a job and then comes back and takes off the crop and then goes out and gets 
a winter job. These veterans claim they were not permitted to do that.

Mr. Rutherford: The veteran can be considered to be personnally operat
ing the farm, it is not necessary that he maintain residence.

Mr. Harkness: I think that is a thing which needs to be cleared up in 
some of the local offices. I do not think I would have had the complaints 
unless there was some basis for them.

Mr. McCracken: We have had considerable trouble with the absentee 
situation. The concept of the Act, I think, was that the man established as a 
full-time farmer was going to make that his full-time occupation. We had a
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case where a man was a cook in a gold mine up around Yellow Knife. He 
flew out in the spring of the year, and put in the crop and flew out again in 
the summer time and did some summer fallowing. He flew out again in the 
fall and took the crop off. It is rather difficult in a case like that to know 
whether the man is an absentee veteran or is not and it boils down to a matter 
of a pretty fine line. Usually, however, we try to handle those cases by reach
ing a mutual agreement between the veteran and ourselves. We try to get 
him to increase the amount of work he puts on the property in order to come 
within the spirit and intent of the Act, anyway.

Mr. Rutherford: We have a new regulation in that regard.
Mr. Strojich: The new regulation is that he must meet certain residence 

or operation requirements on the property or eight years within the period of 
the contract. It does take care of those cases where the man has enlisted or 
re-enlisted for a number of years, and cases of extended illness. He is protected 
by the grant of an extended period of absence, providing that he executes an 
agreement to the effect that he will complete the residence or operation re
quirements of the Act after the ten-year period which had previously been 
required.

Mr. Harkness: The case I have in mind is that of a man who told I think 
these people are required to stay at least for six months on the farm—is there 
a provision to that effect?

Mr. Rutherford: There is no definite annual period, sir.
Carried.
The Chairman: Now, clause 70: “Prohibition.”

GENERAL
70. Notwithstanding anything in this Part, no loan shall be made under 

section 63 to any veteran who is in default under any contract entered into 
under section 10, subsection (9) of section 11 or section 23 or in respect of any 
advance made under section 15, or who is indebted in respect of any loan made 
pursuant to the Veterans Business and Professional Loans Act.”
Coming into force.

3. This Act shall come into force on a day to be fixed by proclamation of 
the Governor in Council.

Mr. Quelch: I would like to ask the director if this is a hard and fast rule 
or whether the director has any leeway at all under this clause. Suppose a 
veteran had been keeping up his payments, but due to the fact that he cannot 
sell his grain he might be in arrears in part for one year and as a result he 
desires to diversify and to buy a parcel of land to enable him to keep stock. 
Would he have to wait to meet those payments in full before he could buy that 
land, or could you agree to take a bill of sale on some of the grain?

Mr. Rutherford: I believe we would have to have the payments in full.
Mr. Quelch: Would he not in a case like that be allowed to go ahead and 

execute a completely new agreement, when it was through no fault of the 
veteran himself that he could not pay, but simply because the grain could not 
be sold?

The Chairman: It would depend on whether you have the right to extend 
the time for payment under such a situation. And if you did, then he would 
not actually be in default, if you have the power to extend the time for payment 
under those contracts. The case which Mr. Quelch mentioned, as I understand 
it, is this: if the man sets aside a share of the crop, even though it does not make
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up the full payment, he is not to be considered to be in default. If he has been 
unable to deliver his crop, then he is not in default. Therefore, under the 
contract you do not consider him in default and you could make a loan.

Mr. Quelch: A lot of veterans went under a crop-sharing agreement, and 
are willing to deliver grain to meet their payments.

Mr. Rutherford: If he were under a crop-share agreement that would not 
matter. There would be no default.

Mr. Quelch: But the majority of the veterans are not under a crop
sharing agreement and what happens is this: they are willing to deliver their 
grain as payment, and therefore, in that case, could you not extend the period 
of time until such time as the grain can be delivered?

Mr. Rutherford: We are always glad to have a veteran under a crop
sharing agreement if he can qualify.

Mr. Quelch: You might say you are not in default upon condition that 
you sign a crop-sharing agreement; but the majority do not prefer to do that.

Mr. Rutherford: We would give the veteran every assistance to dis
pose of his grain in order to bring his payments up to date.

The Chairman: Have you not the power to make new terms with the 
veteran if you find that due to no fault of his own he cannot pay? You do 
have the power to make a new contract with him, have you not?

Mr. McCracken: Whether or not we have the power to do it, we actually 
do it.

The Chairman: And once that is done he would not be in default any 
more. Therefore if you thought the veteran was deserving of it you could 
still help him out. I think that was what Mr. Quelch had in mind.

Mr. Rutherford: We would make some arrangement, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Harkness: The whole effect of the prohibition is this, that the man 

who most needs the help cannot get it. Suppose a fellow tries his very best 
on a farm where the land is not too good and he becomes in default on his 
payment. Would he be considered as being a good risk for help in branch
ing out, and could he make up his previous units?

Mr. Rutherford: I do not think the idea is to reinforce failure. We 
would have to try to help him in some other way.

Mr. Harkness: Suppose the fellow at first had a poor piece of land but 
he made some improvements on it. Would he be definitely prohibited from 
getting help under this section if he were in arrears?

Mr. Rutherford: We have so very few in arrears that I do not think 
it is a factor right now.

Carried.
The Chairman: Clause 3 of the bill provides that this Act shall come 

into force on a day to be fixed by proclamation of the Governor in Council.
Carried?
Carried.
Now, then, Mr. Bennett informs me that there is a small technical amend

ment to clause 62.
Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, the Veterans Rehabilitation Act and the 

War Service Grants Act and the Veterans Business and Professional Loans 
Act contain prohibitions to the effect that if a veteran receives benefits under 
the Veterans’ Land Act they will not be eligible for benefits under the other 
three Acts. This amendment confines that prohibition to veterans receiving 
benefits under Part I. I would move, Mr. Chairman, that clause 62 be amended 
to read as follows:
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62. Subject to section 61, a reference to “this Act” contained in 
sections 6 to 44 and a reference to this Act contained in section 8 of the 
War Service Grants Act, in section 12 of the Veterans Rehabilitation 
Act and in sections 2 and 3 of the Veterans’ Business and Professional 
Loans Act shall be construed as a reference to Part I of this Act.

In other words, a man can take the benefits under Part II of this Act and 
still receive the benefits under the other three acts.

Mr. MacDougall: Agreed.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
Shall the preamble carry?
Carried.
Shall the title carry?
Carried.
Shall I report the bill as amended?
Carried.
Now, tomorrow we will have the Pension Act and I think we should 

have a meeting of the steering committee. We can have the Pension Act 
meeting at 11.30 tomorrow and a meeting of the steering committee at 10.30.

Mr. MacDougall: Don’t forget Haile Selassie. Is he going to be here 
at 10.15?

Mr. Green: We also have a meeting tomorrow at 10.30.
The Chairman: I would have suggested that we have the meeting this 

afternoon, but I have not had time to examine the digest of cases which was 
offered by the Legion. I wanted to have a look at it. Some member of the 
steering committee might want to know what is in it and if any member of 
the steering committee wants to have a look at it I could let him have a look 
at it. I thought we should take a good look at it before we decide what to do 
with it. I think there would be time to do'this before 8.30 tonight. By having 
the meeting then we would not conflict with this other meeting nor with the 
visit of His Majesty, Conquering Lion of the Tribe of Judah.

The steering committee will meet tonight then. Is that agreeable.
Some Hon. Members: Yes.
The Chairman: Then this committee will adjourn until 11.30 tomorrow 

morning.

The committee adjourned.









HOUSE OF COMMONS

First Session—Twenty-second Parliament 
1953-54

SPECIAL COMMITTEE

ON

VETERANS AFFAIRS
Chairman: W. A. TUCKER, Esq.

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 11

/

FRIDAY, JUNE 4, 1954

WITNESSES:

Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans’ Land Act, with Mr. Arthur 
McCracken, Senior Administrative Officer; Mr. H. C. Griffith, 
Superintendent, Construction Division; Mr. H. R. Holmes, Super
intendent, Securities Division.

EDMOND CLOUTIER, C.M.G., O.A., D.S.P. 
QUEEN’S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY 

OTTAWA, 1954.



REPORT TO THE HOUSE

Friday, June 4, 1954.
The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to present the 

following as a

THIRD REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill No. 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ 
Land Act, and has agreed to report same with amendments.

A reprint of the said Bill, as amended, has been ordered.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430, 
Friday, June 4, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.30 o’clock a.m. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 
Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Green, 
Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, James, Johnson (Kindersley), Jones, MacDougall, 
Nesbitt, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Roberge, Stick, Tucker, Weaver and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister, Mr. G. H. 
Parliament, Director General of Welfare Services, Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief 
Pensions Advocate, Mr. E. V. Wilson, Travelling Inspector, Veterans Bureau, 
Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser, of the Department of Veterans Affairs; 
Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, Mr. Leslie A. Mutch, Vice-Chairman, of the 
Canadian Pension Commission; Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans’ Land 
Act; Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

The following Report of the Sub-committeee on Agenda and Procedure was 
read by the Clerk:

The Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure met at 8:30 o’clock p.m., 
Thursday, June 3, when the following members were present: Messrs. Bennett 
(Grey North), Brooks, Gillis, Green, Quelch, Roberge and Tucker (Chairman).

Your Sub-Committee reviewed a document presented on the previous day 
by Mr. Thompson, on behalf of the Canadian Legion and described by the 
witness as Exhibit “B”. After careful consideration the Sub-Committee came 
to the conclusion, and it so recommends, that the said document be not printed 
but filed.

Your Sub-Committee further recommends:
(a) that at 11:30 o’clock a.m., Friday, June 4, the Committee resume 

clause by clause consideration of Bill 339, An Act to amend the 
Pension Act, and if that be not completed at 1 o’clock p.m. said 
consideration be continued on the Monday following;

(b) that the Committee sit again at 3:30 p.m., Friday, June 4, for the 
purpose of re-opening the study of Bill 459, An Act to amend the 
Veterans’ Land Act, in the light of further proposed amendments to 
the said Bill;

(c) that the clerk communicate at once with Mr. A. J. Heide, National 
Secretary of the Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans’ Association, to 
inform him that the Committee will hear his Association’s sub
mission, if they so desire, on Monday next.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.
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On motion of Mr. MacDougall, the said Report was agreed to with the 
reservation that should the study of Bill 339, An Act to amend the Pension Act, 
not be completed today, the Committee meet next Monday at 8.00 o’clock p.m. 
to again deal with and complete this matter. The hearing of the representatives 
of the Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans’ Association to be deferred, if neces
sary, until Tuesday, June 8.

The said Report, as amended, was adopted.

The Committee then proceeded with the consideration of those of the 
clauses of Bill 339, An Act to amend the Pension Act, which were previously 
stood over.

On Clause 2, Mr. Bennett (Grey North), moved that the said clause be 
amended by striking out sub-clause (1) thereof and substituting therefor the 
following:

(1) Subsection (11) of section 3 of the said Act is repealed and the 
following substituted therefor: “(11) Chairman, Deputy Chairman, the 
other commissioners and the ad hoc commissioners shall each be paid 
a salary to be fixed by the governor in council, except that the salary 
to be paid to the ad hoc commissioners and the said other commissioners 
shall be fixed at the same rate.

Whereupon, Mr. Green moved in amendment to the proposed amendment 
of Mr. Bennett that the whole of Clause 2 of Bill 339 be deleted.

And after extended debate thereon, the question having been put on the 
proposed sub - amendment of Mr. Green, it was resolved in the negative on the 
following recorded division:

Yeas: Messrs. Brooks, Dinsdale, Gillis, Goode, Green, Harkness, Johnson 
(Kindersley), Jones, Nesbitt, Pearkes, Quelch.— (11)

Nays: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cardin, Croll, Enfield, 
Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuj), Hanna, Henderson, James, MacDougall, Philpott, 
Roberge, Stick, Weaver, Weselak.— (16)

And the question having been put on the proposed amendment of Mr. 
Bennett (Grey North), it was, on a show of hands, resolved in the affirmative 
on the following division: Yeas: 16; Nays: 10.

Clause 2, as amended, was passed.
On Clauses 8 and 13, Mr. Bennett (Grey North), explained that these two 

clauses were tied in together and he moved that both clauses be deleted.

And the discussion on Clauses 8 and 13 still continuing, the said discus
sion was adjourned to 8.00 o’clock p.m. until Monday, June 7, 1954.

At 1.15 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 3.30 
o’clock in the afternoon.

AFTERNOON SITTING

The Committee met at 3.30 o’clock p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Walter A. 
Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 
Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gillis, Goode, James, Johnson ( Kindersley ), Jones, 
MacDougall, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Roberge, Stick, Tucker, Weaver, and 
Weselak.
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In attendance: Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister, Mr. G. H. 
Parliament, Director General of Welfare Services, Mr. E. J. Rider, Research 
Adviser, of the Department of Veterans Affairs; Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, 
Mr. A. D. McCracken, Senior Administrative Officer, Mr. H. C. Griffith, Super
intendent, Construction Division, Mr. H. R. Holmes, Superintendent, Securities 
Division, Mr. W. Strojich, Superintendent, Property Division, Mr. W. G. 
Wurtele, Chief Treasury Officer, of the Veterans’ Land Act; Mr. D. M. Thomp
son, Chief Welfare Officer of the Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

On motion of Mr. Goode,
Resolved—That the order to report Bill 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ 

Land Act, passed on the previous day, be rescinded and the Committee proceed 
to further consider the said Bill in the light of the new proposed amendment.

On motion of Mr. Bennett (Grey North),

Resolved—
That Bill 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act, be further 

amended by renumbering clauses 2 and 3 thereof as clauses 10 and 11 respec
tively, and by adding thereto, immediately after clause 1 thereof, the following 
clauses;

Clause 2.
Section 9 of the said Act is repealed and the' following substituted therefor:

The Director shall, for the purposes of this Act, determine the cost 
to the Director of the land and improvements thereon, building mate
rials, livestock and farm equipment to be sold to a veteran under this 
Act, which shall be not less than the amount actually expended by the 
Director therefor.

Explanatory Note
Section 9 now reads as follows:

The Director shall for the purposes of this Act determine the cost 
to the Director of the land and improvements thereon, building mate
rials, livestock and farm equipment to be sold to a veteran under this 
Act, which shall not be less than the amount actually expended therefor.

This amendment to section 9 will make it clear that it is unnecessary for 
the Director, when computing the cost of a property (and thereby fixing the 
sale price to a veteran), to include in that computation any expenditure on or 
with respect to the property previously made by any other department of 
government.

This is the practice which has been followed since inception of operations 
and the amendment, therefore, is for the purpose of not only confirming such 
practice but of “clarifying” the point «s raised by the Auditor General in 
his report for the year ending March 31, 1951.

The types of case involved are: :
(a) Purchase of Surplus Buildings from War (Crown) Assets;
(b) Purchase of Aerodromes, Emergency and Relief Landing Fields, etc.;
(c) Purchase of Japanese Lands;
(d) Irrigation projects where P.F.R.A. made financial contribution.

It is not considered that the amendment will have any effect other than 
to “clarify” the practice that has always been followed.
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Clause 3.(1)
Subsection (2) of section 10 of the said Act is repealed and the following 

substituted therefor:
In this Act, except in subsection (3) of this section, the expression 

“livestock and farm equipment”, in the case of a veteran certified by the 
Director to be a commercial fisherman, includes commercial fishing 
equipment.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (2) of section 10 now reads as follows:

(2) Subject to the provisions of this Act and the regulations, the 
Director may contract with a veteran certified by him to be qualified to 
participate in the benefits of this Act for the sale to such veteran of 
land and improvements thereon, building materials and commercial 
fishing equipment up to a total cost to the Director of six thousand 
dollars subject to the same conditions set forth in subsection (1) 
with the words “commercial fishing equipment” substituted for the 
words “livestock and farm equipment” wherever they occur therein.

The wording of existing subsection (2) of section 10 provides that the 
Director contracts under its provisions with a veteran settled as a commercial 
fisherman. Subsection (4) of section 10, however, does not refer to contracts 
entered into under subsection (2) with the result that, technically, commercial 
fishermen are not subject to the ten-year conditional grant period.

In addition, and lacking any general provision that livestock and farm 
equipment includes commercial fishing equipment, there is a deficiency in 
sections 9, 11 and 13. The proposed amendment, by supplying a general provi
sion that livestock and farm equipment does include commercial fishing equip
ment, not only cures the omission in subsection (4) of section 10 but the 
deficiencies in sections 9, 11 and 13.

Clause 3.(2)
Paragraph (g) of subsection (3) of the said section 10 is repealed and the 

following substituted therefor:
(g) that livestock and farm equipment shall be sold under this 

subsection only to a veteran who at the time of such sale enters into a 
contract under this subsection or has a subsisting contract under this 
subsection for the purchase of land from the Director or who occupies 
land under a rental or purchase agreement satisfactory to the Director, 
and the cost to the Director of such livestock and equipment shall not 
exceed forty per cent of
(i) the cost to the Director of the land, improvements and building 

materials sold to the veteran, and
(ii) the value of any land occupied by that veteran under a rental or 

purchase agreement as estimated by the Director.

Explanatory Note
Paragraph (g) of subsection (3) of section 10 reads as follows:

(g) that livestock and farm equipment shall be sold under this 
subsection only to a veteran who at the time of such sale buys land from 
the Director or who occupies land under a rental or purchase agreement 
satisfactory to the Director, and the cost to the Director of such livestock 
and equipment shall not exceed forty per cent of
(i) the cost to the Director of the land, improvements and building 

materials sold to said veteran, or
(ii) the value of the land occupied by a veteran under a rental or 

purchase agreement as estimated by the Director.
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The present language seems to restrict financial assistance for purchase of 
livestock and farm equipment to veterans who contemporaneously with their 
application for financial assistance for that purpose buy land from the Director 
or are occupying suitable land as tenants or purchasers. The amendment 
extends the privilege to those already settled under this section who need 
additional livestock and equipment. The change of “or” to “and” gives 
cumulative effect to subparagraphs (i) and (ii).

Clause 3. (3)
The said section 10 is further amended by adding thereto, immediately 

after subsection (4) thereof, the following subsection:
(4a) Notwithstanding subsection (4), at any time after the expira

tion of the ten year period referred to in subsection (4), a veteran who 
has complied with the terms of his agreement for that period and is not 
otherwise in default thereunder may, with the consent of the Director, 
assign the agreement to any person; and, notwithstanding anything in 
this Act or the agreement, the interest payable by any assignee of any 
such agreement from and after the date of the assignment on any 
remaining indebtedness to the Director under that agreement shall be 
at the rate of five per cent per annum.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (4) of section 10 now reads as follows:

(4) In the case of any contract made between the Director and a 
veteran under subsections (1) and (3) save upon payment in full to 
the Director of the total outstanding cost to the Director of the land, 
improvements, livestock and farm equipment together with interest at 
the said rate on the said outstanding cost and all other charges owing 
by the veteran in respect thereof, no sale, assignment, or other disposi
tion of the subject-matter of a contract between a veteran and the 
Director shall be made by the veteran, nor shall a conveyance or transfer 
be given by the Director to a veteran during a period of ten years 
following the date of the relative contract and thereafter only if the 
veteran has complied with the terms of his agreement for the said 
ten-year period.

This new subsection provides that, after the end of the ten-year conditional 
grant period, and with the consent of the Director, a veteran may assign his 
Agreement of Sale to any person. It also provides that, if a veteran does assign 
his agreement, the rate of interest payable by the assignee on the remaining 
debt to the Director will be five per cent.

Clause 4. (1)
Paragraph (b) of subsection (8) of section 11 of the said Act is repealed 

and the following substituted therefor:
(b) “proceeds” in the case tf a contract for the sale of land, 

improvements or building materials to a veteran certified by the Director 
to be qualified to participate in the benefits of this Act, means an amount 
equal to the cost to the Director of such land, improvements or building 
materials determined for the purposes of such contract under section 9 
plus any amount, other than the ten per cent of such cost, paid by the 
veteran under paragraph (b) of subsection (1) or paragraph (c) of 
subsection (3) of section 10; in the case of a contract for the sale of 
livestock or farm equipment to such a veteran, means an amount equal 
to the amount that the veteran would be required to pay under sub
section (4) of section 10 for an immediate transfer thereof; in the case 
of a sale or other disposition of property except timber to any other
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the veteran agrees to execute, and the Director agrees to accept a 
quit claim deed but, rather, that it means execution by both the veteran 
and the Director of a formal, official document. In order to remove this 
doubt and facilitate administration, it is proposed to delete the words 
“by agreement with” and substitute the words “with the consent of”.

(b) To permit the Director to terminate a mortgage under section 
15 by acceptance of a conveyance and quit claim deed from a veteran 
rather than have to take foreclosure action in each instance.

clause 8. (1)
Subsection (1) of section 21 of the said Act is repealed and the following 

substituted therefor:
21. (1) Where a contract made by the Director with a veteran under 

this Act is rescinded or otherwise terminated and the property to which 
the contract relates is sold by the Director for more than the amount 
owing under the contract, the surplus shall be paid by the Director to 
the veteran, but in the case of any such sale on a term basis under an 
agreement of sale, the surplus shall be paid by the Director to the 
veteran at such time as the Director determines such payment to be 
warranted having regard to the amount then owing to him in respect 
of that property.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (1) of section 21 now reads as follows:

21. (1) Where a contract made by the Director with a veteran is 
rescinded or otherwise terminated and any property that was sold by 
the contract is re-sold by the Director for more than the amount owing 
under the contract, the surplus shall be paid by the Director to the 
veteran.

Although the present wording of section 21 (1) makes the payment of a 
surplus obligatory, it does not state when such payment shall be made. The 
proposed amendment, therefore, expresses the long-time policy and procedure 
followed by the Director; i.e.,

(a) when reverted property is sold for cash, any surplus resulting 
from such sale is paid to the veteran immediately;

(b) when a reverted property is sold by agreement of sale on a 
term basis over a period of years, any accounting surplus which may 
be due a veteran is only paid, either in whole or by instalments, as and 
when the margin of security (as represented by the difference between 
the present day value and the remaining debt to the Director) is con
sidered to be such as to warrant payment.

Clause 8. (2)
Paragraph (a) of subsection (2) of the said section 21 is repealed and 

the following substituted therefor:
(a) the amount that the veteran would have been required to pay 

for a transfer, conveyance or discharge of mortgage or hypothec at the 
date of the rescission or other termination of the contract;

Explanatory Note
Paragraph (a) of subsection (2) of section 21 now reads as follows:

(a) the amount that the veteran would have been required to pay 
for a transfer or conveyance at the date of the rescission or other ter
mination of the contract;
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Paragraph (a) of subsection (2) provides authority for the Director to 
pay a surplus to a veteran whose mortgage was terminated other than by fore
closure action. It is consequential upon the amendment proposed to subsection 
(2) of section 19.

Clause 8. (3)
The said section 21 is further amended by adding thereto the following 

subsection:
(4) In the event of any sale by the Director, pursuant to an agree

ment entered into by him with a veterans for the making of a grant 
under subsection (3) of section 38, of any livestock, machinery or equip
ment referred to in paragraphs (c) to (g) of subsection (4) of that 
section, any amount by which the amount realized by the Director in 
respect of that sale exceeds
(a) the cost to the Director of the livestock, machinery or equipment, 

and
(b) any loss sustained by the Director in respect of the land to which 

that agreement relates,
shall be paid by the Director to the veteran.”

Explanatory Note
The Agreements with the Provinces concerning settlement on provincial 

lands under the provisions of section 38, make provision for the payment of 
any surplus which may materialize in the sale of the real property. No such 
provision is made, however, with respect to any surplus which may result from 
the sale of chattels which the Director repossessed upon abandonment of the 
property by the veteran.

Clause 9.
Section 33 of the said Act is repealed and the following substituted 

therefor:
33. Affidavits, oaths, statutory declarations or solemn affirmations 

required to be taken or made for the purposes of this Act, may be taken 
or made before the judge or clerk of any court, any justice of the peace, 
commissioner for taking affidavits,

As the above amendments to the said Bill were under consideration, 
Messrs. Rutherford, Holmes, McCracken and Griffith were called and ques
tioned thereon.

The said Bill, as further amended, was adopted and ordered to be so 
reported to the House.

The Chairman extended the Committee’s thanks to Mr. Rurtherford, Direc
tor, and other officials of the Veterans’ Land Act Administration, for their 
valuable contribution to the work of the Committee.

At 4.15 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 8.00 o’clock 
p.m., Monday, June 7, 1954.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.





EVIDENCE
June 4, 1954.

11.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. The first item of business is the report 
of the steering committee and I now call upon the clerk of the committee to 
read that report.

The Clerk:

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS 
REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGENDA AND PROCEDURE

The subcommittee met at 8.30 o’clock p.m., Thursday, June 3rd, when the 
following members were present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, 
Gillis, Green, Quelch, Roberge and Tucker (Chairman).

Your subcommittee reviewed a document presented on the previous day 
by Mr. Thompson, on behalf of the Canadian Legion and described by the 
witness as Exhibit “B”. After careful consideration the subcommittee came 
to the conclusion, and it so recommends, that the said document be not 
printed but filed.

Your subcommittee further recommends:
(a) that at 11.30 o’clock a.m., Friday, June 4th, the committee resume 

clause by clause consideration of bill 339, An Act to amend the 
Pension Act, and if that be not completed at 1 o’clock p.m. said 
consideration be continued on the Monday following;

(b) that the committee sit again at 3.30 p.m., Friday, June 4th, for the 
purpose of re-opening the study of Bill 459, an Act to amend the 
Veterans’ Land Act, in the light of further proposed amendments 
to the said bill:

(c) that the clerk communicate at once with Mr. A. J. Heide, National 
Secretary of the Canadian Marchant Navy Veterans’ Association, 
to inform him that the committee will hear his association’s sub
mission, if they so desire, on Monday next.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER, 
Chairman.

The Chairman: Perhaps I should first explain to the committee that you 
authorized me to report the Veterans’ Land Act bill. But after that decision 
was made I was informed that there were some amendments to part I which 
were described as more or less clarifying and tidying up amendments which 
were desired to be put through if possible.

So I took the liberty of not reporting the bill as instructed by you, in 
the hope that you would agree to it being re-opened and the further amend
ments considered as recommended by the steering committee.

Those amendments, I believe are mimeographed and are available for 
the committee and it was decided by the steering committee that we consider 
them this afternoon.

There is one other matter: namely that the steering committee met last 
night and decided that we meet on Monday. But since then there was a

351
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conference in regard to the meeting of the banking and commerce committee 
and the meeting of the veterans affairs committee this morning. It was going 
to be very difficult to hold both meetings at the same time. Therefore, 
Mr. Croll, chairman of the banking and commerce committee was good enough 
to agree to postpone his meeting until Monday; and it was thought that as he 
was giving way today that the veterans affairs committee should give way on 
Monday.

We knew nothing about that when we met in the steering committee, 
but if the committee is willing to agree to it, we might have a motion to 
agree to the report with the understanding that we substitute Tuesday for 
Monday as the day of meeting next week. >

Mr. MacDougall: I so move, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Bennett: Could we delay that decision until we see how we get 

along today? Perhaps we could take that matter up this afternoon.
The Chairman: Well, we will adopt the report of the steering committee 

with the decision to meet on Monday left open. Is that agreeable?
Mr. MacDougall: In that case, I withdraw my motion.
Mr. Brooks: I agree to that with the understanding that there will be a 

meeting this morning and this afternoon and a third meeting at some time 
next week as early as possible.

The Chairman : I do not know for sure what Mr. Bennett had in mind, but 
I thought that if we did not get through with the pension bill—and we were 
almost through with it—that in order to let Mr. Melville get away next week 
we might sit an extra half hour at some time or other.

Mr. Bennett: That is what I had in mind. Mr. Melville hopes to go abroad 
leaving on Wednesday, and I thought that if we did not finish with the pension 
bill this morning we could sit for a half hour at some time on Monday when 
'the banking and commerce committee was not sitting.

Mr. Brooks: That would be very satisfactory.
The Chairman: There is a motion to accept the report of the steering 

committee. Mr. Bennett so moves with the proviso that the question of whether 
we should meet on Monday be left for a decision at a meeting later in the day. 
Is that satisfactory?

Mr. Goode: What about the Merchant Seamen, can you put them off? 
Did you not say that they were to come on Monday?

The Chairman: The clerk had a wire ready to send to them when I told 
him about this difficulty with the banking and commerce committee, and I 
think he managed to stop the sending of the wire. I think that, the only 
meeting we should have on Monday, under the circumstances, is to clean up 
the pension bill if necessary, and that we should amend the decision about 
hearing the Merchant Seamen on Monday.

Now, as I remember it, the steering committee thought we should hear 
them on Monday, but I do not suppose there is any objection to telling them 
that we could hear them on Tuesday. You suggested Monday as the day, 
Mr. Green. Have you any objection to letting them know that we could hear 
them on Tuesday?

Mr. Green: No, I think that is a very reasonable suggestion.
The Chairman: What will likely happen is, that if we do not get through 

with the Pension bill at the meeting this morning, we may be able to arrange 
a meeting some time which will not conflict with the banking and commerce 
committee on Monday, but we will only deal with the pension Act at that 
time and we will .hear the Seamen on Tuesday if they want to come. If they 
do not want to come, we will probably consider our report on Tuesday. But
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all we shall try to do on Monday is to finish the Pension bill if we can work 
it in without conflicting with the banking and commerce committee. Is that 
satisfactory?

Agreed.
We will now start on the Pension Act. The first was clause 2. Mr. Melville 

and Mr. Mutch are here.
Mr. MacDougall: Did we not deal with clause 2 and clause 1 the other 

day?
The Chairman: No, clause 2 was stood over.
Mr. Bennett: I would like to move an amendment to clause 2. I move that 

it be amended by striking subsection (1) thereof and substituting therefor 
the following:

2. (1) Subsection (11) of section 3 of the said Act is repealed and 
the following substituted therefor: “(11) Chairman, Deputy Chairman, 
the other commissioners and the ad hoc commissioners shall be paid a 
salary to be fixed by the governor in council, except that the salary to 
be paid to the ad hoc commissioners and the said other commissioners 
shall be fixed at the same rate”.

The object of the amendment is to make sure that all the commissioners 
are paid the same salary with the exception of the deputy chairman and the 
chairman.

Mr. Green: You said: “at the said rate”. Should you not have said “at 
the same rate”.

The Chairman: Yes, you said: “at the said rate” it should be: “at the 
same rate”.

Mr. Bennett: “at the same rate”, yes.
Mr. Green: Mr. Bennett’s amendment starts out as “Section 3.”
Mr. Bennett: No. I corrected that. I said “Section 2.”; it was typed wrong.
Mr. Green: As the members of the committee know, there was a debate 

about this particular clause in the House; the effect of the clause as it was 
presented in the House, that is, in the original bill, was to take away from 
parliament the right to set the salaries of the commissioners and place that 
right in the governor in council. The amendment moved by Mr. Bennett is, to 
all intents and purposes, the same as the original clause of the bill, except 
that it has a provision that the commissioners shall all be paid at the same rate.

I do not think anybody questions the fact that the commissioners should 
be paid at the same rate. That may have been brought forward during the 
debate as an argument against the clause as originally submitted in the bill, 
but this amendment really does not touch the root of the problem. It does 
not begin to deal with the objections which were taken in the House.

I believe that this question is one of the most important questions that 
could be brought up in connection with pensions in Canada for disabled vete
rans. I think this change is fundamental and I am very much opposed to it. 
When the original Pension Act was passed in 1919—that is 35 years ago— 
the salaries of the chairman and the ordinary commissioners were written 
into the Act. They have been changed on several occasions since that time 
but always by an amendment to the Act. The amending bills, since I have 
been in the House, have been referred to the Select Committee on Veterans 
Affairs which was sitting at that time, and this question of the salaries to the 
commissioners has been considered by the committee along with the other 
clauses of the amending bills. And then, of course, the changes in legislation 
have been duly enacted.
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Here we have a proposal to take that power away from parliament and 
put it in the hands of the Governor in Council which means there is no effect
ive consideration in parliament of any increase or, incidentally, any decrease 
in the salaries. The only way that the increase or decrease could be consi
dered would be when the estimates of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
come up in the session following the time that a change had been made. 
Therefore, there would be very little effective debate about the question. The 
changes would have been made—they would be a “fait accompli”—and there 
really would not be a great deal of point in discussing them, and any discussions 
in the House would be of a very random nature and that, I believe, is not 
good enough.

It is, I admit a very convenient way for the government to increase the 
salaries of the pension commissioners with a minimum of publicity. It does 
serve that purpose; they can raise the salaries with a minimum of publicity 
and with as little consideration by the members and the veterans’ organizations 
of Canada and by the veterans themselves, as can be achieved. That is a very 
retrograde step in veterans’ legislation.

These salaries were set by statute in order to make the pension com
mission independent of the government and to make them a judicial body; 
they were set in just the same way as judges’ salaries are set by statute and 
not by order in council and in the same way that the salaries of the Board of 
Transport Commissioners are set by parliament and not by order in council; 
and if you will look at the War Veterans Allowance Act you will find that 
the salaries of the War Veterans Allowance Board are set out in the legislation.

Such procedure does a great deal to strengthen the position of the pension 
commission with the veterans of Canada. The pension commissioners know 
at the present time that they are under parliament and not under the govern
ment and only parliament can make a change in their salaries. How would 
we . like it if the judges’ salaries in this country were to be set by order in 
council?

Mr. Gillis: That will be next.
Mr. Green: That could very well be. There always is a little trouble 

when they try to raise the judges’ salaries and there may be trouble this year 
when they again try to raise them. This is a convenient way of avoiding such 
trouble, of avoiding debate in the House by having the salaries boosted by 
order in council rather than by an amendment to the statute. The pension 
commissioners are in a difficult position with the veterans under the best of 
circumstances. They are a governmental body and they rule against veterans 
sometimes. Many veterans feel they do not get a fair deal just because this 
is a commission set up by the government. There is quite an agitation to 
have an appeal from the pension commission to the courts because it is felt 
in that way the veteran would at least be sure he got a fair hearing.

Now, let us not make the pension commission less independent than it is 
at the present time by doing away with this control by parliament and plac
ing the control in the hands of the cabinet. You will find in the Pension Act 
just how far parliament went—I think dating back to 1919—in each case to 
assure the independence of the commission in the following provisions. Section 
4 of the Pension Act reads as follows:

The commission shall be attached to the department,... 
and notice it is not made part of the department, it is attached to the 
department— . . and the expenses required to be incurred for the discharge
of its duties shall be paid out of the moneys provided by parliament.”

Then we turn to section 5 of the Pension Act, subsection 1, “Jurisdiction 
of Commission,” which reads as follows: “Subject to the provisions of this 
Act and of any regulations, the commission has full and unrestricted power
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and authority and exclusive jurisdiction to deal with an adjudicate upon all 
matters and questions relating to the award, increase, decrease, suspension or 
cancellation of any pension under this Act and to the recovery of any over
payment that may have been made; and effect shall be given by the department 
and the Comptroller of the Treasury to the decisions of the commission.” This 
shows an attempt to set up this commission as an independent body.

Subsection 5 of section 5 reads as follows: “The commission shall determine 
any question of interpretation of this Act and the decision of the commission 
on any such question is final.

Here you have this commission, quite apart from deciding on cases, given 
complete jurisdiction to interpret this Act. If there is a question as to whether 
a section of the Act means this or means that, the commission is given 
absolute jurisdiction to decide what the interpretation is to be. There again 
you have the attempt to make it a judicial body.

The side note to section 6 of the Pension Act says, “Additional duties.” 
Section 6 reads as follows: “The Governor in Council may impose upon the 
commission like duties in respect of any grants in the nature of pensions, 
allowances or gratuities authorized to be made under any statute other 
than this Act and effect shall be given to any adjudication by the commission 
under any such Act either by the Department or such other Department of 
government as the Governor in Council may direct.”

Under that section the pension commission could be given jurisdiction 
over old age assistance, for example, and could be given full jurisdiction 
over these other measures, and in that event effect would have to be given 
to their adjudication by the Department of National Health and Welfare. 
You will notice that this section says: “...effect shall be given to any 
adjudication by the commission under any such Act either by the department 
or such other department of government as the Governor in Council may 
direct.” Now there can be no doubt that the commission was set up as a 
judicial tribunal in the same way as the Exchequer Court or the Supreme 
Court of Canada or the courts across this land. I think that it would be a great 
mistake if this committee failed to recognize that fact and approved of the 
proposed clause or the amendment which has just been moved by the 
parliamentary assistant.

Then there is another feature. This change is belittling parliament. After 
a great deal of pressure from all parts of the country, in addition to pressure 
from members of the House, including members on the government side of 
the House, the Emergency Powers Act has been allowed to expire. We have 
done away with the provision for governning this country in such a wide field 
by order in council. That is or should be the trend at the present time in 
parliament, to cut down on legislation by order in council. Yet here in the 
Pension Act, which is the Magna Carta for over a million Canadians who 
were willing to offer their lives to help protect this country, we are putting 
this part of the Act under order-in-council control, taking away control of 
parliament over this very important part of the Act. I submit that in the 
interests of a free parliament in this nation this clause should be deleted.

I will close with the submission of the Legion on this proposed clause. It 
is found at page 9 of their brief. Incidentally, the National Council, while they 
did not come out as strongly as the Legion, have a big “if” in the very first 
page on this clause. They are obviously worried about it as well. Here is 
what the Legion had to say:

The Canadian Legion looks upon section 2 of Bill 339 as a serious 
potential infringement of one of the basic principles of the Canadian 
Pension Act.
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The original, and I think the continuing intention of the Act, was 
that the Canadian Pension Commission be as independent as parliament 
can make it. This is as it should be.

After all the whole basis of our veteran and pension legislation rests 
on the conscience of the Canadian people who express their wishes 
through you their elected representatives. Parliament guards that trust, 
and indeed it is for the express purpose of executing the trust that the 
committee of parliamentary members meet here today.

But section 2 takes away from parliament the right to establish the 
quantum of salaries to be paid the pension commission and gives the 
right to the cabinet.

We feel that this is a definite move against the autonomy of the 
pension commission, an autonomy which was established by parliament 
and must be protected by parliament.

The salaries of the judges of our courts are fixed by parliament. That 
is admittedly necessary for the safe functioning of our courts. We are 
confident that any attempt to make or to have the judges’ salaries fixed 
by the executive branch of government would cause a mighty outcry 
across the nation.

We contend that the pension commission is also a judicial body, and 
as such it is important that it be left so far as possible in a position that 
it is answerable to parliament alone. We, therefore, most strongly urge 
upon the committee that the time tests and vital principles by which 
the pension commission salaries are fixed by parliament should be 
retained. We feel most strongly that parliament must continue to 
control in every possible way the administration of the Canadian Pension 
Act.

One final word: the existence of the government is not at stake on this 
question. Members who support the government need not feel that if they 
vote down clause 2 of this bill they are defeating the government, because that 
is not the case. Any of the clauses of this bill can be changed in this committee 
without defeating the government. In other years this Veterans Affairs com
mittee did not hesitate to unite to oppose clauses in a bill where they thought 
those clauses were not in the best interests of the veterans. I hope that this 
committee will use that same standard now. This change cannot be considered 
as benefiting the veterans of the country in any way, shape or form. I do not 
think that any member of this committee can argue that this change is of any 
benefit to the veteran. It may be of benefit to the commission, or it may be of 
benefit to the Governor in Council, but it certainly is of no benefit to the 
veteran. I can only express the hope, as one who has been privileged to sit 
on every Veterans Affairs committee since 1936, that this committee will follow 
the precedent set by earlier committees and recommend against this particular 
change.

I move, as a subamendment to the amendment, Mr. Chairman, that the 
whole of clause 2 of the bill be deleted.

The Chairman: Now we have an amendment from Mr. Green, which would 
be to the effect that the whole of clause 2 of the bill be struck out. Now, the 
question is on the sub-amendment. Mr. Goode.

Mr. Goode: I do not know that this committee, Mr. Chairman, needs an 
invitation from Mr. Green for government members of this committee to vote 
as they see fit. I also say to you that if each member of the committee is going 
to take as much time as Mr. Green has taken we will be through here in 
September.

But he has some points that are important and I am going to agree with 
him. I have viewed with alarm for some time the fact that parliament is 
gradually losing its power over departments of government that should come
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under parliament. It is my view that unless this amendment is changed by 
the parliamentary assistant, it takes the pension commission further away from 
parliament than parliament expects these departments to be. I do not know 
of any commission under parliament at the moment that is closer to the veterans 
of the country. If this clause is passed, it will be a progressing step, as Mr. 
Gillis mentioned this morning; each one of the powers is going to be taken 
away from the House of Commons and going to be placed in the hands of the 
cabinet. I think an explanation should come from the department as to why 
this is being done. I, frankly, am not happy with it and I will vote against the 
clause until, or unless, I hear a better explanation than we have heard on this. 
Now, as far as I am concerned the chairman and the vice-chairman of the 
commission are here and any of the remarks I have made are not unsympathetic 
to them and they know it. I think this commission is one of the most valuable 
arms of government that I know, but I have said in this committee that I 
cannot agree with some views expressed by the commission. I believe that 
the pension commission should report to parliament and their salaries should 
be controlled by parliament—not only the pension commission but any com
mission of its sort—and I will support Mr. Green in this matter unless the 
parliamentary assistant can change my views.

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Green has stated the advantage in this 
amendment; that it would be much more practical and easier from a point of 
view of administration to revise from time to time the salaries of the pension 
commission without the necessity of amending the statute. Now, that is the 
advantage. What are the disadvantages? The position that Mr. Green has 
taken, and Mr. Goode is taking, is that it threatens the autonomy of the Cana
dian Pension commission. Well, my first argument to you is this: if you look 
up section 3 subsection 8 you will see that a pension commissioner of the 
pension commission is appointed by Governor in Council for any period of 
one year to ten years. Now, I say to you gentlemen, surely if the government 
wants to control the pension commission that would be the way to do it; the 
salaries’ part of it is a very insignificant part of it. Surely if the government 
wanted to have any influence over the pension commission they would appoint 
Tom Jones under section 8 for a perod of one year and if he did not act 
properly in accordance with what the government wanted, they would appoint 
someone else. That is not done by the government surely. That is the way 
that the government could control the pension commission if it wanted to and 
that section was written into the Act by parliament. What is the record? I do 
not think there is any commission in the country that has a better reputation 
and has more political independence than the Canadian Pension Commission. 
I think that Brigadier Melville has a deeper reservoir of goodwill among the 
members of this parliament than almost any civil servant here. And, right 
across Canada, the pension commission is regarded as an independent body. 
It has the respect of veterans and of all Canadians and I say to you that the 
autonomy of the Canadian Pension Commission is not threatened to the slightest 
extent by this amendment regarding salaries. And, mind you, this amendment 
which has been moved this morning makes it impossible for the government 
to differentiate between and among commissioners. In other words, if a 
commisisoner were not acting according to the way the government wishes 
the commissioner to act they could not discriminate against that one commis
sioner, and as I say, they are appointed by Governor in Council. As far as 
the salaries not being subject to the control of parliament is concerned, well 
if examining the estimates of the department each year is not on the principle 
of expenditures being controlled by parliament then I submit we are wasting 
a lot of time each year. There should be a full discussion of departmental 
estimates and every member of the House will have an opportunity to get up
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and voice his objecton to a raise or decrease in the salaries of the commission. 
So, I can only end by saying that from the practical administrative point of 
view this is an advantage, and I do not believe for one minute that it will effect 
the independence of the Canadian Pension Commission.

Mr. Croll: Mr. Chairman, there are two matters involved, I think Mr. 
Bennett has covered the points very well. There is not very much more I can 
add except to say this, that nothing in the amendment suggested by Mr. Bennett 
will in any way bring into jeopardy the independence of the commission. This 
has been an independent commission from away back and the present purpose 
of the amendment is to make it administratively possible for the commission to 
function more effectively. It is all very well to say that parliament sets the 
salaries and this is a matter for which parliament should be responsible, but 
we know as a matter of fact that there are many many functions and many 
many positions held in which parliament does not set the salaries but has an 
opportunity to review them from time to time. The reasons given by Mr. Bennett 
indicate that a great many of matters brought up by Mr. Green had 
nothing to do with the question at all. Will the amendment in any way limit 
the independence of the board? I think the committee must come to the con
clusion that it will not, that the independence is there and will continue to be 
there, and that is not in jeopardy, I feel there is no alternative for us but, for 
administrative reasons, which are very good reasons indeed as have already been 
outlined, to support the amendment.

Mr. Gillis: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that I cannot agree with Mr. Croll 
or with Mr. Bennett. I think that Mr. Green pretty well nailed down this sub
ject. I believe that on every point he made he was absolutely correct.

Now, as to Mr. Croll’s argument that it is good from an administrative 
standpoint; do not forget for a minute that that was the premise by which Hitler 
justified the organizational system of advocating that we were just debating 
societies and he wanted to do it quickly. The whole trend today is to get away 
from parliament, that it is too slow, and all that kind of thing. I agree with Mr. 
Green on the principle that it is right for parliament to control the spend
ing of money, and I am also convinced that giving the Governor in Council the 
right to fix the salaries of the commission will interfere with their independence. 
The main fight that the commission have from time to time is with the Treasury 
Board and if you are going to give the Treasury Board the right to fix their 
salaries—and do not forget that they could reduce them also; their powers are 
not limited to increasing them, they also can reduce them—and if the commission 
is in the position that it must depend on the Treasury Board’s goodwill for 
whatever income they are going to have, it is going to have a bad effect on the 
Canadian Pension Commission; and I think this is the thin edge of the wedge, 
because if this veterans affiairs committee takes the position that they are going 
to permit the cabinet to handle the salaries of the commission then, in my 
opinion, if we set that precedent in this committee of allowing that very very 
important body to come under complete control of the cabinet, so far as salaries 
are concerned—the next thing you are going to be faced with will be the 
application of this principle to the judges and the Board of Transport Commis
sioners and other bodies, and I think this committee is not the body to put a 
trial balloon like that up. I think the amendment is 100 per cent wrong as 
far as I am concerned, and I think I am speaking for the members who are with 
me on this committee from our group; we are absolutely opposed to it. The 
principle at stake is taking the right away from parliament to spend money. 
About the only control that the ordinary member now has in the House is with 
respect to the granting of supply and scrutinizing the way in which the money 
is spent. This is completely abrogating that principle.

There is nothing wrong in the amendment moved by Mr. Bennett. But it 
does not deal with the joker at all. The joker is in section 2, subsection 2. I am
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quite prepared to write in this amendment that the commissioners and the ad 
hoc commissioners be paid the same salaries. There is no objection to that at 
all. But what we are objecting to is the right of the cabinet to fix salaries. For 
many of the reasons—I do not want to repeat them—I think that Mr. Green 
made an excellent case and I think that this committee would be well advised 
not to split up on the thing but to take a unanimous decision that this is a 
very, very bad principle. It is very unfortunate that it should come in the dying 
days of the session because if it should go into the House in the form in which 
it now is, I can foresee a long, long, discussion.

Mr. Nesbitt: There is one more point in the remarks which Mr. Bennett 
made, that if the cabinet saw fit they could control the commission by simply 
removing a present member from it. But would Mr. Bennett not think that 
there is more likely to be a lot of publicity and public discussion if a member 
were removed from the Pension Commission than if the salaries were altered?

Mr. Bennett: You mean if a member of the Pension Commission did not 
act in accordance with government wishes that the government would decrease 
his salary, let us say, to $2,000 a year and that you do not think that would get 
a lot of publicity?

Mr. Nesbitt: If that were done, I think it would be easier to explain than 
if some of them were dismissed.

Mr. Bennett: You think that?
Mr. Nesbitt: Yes.
The Chairman: The provision provides that they can be appointed for a 

term as short as one year which implies the right that they need not be reap
pointed. I do not think there is any suggestion that anyone would be dismissed. 
I think I should now recognize Mr. Philpott.

Mr. Brooks: No, Mr. Chairman. I was up before.
Mr. Philpott: Very well, please go ahead, Mr. Brooks.
Mr. Brooks: Go ahead!
Mr. Philpott: I am glad to see in the discussion so far that this is not 

going to be a division along party lines. But I must say at the outset that on 
this particular matter I am not going to vote with my friend Mr. Goode, or my 
friend Mr. Green, or with my old friend Mr. Gillis because I do not think that 
this is important. I do not think that this particular thing is as important as 
has been suggested.

I want to make my position very clear right now. I hope that this com
mittee, from now to the time we finish this bill will act in a non-partisan way.

Mr. Brooks: Oh yes!
Mr. Philpott: I for one fully intend to raise my voice before we finish and 

to recommend a substantial increase in the war veterans allowance and the rais
ing of the permissive ceilings on income. I think we would be very negligent 
unless we got through with this routine work and these routine Acts and made 
some recommendation to the government which will get consideration for the 
main things that concern veterans across Canada.

I for one do not feel that this particular matter is one of major importance. 
And while I cannot point to such a long and impressive parliamentary back
ground as can Mr. Green—for helping in whose election I was so severely 
criticised the other night from another quarter of the House—I do not think it is 
very important and I for one cannot see what great difference in principle there 
is in allowing the governor in council to fix the salaries of these people, who 
are in a semi-judicial body, on exactly the same basis as the governor in council 
fixes many other categories of salaries for semi-judicial bodies, and to name only 
one, the judge advocate general of the forces.
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Surely it is true that the most they can do is to give them a raise which only 
survives until the next session of parliament, because we all know perfectly 
well that every dollar which is paid to any person in any capacity in the public 
service of Canada, be it a judicial or any other capacity, is subject to parlia
mentary vote.

Therefore, I say to the chairman with all deference that I for one take 
second place to nobody in this committee in urging that the committee keep 
up its long tradition of non-partisan approach to all these problems and I will go 
along with my friends of any other party if they want to make sensible recom
mendations about war veterans allowance or anything like that. I do not think 
this is important and I intend to vote against Mr. Green’s amendment.

Mr. Brooks: I just want to say a word. I think that Mr. Green’s arguments 
were very logical and I think they were unanswerable. I have not heard 
anyone answer his statement yet. I also agree with Mr. Gillis. I had made a 
note about the treasury board myself; but I cannot agree with Mr. Bennett that 
because the government appoints the commission anyway, they would control 
their independence if there was any control. He also suggested that parliament 
does not make these appointments.

Well, parliament does not appoint judges. As a matter of fact, while all 
judges’ salaries are fixed by statute, parliament does not appoint judges. More
over, parliament makes no appointments except its speaker, as far as I know. 
That to me is no argument at all, because we all realize it would be impossible 
for parliament to make all the appointments which are necessary.

And as to salaries, that is an entirely different thing. When this matter 
was before the House it was discussed and it was pointed out that the veteran 
himself considered the commission as sitting between him and the treasury 
board, if you will.

Now we hear, time and time again, of the great difficulty that there is to 
get the treasury board to agree to this and to agree to that. Veterans across 
the country feel that the pension commission is the body which acts for them 
as their advocate opposed to the government and the treasury board.

Whether or not that is the correct way of looking at it I do not know. But 
it is looked at in that light. Veterans want to see the commission independent 
and they believe that if salaries are fixed by the governor in council, a certain 
amount of that independence is taken away.

I think that is the feeling which is in the back of the minds of not only 
the veterans but of the civilian population in Canada. And frankly I think 
it certainly is a backward step for us in this committee to allow these salaries 
to be fixed by the governor in council as it also takes away a right from 
parliament.

I agree with Mr. Goode and I hope that there will be other members in 
this committee outside of opposition members who will feel the same, 
independently.

I remember when Mr. Philpott spoke on this in the House a short time 
ago. He said he could not care less about this matter. I do not think that is 
the attitude which most members have. He speaks about these being routine 
acts. But they are not routine acts. We have spent a lot of time—other 
members have spent more time than I have because I have been away. These 
are very important matters which have come up.

He also says that we should be discussing the war veterans’ allowance. 
But who is responsible for our not discussing the war veterans’ allowance here 
in this committee? We asked repeatedly in the House that the terms of refer
ence be enlarged so that war veterans’ allowance could be discussed.

I agree with him that before the committee finishes its sittings we should 
again insist that this question of war veterans’ allowance be brought up. But
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that is no reason, in my mind, why we should let other legislation go through, 
be it the Pension Act or any other act, which in any way weakens the legislation 
which we pass.

I contend, Mr. Chairman, that the statements are unanswerable and are 
logical. I listened to Mr. Croll, who usually puts up a pretty good argument 
on almost any subject, but I think he fell down miserably when he tried to 
present an argument against Mr. Green’s statement.

Mr. Green: But he votes right.
Mr. Brooks: Yes, he votes right.
Mr. Quelch: I think Mr. Green made a very good case for opposing the 

changes proposed in the bll and I do not think that the amendment moved by 
Mr. Bennett makes any change in the principle contained in the bill. Now, 
Mr. Philpott mentioned that in his opinion he did not think the change was 
important, but I think you will all agree it is very important that we do nothing 
at this time to weaken the confidence of the veterans organizations in the 
pension commission. The Legion in their brief make it very clear that they 
do view this proposed change with a good deal of alarm, and therefore, whether 
or not it is important, I feel we should think twice before we make a change 
that is viewed with a great deal of concern by the veterans organizations. So 
far, I have not heard any argument by any of the government supporters 
giving any really valid reason why we should support the changes contained 
in the bill and therefore I intend to support the subamendment moved by 
Mr. Green.

Mr. Bennett: Just to keep the record straight, the National Council of 
Veterans had this to say concerning this section: “If this section will facilitate 
the fixing and administration of commensurate salaries, without impairing the 
force and effect of appointments to the commission by the House of Commons, 
and protected from partisan or other influences which would be detrimental 
to the fair and impartial administration of the Canadian Pension Act, we 
have no objection.”

Mr. Green: What is the first word?
Mr. Johnson (Kindersley) : The whole thing hinges on the word “if”.
Mr. Bennett: They say that—
Mr. Green: What was the first word?
Mr. Bennett: If. It is all right to laugh, but if they had any objection— 

they had the section before them, and the National Council represents 90,000 
veterans—and that Council would have presented an objection; and I would 
point out that the council concludes its statement by saying: “We have no 
objection.”

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I think the case, from my point of view, has 
been well placed before the committee by Mr. Green and Mr. Gillis, and I 
heartily support them. What I am anxious to know is how Mr. Philpott arrived 
at the concluson that there is no danger to the administration from now on if 
the change is made. We have a commission with a very fine record extending 
over 35 years. They have done good work. Everybody agrees—the Legion agrees, 
the veterans agree and the committee agrees. Why then, at this time, change 
the whole set-up of the relationship of that commission with parliament? As far 
as I can see, no solid explanation has been given that would appeal to me or any 
member of the committee, and I think a further opportunity should be given to 
the parliamentary assistant to try and explain how it will function from now 
on. Will the happy relationship continue or will it deteriorate? I am afraid, 
personally, it will sadly deteriorate when the control is taken away from the 
people through parliament.
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Mr. Weaver: The objections which Mr. Green, Mr. Brooks and Mr. Gillis 
have made are very fair objections. Even what Mr. Philpott has said regarding 
the relative importance of this matter is very well stated. I think, however, we 
are losing sight of the relative importance of this matter as compared with the 
other financial matters in the House of Commons. Parliament authorizes 
approximately 4£ billion dollars now annually. In order to make a change 
in the salary of commissioners, as the law now stands, it means a bill which 
must go through all the various stages of debate in the House, and then come 
back here and go through committee and then go back to the House and through 
the other House. For a matter of possibly less than $10,000 it just does not stand 
up in the matter of importance. Things have become much more complicated in 
recent years. A great deal more time is necessary to carry out the business of 
government and by making this change it does not take away from the import
ance at all, but it places things in their relative position regarding importance 
and would leave more time to deal with financial matters that are much more 
important relatively. For that reason I certainly intend to vote against Mr. 
Green’s subamendment and I am quite satisfied in my own mind that the very 
fine work of the pension commission over the years is not in any way going 
to be imperilled by defeating this amendment.

Mr. Harkness: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Green stated the matter very clearly and 
I do not intend to repeat his argument. It seems to me the principle involved 
here is extremely plain and the various people who have spoken on this change 
have given no explanation which has impaired the argument Mr. Green has 
made, that this is a bad principle. I do not think there is any question about it 
that the judiciary should be as independent as possible and a commission of this 
sort should be as independent as possible of the government, the people who 
appoint them. There is no doubt, I think, that if the salaries of the commission 
are at the mercy of the cabinet to be moved up or down at any time depending 
on whether they like the members of the commission or do not like them, or 
based on any other factors of that sort, that the independence of the commission 
must inevitably be reduced as a result. As I say, the various arguments which 
have been made by the people who have spoken in support of this change have 
not touched on this principle at all. They have been touching on other matters 
and really quibbling over the matter, I would say, and talking of things 
which are not really of importance as far as the basic question goes. Now, one 
of the chief arguments which has been made in favour of this amendment—in 
fact the only argument which has been made in favour of it—is that it will make 
things easier administratively. I have not heard any explanation of how it will 
be easier administratively. In other words I do not see anything in that argu
ment. During the nine years I have been here parliament has met about six 
months of the year. It is very easy to bring in a bill during that period and 
put up the salaries if necessary or do anything else along that line. In other 
words, I cannot see any administrative difficulty which exists at the present 
time and therefore I cannot even see any validity in the argument that it is going 
to make things easier and better administratively. As far as I can see, it merely 
puts the commission to some extent at the mercy of the cabinet and thus places 
them in the position where they are not able to act as independently as they 
might do otherwise.

Mr. Johnson (Kindersley) : In this same regard, Mr. Chairman, I sym
pathize wholeheartedly with the arguments Mr. Green, Mr. Gillis, Mr. Jones 
have pointed out. I can see no objection to the salary schedules as set out in 
the original Act. I do not think there should be any difficulty filling the various 
vacancies with the salaries as outlined, so I do not see the necessity for making 
it easier to change the salary rates. The only argument I have heard for 
making the change is that of Mr. Philpott and Mr. Weaver who were using the 
argument that this is a very small point. When you open up a box of apples
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and find a rotten one in the middle the first thing you should do is to throw 
out the rotten apple rather than concern yourself with polishing up the rest 
of them, and I think that principle should hold true. This is not a small matter, 
it is a very significant diversion from the tradition that we have had, as Mr. 
Green so ably pointed out, and I would certainly advocate retaining the old 
section 11 and supporting Mr. Green’s subamendment.

Mr. MacDougall: As you all know, each and every member of this Special 
Committee on Veterans Affairs is endeavouring to give the veteran what in his 
opinion the veterans and taxpayers of Canada are desirous that veterans should 
receive with respect to legislation. Now, I cannot go along with the remarks 
of Mr. Brooks where, in words to this effect, he stated that the veterans are 
looking on the C.P.C. as their only fighting force against the government.

Mr. Brooks: I did not say “only fighting force”.
Mr. MacDougall: As a fighting force against the government.
Mr. Brooks: I did not say that. On a question of privilege, Mr. Chairman, 

I do not wish to be misquoted at all.
Mr. MacDougall: I do not wish to misquote you.
Mr. Brooks: What I said was that the veterans look upon the commission 

as the people who are acting for them on one side, with the government on the 
other, when the Treasury Board may be trying to save money, and I said that 
they may have a correct or incorrect feeling, but many veterans have that idea.

Mr. MacDougall: I accept the correction. I have never found that condi
tion to exist in British Columbia, and I think possibly that we have in that 
province and in the lower mainland a greater percentage of veterans per capita 
than possibly any other part of the Dominion of Canada.

Mr. Gillis: With one exception.
Mr. MacDougall: Except possibly the city of Toronto. The general situa

tion with respect to the veterans is, in my opinion, that they realize that what 
has been put on the statute books in our Veterans Charter has been put on 
with good will by all members of the House, including the government. Now, 
I cannot particularly see that this is of terrific importance. I can see that the 
bills that we are going to discuss in ths committee are of vital importance, and 
I think that we can certainly say that, as far as the Canadian Pension Commis
sion is concerned, any member of the House, regardless of what his politics 
may be or anything else, by and large has received the most courteous support 
for any of his requests to investigate certain specific cases that have come to 
his notice. That to me is of vital importance.

On this question of whether or not the government is going to discriminate 
against commissioners, I think that we can judge something of the future by 
what the record has been in the past, and to the best of my knowledge and 
belief there has never been interference on the part of the government with 
respect to the independent working and judgments of each and every com- 
misisoner of the C.P.C. Those things to me are important.

Coming along to what may come up or what may not come up before this 
committee is through, I think that none of us at this time should go out on a 
limb to state that we are going to bring forward suggestions that have not 
already been agreed upon as the agenda of this committee.

Now, I personally am very much disappointed that we, particularly in this 
session, have more or less frittered away time in the early part of the session 
when we should have been dealing with the subjects that we are dealing with 
now. I will admit frankly that there were reasons why the resolution with 
respect to the setting-up of the Veterans Affairs Committee had to be delayed 
by virtue of all the bills that are here for our consideration, but I plead with
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the government that in the future, instead of this committee meeting three 
and four times a day for the last three or four weeks of the session, in heaven’s 
name let up get on with the work earlier in the session.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!
Mr. MacDougall: It is a very difficult thing. I believe that is of a great 

deal more importance than the amendment. Mind you, there are many things 
that my friend from Quadra says that I quite agree with. I think he presented 
his case very well, but the fact still remains that we have to decide, and I hope 
with as little friction as possible, on the vital matters that we have to deal 
with on this committee for the veteran. Candidly, I do not think that there 
are many veterans in Canada who are worried particularly about the salaries 
of the pension commissioners, so long as they are adequately paid. I am quite 
sure that, as far as the general run of veterans in Canada of the first or second 
war or the Korean war goes, they have a great deal of confidence in the per
sonnel of the commission and in the judgments that the commission has ren
dered with respect to many difficult problems. Though I sympathize with 
some of the things Mr. Green has said, it is my full intention to support the 
amendment of Mr. Bennett.

Mr. Henderson: I appreciate what all members of the committee have said 
here today, and I know that hon. members are expressing a sincere view, but 
I think that Mr. MacDougall said something to the effect that we should take 
our guidance for the future from experiences of the past. Let us review the 
Pension Act, chapter 207, in particular the part under “Organization”, which I 
think was' amended in 1930, and review various subsections there. I would 
like to refer to subsections 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 and 12 of section 3. We can see what 
the Governor in Council has been doing. Subsection 2 reads as follows:

The commission shall consist of not less than eight commissioners, 
who shall be appointed by the Governor in Council, but, in his discretion, 
the number of commissioners may be increased to twelve.

You see what the Governor in Council was doing there. Subsection 3:
The Governor in Council may, from time to time, appoint not more 

than five additional ad hoc commisisoners, . . .
It carries on in that subsection what the Governor in Council may do. We go 
to subsection (6):

The Governor in Council shall appoint one of the commissoners to 
be chairman and another of the commissioners to be deputy chairman 
of the commission.

The Governor in Council again makes the appointment.
Subsection (7) deals with an acting chairman:

In the event of a vacancy occurring in the chairmanship of the 
commission for any cause, the Governor in Council may appoint a judge 
of the Superior Court of any province to be acting chairman of the 
commission for a period not exceeding two years.

The Governor in Council again makes the appointment.
Subsection (8), which was referred to by Mr. Bennett, says that the 

Governor in Council may decide upon the time during which the commissioner 
holds office, and that the commissioner is removable at any time for cause by the 
Governor in Council. It is noted there. Subsection 12: “Each commissioner 
shall devote the whole of his time to the performance of his duties under this 
Act, and shall not accept or hold any office or employment that the Governor 
in Council may declare to be inconsistent with the performance of his duties 
under this Act”.
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Now, I suggest to honourable members that the actions of the Governor 
in Council in the past have not only been good, but they have been compli
mented on I believe by everybody and they are satisfied with the way the 
commission has carried on. I suggest further that this is merely a routine 
matter and I think we should get on with something more directly beneficial to 
the veteran himself.

Mr. Dinsdale : Mr. Chairman, I have listened carefully to the pros and 
cons of this discussion. I came to the committee today after having read the 
bill through, convinced that section No. 2 was violating a fundamental principle. 
Anything I can say in support of that position would be quite superfluous now 
because other speakers have discussed the point thoroughly. But, I must say 
that I am surprised to see that there is so much support arising in favour of 
clause No. 2. As I say, it violates a fundamental principle, that is the 
independence of this semi-judicial body, the pension commission. In referring 
to the speaker who has just concluded, I would like to ask if he would like 
to place the judges in the same position in regard to salary? So far as I can 
see there has been no adequate refutation of the statement made by Mr. Green. 
There has been talking arounding the point. Someone has said that this 
represents just a small amount of money. The inference there is if a million 
dollars or so were involved, perhaps it would be important. That is not the 
point. It is a bad principle, I think! One of the dangerous threats today is 
the erosion of the rights of parliament, and this is just a small move in the 
same direction.

Mr. Philpott indicated that he is going to support this amendment and 
that he is not going to support the sub amendment introduced by Mr. Green. 
Obviously he regards that as an unpopular and undesirable step on his part, 
because immediately in order to offset the bad odour, he made reference to the 
issue of war veterans allowance which is not up for discussion at the present 
time. It would indicate that he thought his support of the war veterans allow
ance would, because of its popularity with the veterans, tends to offset the 
necessity of taking a non-popular and non-desirable stand in regard to this 
matter.

Mr. Philpott: Which one do you think is more important?
Mr. Dinsdale: I consider them both of vital importance. As I mentioned, 

from the standpoint of principle, I think no member of the committee, regard
less of what political group he adheres to, can support clause 2 as it now 
stands, and therefore I intend to vote for the sub amendment.

Mr. James: Mr. Chairman, there is one clause here which brings some
thing of a precedent into this, and that is section 11 of the Act. It deals with 
the veterans bureau which is a very important part of the whole pension 
setup, and the establishment of the pensions advocate, who in my opinion is 
the last hope the veteran has. The pensions advocate gets a veteran’s case 
prepared and presents it to the pension commission. Now, those people must 
be independent and must work heart and soul for the veteran, and yet if you 
look over the subsection 3 it says: “The pensions advocates shall be apopinted 
under and pursuant to the provisions of the Civil Service Act at such salaries 
as the Governor in Council may prescribe.”

The Chairman: Are you ready for the question?
Mr. Goode: Mr. Chairman, before you put the question I think, because 

I have to leave Ottawa next Wednesday on a physician’s advice, that I have 
to say through you to Mr. Philpott, I will consider what I will do about this 
pension commission, but he will speak for me as far as the war veterans allow
ance is concerned; I agree entirely with his view. I view, not exactly with
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alarm, but I do say that this move away from parliament’s control with respect 
to salaries is important and because I view it with some negative view to 
other members of the committee I am going to vote according to my conscience.

The Chairman : The question is on Mr. Green’s sub amendment to the 
motion of Mr. Bennett. Mr. Green’s motion is that all the proposed clause 2 
be struck out.

Mr. Green: May we have a recorded vote?
The Chairman: Mr. Green has asked for a recorded vote so I will ask the 

clerk to call the vote.
The Clerk: Yeas 11, nays 16.
The Chairman: I declare the sub amendment of Mr. Green lost.
All those in favour of the proposed amendment of Mr. Bennett? Do you 

want that polled or are you satisfied to have it on a vote by raising hands?
Mr. Green: I am not asking that it be polled.
The Chairman: All those in favour of Mr. Bennett’s amendment, please 

raise their hands.
The Clerk: Sixteen.
The Chairman: And those against?
The Clerk: Ten.
The Chairman : I declare the amendment of Mr. Bennett carried.
Shall the clause as amended carry?
Carried.

The next clause, gentlemen, that stood was clause 8. I think you asked 
that be stood, Mr. Bennett?

Mr. Bennett: Yes, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, clause 8 and clause 13 
are tied in together. The original thinking of the government is pretty well 
set out in the explanatory note on page 4, and I think for the purposes of the 
record I should read it:

In 1945, owing to delays in securing service documentation for 
World War II personnel many of whom had served with United Kingdom 
and other forces, provision was made by Order in Council P.C. 2395 of 
April 9, 1945, for an additional retroactive period of 18 months where 
delays resulted from administrative and other causes beyond the appli
cant’s control.

The original Order in Council stipulated the benefit would be limited 
to the duration of the war or one year thereafter.

Statutory effect was given in chapter 62 of the statutes of 1946, but 
the limitation was not incorporated.

There is no cause for delay now, documentation is available, appeals 
are heard very soon after they are listed as ready.

It is considered the proviso has served its original intent and the 
procedure for World War I and World War II claims should be uniform. 
It allows for a retroactive period of 12 months and an additional 6 
months in cases of hardship and distress.

By departmental regulation, reimbursement for allowable treatment 
expenses for the pensionable condition may be granted for a period not 
exceeding 3 years from the effective date of the Canadian Pension 
Commission award.

So it was the intention of the government to rescind subsection 3 so that the 
total retroactive awards would not exceed 18 months. But after some evidence 
had been adduced here, and after hearing the Canadian Legion, and after 
hearing the chairman of the Pension Commission, and after hearing from
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members of all parties, it was obvious that the feeling of this committee was 
that section 31 subsection 3 should be kept in the Act. Those representations 
were made known to the government and I have been authorized to move an 
amendment to repeal sections 8 and 13 of this bill with the intent that the 
Pension Act will remain as it is at present.

With regard to those sections, I would like to say to use the language of 
the honourable member for Cape Breton South the other day, that this is 
another example which goes to show that the government is flexible and that 
this committee does do good work.

Mr. Green: Mr. Chairman, I do not suppose anybody on the committee 
will disagree with the suggestion that this section of the bill should be repealed. 
However, that does not touch the problem raised by the Legion at all. The 
Legion’s case was made and proved on the law as it stands at the present time.

All that the parliamentary assistant has done by his amendment is that it 
has now been decided not to cut it down, and not to change the law. But there 
still remain serious defects in this retroactive provision and I think that over 
the week-end the members of the committee could very well give those defects 
serious consideration.

The first is this: that in subsection 3 of section 31 as it reads at the present 
time and as it will read unless some change is made, the veteran of the first 
world war gets no benefit whatever. That 18 months retroactivity for 
administrative failure is only given to the veterans of world war two and not 
to the veterans of world war one.

I suggest that the qualifications reading “in respect of service during world 
war two” should be deleted so that this 18 months provision would apply to all 
veterans. I canont see any reason why veterans 'of world war one should not 
get the benefit of mistakes made in the department, and yet, if the Act stands 
as it is at present, that will be their position.

Then another factor is that we must be sure that in the future the Canadian 
Pension Commission is not going to interpret this subsection 3 as depending 
upon the veteran first proving that he is a hardship case. They have been 
ruling, perhaps not in every case, but in most cases, that this 18 months 
additional retroactivity could not be granted unless the veteran had first 
proved that he was suffering hardship and had qualified under subsection 
2 of section 31.

I do not think that the veterans affairs committee or the House at the 
time thought for a minute that there would be a qualification of that kind 
used by the commission in interpreting the section. I think there should 
be some amendment made to subsection 3 which will establish beyond all 
question of doubt that subsection 3 stands on its own feet.

This amendment, of course, does not begin to deal with the Legion’s request 
that there should be further retroactivity. They put it in this way, reading 
from page 27 of their brief: “Surely when it is known that these conditions 
do exist it should naturally follow that provision should be made in the Act 
for the rectifying of the injustices and hardships that result from such human 
failings. We strongly recommend that the logical way to prevent these in
justices is to amend the Canadian Pension Act to provide for awards of pen
sion to be retroactive to the date of application.” Now, all that the parliamen
tary assistant proposes to do is to retreat from his former position, cutting 
out the 18 months for administrative delays; cutting away that 18 months 
retroactivity.

Mr. Bennett: I do not like the word “retreat” very much.
Mr. James: Strategic withdrawal.
Mr. Green: Whether you call it “retreat” or a “strategic withdrawal” there 

is no doubt at all that the Legion has forced you to retreat.
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The Chairman: I think I should say, in fairness to the parliamentary 
assistant, he is probably as much responsible for getting the change agreed 
to as anyone else.

Mr. Green; I do suggest this section be given further consideration.
The Chairman: I should add to what I said about the parliamentary 

assistant. I should couple with him the minister who took the matter up with 
the Cabinet and got their consent. I think they are both entitled to credit for 
what they did in that regard. I believe it would be the feeling of all the 
members of the committee that we should try and get through, if we could, 
on Monday sometime, so Mr. Melville could have a free day before he has 
to leave for overseas. We certainly want to accommodate Mr. Croll because 
he accommodated us. You are meeting in the morning on Monday?

Mr. Croll: Yes.
The Chairman: And do you think it may take as many as two meetings?
Mr. Croll: Yes.
The Chairman: But you surely will be through in two meetings?
Mr. Croll: Yes. I mean a morning and an afternoon meeting.
The Chairman: I dislike to in any way vary from what was decided last 

night, but of course we did not know at that time that this situation was going 
to develop nor did we know that Mr. Melville was leaving on Wednesday. 
Is it satisfactory for us to meet at 8 or 8.30 on Monday?

Mr. Macdonnell: Monday night or Monday morning?
The Chairman: Monday night. Is that agreed? We will now adjourn. 

We will take the Veterans Land Act this afternoon at 3.30 p.m., and we will 
resume the consideration of the Pension bill on Monday night at 8 o’clock in the 
evening.

AFTERNOON SESSION

3.30 p.m.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. We decided to consider some further 
amendments to the Veterans’ Land Act. But before we do so we would have 
to have a motion to rescind the motion to report the bill which we passed 
yesterday.

Mr. Goode: I so move.
The Chairman: You have heard the motion. Does it carry?
Carried.

Now I believe everybody has a copy of the proposed amendments to part I. 
Perhaps you would like to have a general statement from Mr. Rutherford, and 
then Mr. Holmes will answer any questions on the actual sections of the bill.

I shall now ask Mr. Rutherford to make a general statement to begin with.
Mr. Rutherford: These proposed amendments to our present Act are 

purely for the purpose of tidying it up. They are things we noticed which 
should be changed. Most of them only conform the present procedure which 
is being followed. Mr. Holmes will speak for each of these amendments as 
a good many of them have to do with his own division.

The Chairman: The first section provides for the re-numbering of the 
clauses thereof, so that the clauses we have already dealt with, instead of being 
numbered as they are here, would be numbered from 10 to 11 respectively. 
And then you would add the clauses which are here. So we have clause 1.
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1. That Bill 459, An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act, be further 
amended by renumbering clauses 2 and 3 thereof as clauses 10 and 11 respec
tively, and by adding thereto, immediately after clause 1 thereof, the following 
clauses;

Does the motion carry?
Carried.

Clause 2 of the bill as we will ultimately report it “determination of cost 
to the director”.

Clause 2.
Section 9 of the said Act is repealed and the following substituted therefor:

9. The Director shall, for the purposes of this Act, determine the 
cost to the Director of the land and improvements thereon, building 
materials, livestock and farm equipment to be sold to a veteran under 
this Act, which shall be not less than the amount actually expended 
by the Director therefor.

i

Explanatory Note
Section 9 now reads as follows:

9. The Director shall for the purpose of this Act determine the cost 
to the Director of the land and improvements thereon, building materials, 
livestock and farm equipment to be sold to a veteran under this Act, 
which shall not be less than the amount actually expended therefor.

This amendment to section 9 will make it clear that it is unnecessary for 
the Director, when computing the cost of a property (and thereby fixing the 
sale price to a veteran), to include in that computation any expenditure on or 
with respect to the property previously made by any other department of 
government.

This is the practice which has been followed since inception of operations 
and the amendment, therefore, is for the purpose of not only confirming such 
practice but of “clarifying” the point as raised by the Auditor General in his 
report for the year ending March 31, 1951.

The types of case involved are:
(a) Purchase of Surplus Buildings from War (Crown) Assets;
(b) Purchase of Aerodromes, Emergency and Relief Landing Fields, etc.;
(c) Purchase of Japanese Lands;
(d) Irrigation projects where P.F.R.A. made financial contribution.

It is not considered that the amendment will have any effect other than to 
“clarify” the practice that has always been followed.

Mr. Hilton Holmes: Mr. Chairman, there is an explanation in writing 
before the members of the committee; but briefly it is to restrict the cost of 
any land to the director to expenditures actually made by the director and not 
include in that cost expenditures made by any other department of govern
ment.

The Chairman: Shall the amendment carry?
Mr. Brooks: What other expenditurës would be made by other departments 

of the government?
Mr. Holmes: Examples are shown on page 2. I would think that the two 

principal types of expenditure would be where the director had purchased 
abandoned aerodromes for settlement by veterans, and in British Columbia 
where the P.F.R.A. had made contributions for the development of raw land 
for the use of veterans.

Mr. Goode: What procedure is there in regard to the taking over by V.L.A. 
when they purchase air-ports? Sea Island is in my riding and it is gradually 
being taken over by the government because of the Vancouver International 
Airport. What do you do about things like that?
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Mr. Holmes: Where the land is held under contract by the veteran, the 
purchasing authority first deals with the veteran and tries to get his consent 
to accepting a certain price for the property.

Mr. Goode: But what if his consent is not given? Does it go to expropria
tion?

Mr. Holmes: We have not decided on expropriation.
Mr. Goode: Have you decided upon expropriation in these cases?
Mr. Holmes: We try to avoid it because of the constitutional issue.
Mr. Brooks: The same situation obtains with respect to the Gagetown 

camp area?
Mr. Holmes: Precisely.
Mr. Brooks: There the veteran was given an opportunity to name his price

first.
Mr. Holmes: The purchasing agent in the Department of National Defence 

went around and negotiated a saleprice with him.
Mr. Brooks: There was no difficulty with the veterans?
Mr. Holmes: None at all. Most of them have agreed.
The Chairman: Does the amendment carry?
Carried.

Would you mind explaining clause 3, subclause 1, which is amending sub
section 2 of section 10 of the Act?

Clause 3.(1)
Subsection (2) of section 10 of the said Act is repealed and the following 

substituted therefor:
(2) In this Act, except in subsection (3) of this section, the ex

pression “livestock and farm equipment”, in the case of a veteran certified 
by the Director to be a commercial fisherman, includes commercial 
fishing equipment.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (2) of section 10 now reads as follows:

(2) Subject to the provisions of this Act and the regulations, the 
Director may contract with a veteran certified by him to be qualified to 
participate in the benefits of this Act for the sale to such veteran of 
land and improvements thereon, building materials and commercial 
fishing equipment up to a total cost to the Director of six thousand 
dollars subject to the same conditions set forth in subsection (1) with 
the words “commercial fishing equipment” substituted for the words 
“livestock and farm equipment” wherever they occur therein.

The wording of existing subsection (2) of section 10 provides that the 
Director contracts under its provisions with a veteran settled as a commercial 
fisherman. Subsection (4) of section 10, however, does not refer to contracts 
entered into under subsection (2) with the result that, technically, com
mercial fiishermen are not subject to the ten-year conditional grant period.

In addition, and lacking any general provision that livestock and farm 
equipment includes commercial fishing equipment, there is a deficiency in sec
tions 9, 11 and 13. The proposed amendment, by supplying a general provision 
that livestock and farm equipment does include commercial fishing equipment, 
not only cures the omission in subsection (4) of section 10 but the deficiencies 
in sections 9, 11 and 13.
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Mr. Holmes: The written explanation sets it out, but briefly, when the 
original bill setting up the V.L.A. was under consideration there was no provi
sion for commercial fishermen. This provision was added as a sort of after
thought, but they did not make it clear that livestock included commercial 
fishermen. They substituted commercial fishing equipment for livestock and 
this is to make the phrase include commercial fishing equipment.

Mr. Goode: What does that mean? Members of this committee brought 
that subject up a couple of days ago. Are you now saying to the committee 
that commercial fishing equipment is to be included in the Act? Can a 
commercial fisherman buy equipment under this Act?

Mr. Holmes: Commercial fishing equipment? He always could.
Mr. Goode: But that was not the answer which was given yesterday.
Mr. Holmes: Yes. Under Part I he always could. We provide up to 

$1,200 for that purpose.
Mr. Goode: That must be some misunderstanding. If you will check with 

the answer which was given either to Mr. Pearkes or myself yesterday, or the 
day before, I think you will find that answer to be entirely at variance with 
what you have just said.

Mr. Holmes: No. You would not be able to buy it under Part III, but 
you always could under this part.

Mr. Goode: I have a lot of commercial fishermen in my riding, as you 
well know, so I am rather interested. I would like to have these things cleared 
up as we go along.

The Chairman: You are repealing subsection 2 altogether.
Mr. Holmes: If you repeal that, you then have a section of the Act where 

we refer to livestock and farming equipment, and that would include com
mercial fishing equipment.

The Chairman: You propose to repeal it in clause 3 of the proposed 
amendments. You are repealing the present subsection which reads:

(2) Subject to the provisions of this Act and the regulations, the 
director may contract with a veteran certified by him to be qualified to 
participate in the benefits of this Act for the sale to such veteran of land 
and improvements thereon, building materials and commercial fishing 
equipment up to a total cost to the director of six thousand dollars 
subject to the same conditions set forth in subsection (1) with the words 
“commercial fishing equipment” substituted for the words “livestock 
and farm equipment” wherever they occur therein.

Mr. Holmes: That means that you could sell commercial fishing equip
ment, under the provisions of section 10 subsection 1 which provides for the 
sale of livestock and equipment.

Mr. Goode: That is still not clear to me.
Mr. Enfield: If you take out all of section 10 subsection 2, you rule out 

all of the first part of subsection 2; that is not included in the new amendment. 
The new amendment does not even mention the words “$6,000”, but the old 
subsection does.

Mr. Holmes: Section 10 subsection 1 of the Act reads:
Subject to the provisions of this Act and the regulations, the director 

may contract with a veteran certified by him to be qualified to partici
pate in the benefits of this Act for the sale to such veteran of land and 
improvements thereon, building materials, livestock and farm equipment.

Subsection 2 will say that livestock includes commercial fishing equipment.

92355—3
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Mr. MacDougall: Mr. Chairman, it is very difficult for me to understand 
why we have on the 4th day of June, 15 pages of amendment to an Act that 
was given its first reading in the House on the 19th day of May. Is there 
any stability about the Act at all, or are they going to be changed from day to 
day by order in Council? It strikes me as simply fantastic that 15 pages of 
amendments to a bill that was given first reading on the 19th day of last 
month should be now presented to us. What is going to happen two months 
from now? Are we going to be in the same “fix” we are in today amending a 
bill that is less than 3 weeks old?

The Chairman: I am told that this is just to make the bill conform to the 
practice, because there have been questions raised about some of the things we 
are doing. We feel that we are carrying out the intention of parliament. But 
there has been objections raised, from time to time, about certain things we 
have done, by, I believe, the auditor general, and we want to clear it up. There 
is no real change in the practice under the Act. This is just to give them the 
satisfaction that they cannot be questioned on some of these matters.

This is just to clarify the Act where it has been perhaps not too clear. 
Part I has not been amended at all so far. Part I was the part which dealt 
with full-time farming and so on.

When we finished adding Part II, which was the part that we dealt with, 
it was thought that it would be a good thing while we were at it just to 
tidy up Part I.

Mr. Pearkes: I am in agreement with what Mr. MacDougall has just said. 
Why in the world were these routine amendments not introduced at the time 
the bill was introduced?

Mr. MacDougall: Hear, hear!
Mr. Pearkes: It seems to me most extraordinary that at the 11th hour 

they should bring in these routine amendments. All I want to say is that 
this amendment dealing with fishermen is a good one to bring in, but at the 
same time is it to be put into effect before there is any legal authority for 
it to be put into effect?

The Chairman: This particular one is just a re-wording to make it clear. 
There is no doubt that they had the power to do it before. I think that is 
correct.

Mr. Gillis: I would like to compliment whoever did this because I have 
gone through the amendments and 99 per cent of them arise out of the 
discussions of this committee. It is a straight matter of clarification. If we 
had gone ahead with this bill on the points that are clearly set out here we 
would be a long time at it. What the director did here was to anticipate 
what we might be running into by way of confusion and he has done an 
excellent job of clarifying the matter. That is my judgment.

The Chairman: I think what Mr. Gillis has said is right. I think the 
administration is to be commended for bringing in amendments that appear 
to clarify anything that is brought up because it is giving some effect to the 
deliberations of the committee. It is not to be expected that the director or 
the government will foresee everything that "the committee will bring up, 
otherwise there would be no need to have the committee sit.

Mr. Stick: Let’s get on with it.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.
The Chairman : Clause 3(2), “Livestock and farm equipment.”



VETERANS AFFAIRS 373

Clause 3(2)
Paragraph (g) of subsection (3) of the said section 10 is repealed and the 

following substituted therefor:
(g) that livestock and farm equipment shall be sold under this 

subsection only to a veteran who at the time of such sale enters into a 
contract under this subsection or has a subsisting contract under this 
subsection for the purchase of land from the Director or who occupies 
land under a rental or purchase agreement satisfactory to the Director, 
and the cost to the Director of such livestock and equipment shall not 
exceed forty per cent of
(i) the cost to the Director of the land, improvements and building 

materials sold to the veteran, and
(ii) the value of any land occupied by that veteran under a rental or 

purchase agreement as estimated by the Director.”

Explanatory Note
Paragraph (g) of subsection (3) of section 10 reads as follows:

(g) that livestock and farm equipment shall be sold under this 
subsection only to a veteran who at the time of such sale buys land from 
the Director or who occupies land under a rental or purchase agreement 
satisfactory to the Director, and the cost to the Director of such live
stock and equipment shall not exceed forty per cent of
(i) the cost to the Director of the land, improvements and building 

materials sold to said veteran, or
(ii) the value of the land occupied by a veteran under a rental or pur

chase agreement as estimated by the Director.”
The present language seems to restrict financial assistance for purchase 

of livestock and farm equipment to veterans who contemporaneously with their 
application for financial assistance for that purpose buy land from the Director 
or are occupying suitable land as tenants or purchasers. The amendment 
extends the privilege to those already settled under this section who need 
additional livestock and equipment. The change of “or” to “and” gives cumula
tive effect to subparagraphs (i) and (ii).

Would you explain that, Mr. Holmes?
Mr. Holmes: This section as it stands permits the director to advance 

money for the purchase of livestock and farm equipment to veterans who are 
renting or purchasing land. It also provides in one section that the amount 
of money he can advance for livestock and farm equipment is to be governed 
by the value of the land held under rental or under purchase. Now, the 
wording of that seems to restrict the purchase of livestock and farm equip
ment to veterans who at the time they purchase land also buy stock and 
equipment. As a concrete example, let us suppose that a man is renting land 
worth $6,000 and under this section of the Act he borrows money from the 
director to the amount of 40 per cent of the value of the land—$2,400. Sub
sequently he purchases land with the help of the director to the extent of 
$3,000. He has now used up $5,400. Under the Act he still has $1,400 avail
able to him and he wants to use that. He comes to us and asks for the addi
tional amount and because of the wording of the Act as it now stands we are 
restricted. It says: “Or the value of the land.” He has already been granted 
$2,400 and cannot get any more. Now, we are saying that we can take into 
account not only the value of the land he purchases from the director but 
also the value of the land he is renting. We can now take both of them 
into account in determining the amount of stock and equipment.

92355—3J
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Mr. Brooks: The change of “and” to “or” is the most important thing 
in it?

Mr. Holmes: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: I mean the change from “or” to “and”. Just the other way 

around.
The Chairman: Clause 3(3) “Assignment.”

Clause 3.(3)
The said section 10 further amended by adding thereto, immediately after 

subsection (4) thereof, the following subsection:
(4a) Notwithstanding subsection (4), at any time after the expira

tion of the ten year period referred to in subsection (4), a veteran who 
has complied with the terms of his agreement for that period and is not 
otherwise in default thereunder may, with the consent of the Director, 
assign the agreement to any person; and, notwithstanding anything in 
this Act or the agreement, the interest payable by any assignee of any 
such agreement from and after the date of the assignment on any re
maining indebtedness to the Director under that agreement shall be at 
the rate of five per cent per annum.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (4) of section 10 now reads as follows:

(4) In the case of any contract made between the Director and a 
veteran under subsections (1) and (3) save upon payment in full to the 
Director of the total outstanding cost to the Director of the land, improve
ments, livestock and farm equipment together with interest at the said 
rate on the said outstanding cost and all other charges owing by the 
veteran in respect thereof, no sale, assignment, or other disposition 
of the subject-matter of a contract between a veteran and the Director 
shall be made by the veteran, nor shall a conveyance or transfer be 
given by the Director to a veteran during a period of ten years follow
ing the date of the relative contract and thereafter only if the veteran 
has complied with the terms of his agreement for the said ten-year 
period.”

This new subsection provides that, after the end of the ten-year conditional 
grant period, and with the consent of the Director, a veteran may assign his 
Agreement of Sale to any person. It also provides that, if a veteran does 
assign his agreement, the rate of interest payable by the assignee on the 
remaining debt to the Director will be five per cent.

Mr. Quelch: This apparently arises from a discussion we had during the 
course of the debate on the bill. It seems to me, however, it goes a bit be
yond what the committee advocated. The committee suggested that where 
the veteran has assigned to a civilian the civilian should have to pay 5 per 
cent rather than 3£ per cent, but from this it would appear that if an agree
ment is assigned to another veteran who may be eligible to benefit under the 
Act he will have to pay 5 per cent instead of 3^ per cent. Is there not a case 
where a veteran might want to assign to another veteran to make sure he would 
get the land. If he didn’t there would be no guarantee the director would 
sell it to him.

Mr. Holmes: He could do it under section 11. He could sell it to another 
veteran under section 11 and the director could not sell it to any other veteran 
unless the veteran had agreed to the sale.

The Chairman: On that question of section 11, you say that you would deal 
with it under section 11. Suppose he wanted to sell it to another veteran or 
assign it to another veteran who had already taken the benefit of the provi-
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sions of Part I? Section 11 says: . . sell to another veteran certified by
the director to be qualified to participate in the benefits of this Act or may 
sell or otherwise dispose of to any other person, all or any part of the land, 
improvements, building materials, livestock or farm equipment that was sold 
by such contract to the first mentioned veteran.”

Mr. Holmes: I would think, in fairness, if he already had the benefits of 
one establishment and this veteran wanted to assign a contract he could not.

Mr. Quelch: He could under the Act? The only way he could get an 
additional loan would be under Part III?

The Chairman: He might wish to buy and pay for it himself. A veteran 
who settled under the V.L.A. might want to take over the contract of another 
veteran at the end of ten years and under the proposed amendment he would 
have to pay 5 per cent the same as a civilian.

Mr. Holmes: I would think in equity that is what the director would have 
to do. The veteran has already had the benefits under one establishment.

Mr. Quelch: I do not see why he should pay 3J per cent when we are 
making another veteran pay 5 per cent under Part III.

The Chairman: I brought it up to make it clear so it would not be said 
afterwards that it was not clear to everybody. Carried?

Carried.

The Chairman: Clause 4(1), “Proceeds.”
Clause 4(1), “Proceeds.”

Clause 4. (1)
Paragraph (b) of subsection (8) of section 11 of the said Act is repealed 

and the following substituted therefor:
(b) “proceeds” in the case of a contract for the sale of land, 

improvements or building materials to a veteran certified by the Director 
to be qualified to participate in the benefits of this Act, means an amount 
equal to the cost to the Director of such land, improvements or building 
materials determined for the purposes of such contract under section 9 
plus any amount, other than the ten per cent of such cost, paid by the 
veteran under paragraph (b) of subsection (1) or paragraph (c) of 
subsection (3) of section 10; in the case of a contract for the sale of 
livestock or farm equipment to such a veteran, means an amount equal 
to the amount that the veteran would be required to pay under sub
section (4) of section 10 for an immediate transfer thereof; in the case 
of a sale or other disposition of property except timber to any other 
person means the amount received; and in the case of a sale of timber 
to any person means the stumpage value of that timber, as determined 
by the Director.

Clause 4(2) “sale of timber.”

Clause 4. (2)
The said section 11 is further amended by adding thereto the following 

subsection:
(12) Notwithstanding anything in this section, the Director may pay 

to a veteran, in the event of any sale of timber from land sold to that 
veteran under a contract entered into under this Act, any amount by 
which the amount for which the timber was sold exceeds the stumpage 
value of that timber as determined by the Director.
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Explanatory Note Re Clauses 4. (1) arid, (2)
Paragraph (b) of subsection (8) of section 11 now reads as follows:

(b) “proceeds” in the case of a contract for the sale of land, 
improvements or building materials to a veteran certified by the Director 
to be qualified to participate in the benefits of this Act, means an amount 
equal to the cost to the Director of such land, improvements or building 
materials determined for the purposes of Such contract under section 9 
plus any amount, other than the ten per cent of such cost, paid by the 
veteran under paragraph (b) of subsection (1) or paragraph (c) of 
subsection (3) of section 10; in the case of a contract for the sale of 
livestock or farm equipment to such a veteran, means an amount equal 
to the amount that the veteran would be required to pay under sub
section (4) of section 10 for an immediate transfer thereof; and in the 
case of a sale or other disposition of property to any other person means 
the amount received;

The purpose of this amendment is to “legalize” the policy and procedure 
followed by the Director in the sale of timber where the veteran does the 
cutting. The Auditor General commented on this point in his report for the 
year ending -March 31, 1951 and, while acknowledging the fairness and 
soundness of giving a veteran allowance for labour, also indicated there should 
be legislative provision for so doing.

Mr. Holmes: At the present time there are veterans who have a bush 
lot on their property. They want to sell some of it to make a little money 
and help meet their payments. Technically, timber is the property of the 
director and cannot be sold, but if the director desires to give a veteran the 
benefit of his labour in cutting wood he allows him what is called a “labour 
allowance” from the sale price of the timber and the purpose of this amendment 
is to regularize that practice. The auditor general had questioned it. He 
agreed it was good ordinary business practice but said we had not legislative 
authority and that we should get it.

The Chairman: That is on page 7 where it is underlined?
Mr. Holmes: Yes.
Mr. Brooks: Has not the practice been that he would get the stumpage 

and sell it and apply the proceeds?
Mr. Holmes: We allow the veteran to get the difference between the sale 

price and the stumpage value.
The Chairman: There has been some objection raised to that and this is 

to make it plain that they have a right to do that.
Mr. Brooks: If he wanted to pay the proceeds you would be glad to have 

him pay them?
Mr. Holmes: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 4.
Mr. MacDougall: You mean clause 5. We do not know where we are at.
The Chairman: Clause 5. “Sale of land subject to mortgage.”

Clause 5
Section 15 of the said Act is amended by adding thereto the following 

subsection:
(2) Where any land subject to a first mortgage or hypothec in favour 

of the Director as described in subsection ( 1 ) is sold or agreed to be sold 
by a veteran, notwithstanding anything in this Act or the mortgage or
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hypothec the interest payable from and after the date of such sale or 
agreement of sale on any remaining indebtedness to the Director under 
the mortgage or hypothec or under any other mortgage or hypothec 
taken to secure repayment of the amount then outstanding of any 
advance made under subsection (1) shall be at the rate of five per cent 
per annum.

Explanatory Note
The amendment to section 15 increases from per cent to 5 per cent the 

interest rate payable by the purchaser on the remaining debt to the Director 
in each case where the veteran who is established under section 15 sells the 
property subject to the first mortgage in favour of the Director.

The Chairman: Would you explain that?
Mr. Holmes: At the present time a veteran who is indebted to the director 

on a mortgage contract may sell the land with the result that the purchaser, a 
non-veteran, would be getting the benefit of a 3J per cent interest rate. The 
purpose of this amendment is to assure that if in future any veteran on a 
mortgage contract sells his land, the purchaser will pay 5 per cent and not 
3J per cent.

The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 6. “Provincial advisory boards.”

Clause 6.
Section 18 of the said Act is repealed and the following substituted therefor;

18. (1) There shall be one or more provincial advisory boards in 
each province appointed by the Governor in Council, each Board being 
comprised of three members; the chairman shall be a judge of a county 
or district court of the province in which such board operates, or in 
the Province of Quebec a judge of sessions of the peace, and one member 
shall be nominated by the Canadian Legion.

(2) The Director, before taking any action or proceedings under 
subsection (1) of section 19, shall, upon due notice to the veteran con
cerned, refer the question of rescission in any case to the appropriate 
advisory board in the province in which the land concerned is situated, 
for its consent as to whether the default in performance of the agree
ment warrants the Director in exercising the powers given him under the 
said subsection or as to the remedial conditions to be fulfilled by the 
veteran, in default of compliance with which rescission of the agree
ment may ensue.

Explanatory Note
Section 18 now reads as follows:

18. (1) There shall be a provincial advisory board in each province 
Appointed by the Governor in Council, comprised of three members ; 
the chairman shall be a judge of a county or district court of the prov
ince in which such board operates, or in the Province of Quebec a judge 
of sessions of the peace, and one member shall be nominated by the 
Canadian Legion.

(2) The Director, before taking any action or proceedings under 
subsection (1) of section 19, shall, upon due notice to the veteran con
cerned, refer the question of rescission in any case to the advisory board 
of the province in which the land concerned is situated, for its consent as 
to whether the default in performance of the agreement warrants the
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Director in exercising the powers given him under the said subsection 
or as to the remedial conditions to be fulfilled by the veteran, in default 
of compliance with which rescission of the agreement may ensue.

The amendment to section 18 is to permit the appointment of more than 
one advisory board in any province if the need should arise and to cover the 
situation in the Province of Quebec where, in fact, there are two boards.

Mr. Holmes: The Act, sir, as it stands provides for only one provincial 
advisory board per province and this is to make provision for more than one.

The Chairman : I understand in certain provinces there are more than
one?

Mr. Holmes: In the province of Quebec we have two at the present time.
The Chairman: And this will save expense because it will obviate the 

necessity of travelling back and forth?
Mr. Holmes: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 7.

Clause 7
Subsection (2) of section 19 of the said Act is repealed and the following 

substituted therefor:
(2) The Director may with the consent of the veteran and without 

giving the notice required by subsection (4) rescind or otherwise 
terminate any contract made with the veteran under this Act.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (2) of section 19 now reads as follows:

(2) The Director may by agreement with the veteran and without 
giving the notice required by subsection (4) rescind any contract made 
with a veteran under this Act.

The purpose of this amendment is twofold:
(a) To correct a doubt that the word “agreement” does not mean 

a simple verbal agreement between the veteran and the Director wherein 
the veteran agrees to execute, and the Director agrees to accept a quit 
claim deed but, rather, that it means execution by both the veteran and 
the Director of a formal, official document In order to remove this 
doubt and facilitate administration, it is proposed to delete the words 
“by agreement with” and substitute the words “with the consent of”.

(b) To permit the Director to terminate a mortgage under section 15 
by acceptance of a conveyance and quit claim deed from a veteran 
rather than have to take foreclosure action in each instance.

What is the effect of that amendment?
Mr. Holmes: This is changing the words in the section “by agreement” to 

“with the consent of.” It has been our practice, as an alternative to rescinding 
an agreement pursuant to the serving of the notice, to rescind his agreement 
if the veteran is selling, pursuant to a quit claim deed. It has been suggested 
that we did not have authority to accept a quit claim deed under our Act, 
and that a quit claim deed was not an agreement within the intent of the Act 
or as could be defined by the Act. So we are now providing that acceptance 
by the director of an ordinary quit claim deed would be valid.

The Chairman: Is is carried?
Mr. Weselak: Should it not read “with the written consent of”?
Mr. McCracken: One of the other points in connection with that was the 

fact that there was a possible interpretation that the word “agreement” did
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not mean a simple ordinary verbal agreement, and we agreed to accept it. 
They were talking about having us make a long official document, and we would 
be cluttering up the files with big documents. With this we would get out of 
executing another document.

Mr. MacDougall: The lawyers will be against that.
Mr. McCracken: My understanding was that the quit claim deed was 

evidence of an agreement but not an agreement itself.
Mr. Brooks: I think that a quit claim deed would be written consent.
The Chairman: I take it that it is understood that before the right of the 

veteran is terminated there must be a quit claim deed.
Mr. McCracken: Yes.
The Chairman: That covers the point that you had in mind, Mr. Weselak?
Mr. Weselak: Yes.
The Chairman: Is it agreed?
Carried.

Clause 8.(1)
Subsection (1) of section 21 of the said Act is repealed and the following 

substituted therefor:
21. (1) Where a contract made by the Director with a veteran 

under this Act is rescinded or otherwise terminated and the property 
to which the contract relates is sold by the Director for more than the 
amount owing under the contract, the surplus shall be paid by the 
Director to the veteran, but in the case of any such sale on a term basis 
under an agreement of sale, the surplus shall be paid by the Director to 
the veteran at such time as the Director determines such payment to be 
warranted having regard to the amount then owing to him in respect 
of that property.

Explanatory Note
Subsection (1) of section 21 now reads as follows:

21.(1) Where a contract made by the Director with a veteran is re
scinded or otherwise terminated and any property that was sold by the 
contract is re-sold by the Director for more than the amount owing 
under the contract, the surplus shall be paid by the Director to the 
veteran.

Although the present wording of section 21(1) makes the payment of a 
surplus obligatory, it does not state when such payment shall be made. The 
proposed amendment, therefore, expresses the long-time policy and procedure 
followed by the Director, i.ev

(a) when a reverted property is sold for cash, any surplus resulting 
from such sale is paid to the veteran immediately;

(b) when a reverted property is sold by agreement of sale on a term 
basis over a period of years, any accounting surplus which may be due 
a veteran is only paid, either in whole or by instalments, as and when 
the margin of security (as represented by the difference between the 
present day value and the remaining debt to the Director) is considered 
to be such as to warrant payment.

What is the effect of the change there?
Mr. Holmes: Although the present wording of the section makes the pay

ment of a surplus obligatory, it does not state when such payment shall be 
made. The purpose of this amendment is this: it has been argued that this 
surplus exists, even though it is only an accounting surplus, and the director 
wants authority to say that he shall refund that surplus only when in his 
opinion the margin of security warrants that payment.
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The Chairman: Is it agreed?
Carried.

Mr. Brooks: Does the department get into financial difficulties by refund
ing too soon?

Mr. Holmes: Not yet. We are following exactly now what we propose to 
do in the future.

The Chairman: Clause 8(2) :

Clause 8.(2)
Paragraph (a) of subsection (2) of the said section 21 is repealed and 

the following substituted therefor:
(a) the amount that the veteran would have been required to pay 

for a transfer, conveyance or discharge of mortgage or hypothec at the 
date of the rescission or other termination of the contract;

Explanatory Note
Paragraph (a) of subsection (2) of section 21 now reads as follows:

(a) the amount that the veteran would have been required to pay 
for a transfer or conveyance at the date of the rescission or other term
ination of the contract;

Paragraph (a) of subsection (2) provides authority for the Director to pay 
a surplus to a veteran whose mortgage was terminated other than by fore
closure action. It is consequential upon the amendment proposed to subsection 
(2) of section 19.

What is the effect of the change there?
Mr. Holmes: We are just adding the word “mortgage” to bring mortgage 

agreements within the compass of rescission or termination. At the present 
time it is restricted to agreements of sale.

Mr. Rutherford: To save the expense of foreclosure proceedings.
Mr. Holmes: And to permit us to make refunds in mortgage cases.
The Chairman: Carried?
Carried.

Clause 8(3):

Clause 8(3)
The said section 21 is further amended by adding thereto the following 

subsection:
(4) In the event of any sale by the Director, pursuant to an agree

ment entered into by him with a veteran for the making of a grant under 
subsection (3) of section 38, of any livestock, machinery or equipment 
referred to in paragraphs (c) to (gf) of subsection (4) of that section, 
any amount by which the amount realized by the Director in respect of 
that sale exceeds
(a) the cost to the Director of the livestock, machinery or equipment, and
(b) any loss sustained by the Director in respect of the land to which 

that agreement relates,
shall be paid by the Director to the veteran.

Explanatory Note
The Agreements with the Provinces concerning settlement on provincial 

lands under the provisions of section 38, make provision for the payment of 
any surplus which may materialize in the sale of the real property. No such
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provision is made, however, with respect to any surplus which may result 
from the sale of chattels which the Director repossessed upon abandonment 
of the property by the veteran.

Mr. Quelch: I take it that if an agreement between the provincial govern
ment and the V.L.A. under section 38 ended, it would be actually the provincial 
government that made the sale of the land, would it not?

Mr. Holmes: It could be us.
Mr. Quelch: Would it not in all cases? It is not provincial land?
Mr. Holmes: The provisions are, that following the abandonment of his 

land by a veteran, it will be appraised by a representative of the director and 
a representative of the province. The province has the right within two years 
to resell the land, or at the end of that period turn it back to the director and 
let him dispose of it.

Mr. Quelch: Is there an agreement between you and the province with 
regard to any surplus?

Mr. Holmes: Any surplus over and above the amount expended by the 
director on the land, etc., shall be refunded to the veteran.

Mr. Quelch: Any amount expended on drainage and clearance?
Mr. Holmes: That is counted as permanent improvements.
The Chairman: Is it agreed?
Carried.

Clause 9:

Clause 9
Section 33 of the said Act is repealed and the following substituted there

for:
33. Affidavits, oaths, statutory declarations or solemn affirmations 

required to be taken or made for the purposes of this Act, may be taken 
or made before the judge or clerk of any court, any justice of the peace, 
commissioner for taking affidavits, notary public, or any person specially 
authorized by the Minister to take or administer the same.

Explanatory Note
Section 33 now reads as follows:

33. Affidavits, oaths, statutory declarations or solemn affirmations 
required to be taken or made for the purposes of this Act, may be taken 
or made before the judge or clerk of any court, any justice of the peace, 
commissioner for taking affidavits, notary public, or any person specially 
authorized by the Governor in Council to take or administer the same.

Provision is made for appointment by the Minister of officers to exercise 
the functions of taking affidavits, etc.

What is the effect of that amendment?
Mr. Holmes: It is really to facilitate administration, sir.
The Chairman: Agreed?
Carried.

Mr. Quelch: Before we leave the Veterans’ Land Act, I wonder if Mr. 
Rutherford could say whether or not any consideration was given to the Legion’s 
recommendation, found on page 8 of their 1952 brief: —

Resolved that to ensure continuation of contractual payments the 
Veterans Land Act be amended so that the veteran may protect his 
unpaid balance of contract, through a mortgage term-insurance policy . . . 

Has any consideration been given to a policy of that kind?
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Mr. Rutherford: Yes, it has been considered quite often, but there is no 
great demand for it. We do not want to make it compulsory.

Mr. Quelch: Could it be optional? Will you make an agreement with the 
veteran if he so desires?

Mr. Rutherford: No, we have no facilities for doing so now, but there 
are the ordinary facilities which are quite reasonable. When the 29 veterans 
were building the 29 houses I mentioned before, one of the men died when 
the houses were almost completed. When the president of the cooperative 
called to tell me, I was lamenting the fact that his widow might lose the house, 
and he said. “Don’t you remember the insurance?” He said that I was 
responsible for placing it, but I think that the veterans had a good deal to 
do with that themselves. They collected on this insurance policy. It gave 
the widow the house free of charge. The policy cost, I think, $18 a year. 
They were all young men and the premium was quite low.

Mr. Quelch: I think it is an excellent provision. I ran into two or three 
cases where a veteran who died had taken out that insurance. I think it 
would be a good idea if your supervisor would draw it to the attention of 
veterans that for a very small amount they can take out insurance of that kind.

Mr. Rutherford: That is being done, but we did not want to set up anything.
The Chairman: Can I have a motion to reprint this bill because of the 

changes in it?
Mr. James: I so move.
The Chairman: Shall the bill be reprinted as amended?
Carried.
Shall I report the bill?
Agreed.
Mr. Dinsdale: Before Mr. Rutherford goes—or will he be with us a 

little longer?—I have a general question on the V.L.A. Have these houses 
built on the build-your-own-house basis, up to the present time, been subject 
to Central Mortgage and Housing standards?

Mr. Rutherford: They are subject to V.L.A. building standards which are 
very much the same. We had our own originally and built them up as C.M.H.C. 
built theirs up. We went along with them.

Mr. Griffith: There is very little difference. Our standards were drawn 
up with the idea of keeping as close as we could to the National Housing Act, 
and that, of course, is the code followed by Central Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation and we are very close to it.

Mr. Dinsdale: But, under the new arrangement you will be under C.M.H.C. 
standards?

Mr. Griffith: Yes.
Mr. Dinsdale: I know that C.M.H.C. standards are quite rigidly applied 

and I was wondering if there was any possibility of a veteran operating on 
the build-your-own-home benefits falling afoul of these rigid standards?

Mr. Griffith: No, not if he is under our supervision because we watch 
that carefully. We try to avoid any possibility of the veteran going wrong 
because we realize if work has to be done over he is going to lose time and 
money, and with that in mind we follow the standards just as closely as we 
can. That is part of the reason for our courses for veterans, we really impress 
them with the fact that the standards are necessary.

The Chairman: We are referring now to part II. Under part I, the small 
holding, it is a different matter?

Mr. Griffith: No, it is exactly the same, Mr. Chairman.
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The Chairman: You permit people to build under the small holding 
provision in some of the smaller urban areas in the west where I understand 
they would not meet the C.M.H.C. standards in respect to serviced land and 
that sort of thing.

Mr. Griffith: You see the standards are set as a method of construction 
as far as we are concerned. Now, there are requirements in the Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation set up as to room sizes and dimensions 
of various types. We follow them as closely as we can, and there may be, 
as Mr. Tucker has mentioned, farmhouses that may not meet the requirements 
of the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation, but we do try to keep 
within the scope of the National Housing Act. In some cases these farmhouses 
will not pass under the part 2 legislation. Generally though we find that the 
houses we are building now, that is the individual houses, will all come within 
the standards, outside of the farmhouses Mr. Tucker was speaking of.

Mr. Brooks: Can veterans out in the districts where there is no water 
facilities and so on build under this part II?

Mr. Griffith: You mean unserviced land?
Mr. Brooks: Yes.
Mr. Griffith: Yes. The Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation will 

accept them, subject to whatever restrictions they may have, but they do 
accept what we call unserviced properties with septic tanks and wells.

Mr. Brooks: I do not know whether they have septic tanks in the country. 
I was thinking of veterans out in the country.

Mr. Griffith: You will find that it is a rare case where you do not have 
the city facilities even in farmhouses now.

Mr. MacDougall: Have we passed the bill?
The Chairman: Are there any other questions? We have passed the bill. 

We are dealing now, before we adjourn, with any questions that the committee 
desire to ask the director or his staff.

Mr. MacDougall: I move that we adjourn.
The Chairman: I think that you would all wish me, gentlemen, to express 

our appreciation to Mr. Rutherford and his staff for the good work they have 
done before this committee.

Some Hon. Members: Hear! Hear!
The Chairman: We now adjourn until Monday night at 8 o’clock.
The Committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430, 
Monday, June 7, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 8.00 o’clock p.m. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, Cavers, 
Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Green, 
Hanna, Harkness, Hollingworth, Henderson, Herridge, Jones, Jutras, James, 
MacDougall, Nesbitt, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Thomas, Tucker, Weaver, and 
Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, and the following other officials of that Department: Mr. C. B. 
Topp, Chief Pensions Advocate; Mr. E. V. Wilson, Travelling Inspector, 
Veterans Bureau; Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser. Also, Mr. J. L. Melville, 
Chairman, and Mr. Leslie A. Mutch, Vice-Chairman, of the Canadian Pension 
Commission. Also, Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, Canadian 
Legion, B.E.S.L.

Before proceeding with the business of the day, Mr. Goode moved, seconded 
by Mr. MacDougall,

That this Committee recommend that the Government give con
sideration to introducing legislation which will give effect to the re
presentations submitted to the Cabinet in November, 1953 by the Cana
dian Legion, that the rates of allowance and the total income under 
the War Veterans’ Allowance Act be increased.

On the suggestion of Mr. Croll, it was agreed that this be taken as a notice 
of motion and the Committee proceed with the adjourned study of Bill 339, 
An Act to amend the Pension Act.

Mr. J. L. Melville was called.

The witness, after reading a lengthy statement dealing with matters 
raised on previous occasions when Bill 339 was under study, was questioned in 
respect to the various clauses of the said Bill now under consideration.

On Clauses 8 and 13,
On motion of Mr. Bennett (Grey North)
Resolved—That the said clauses be deleted.

On motion of Mr. Green,
Resolved—That, with respect to clauses 8 and 13, the following recom

mendation be made to the House:
With respect to clauses 8 and 13 your Committee has agreed to the 

deletion of the provisions contained therein. However, other amend
ments contemplated thereto would, to meet the unanimous views of the
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Committee, also result in an increased charge upon the public. There
fore, in obedience to the Rules of the House your Committee here also 
feels it has no option but to delete the said clauses. The Committee 
would, however, recommend that the Government consider the advis
ability of amending subsection (3) of section 31 and subsection (3) of 
section 42 of the Pension Act by striking out the words “in respect of 
service during World War II” where they appear in the said subsections.

On Clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18.
On motion of Mr. Bennett (Grey North),
Resolved,—That the said clause be passed without amendment, provided 

that the following recommendation to the House be made in reporting the 
Bill 339.

With respect to Clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18 as certain amendments 
contemplated therein would, to meet the views of the Committee, result 
in an increased charge upon the public, your Committee feels that it has 
no option, under the Rules of the House, but to report these Clauses 
without amendment. The Committee would, however, recommend that 
the Government consider the advisability of substituting the words and 
figures “1st day of May, 1954” for the words and figures “1st day of 
January, 1954” where they appear in the said Clauses.

Clause 16 was passed.

The preamble and title thereof having been passed, the said Bill as amended 
was ordered to be reported to the House, together with the recommendations 
with respect to clauses 8, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 18.

Mr. Melville, before being retired as a witness, gave a brief statement 
concerning the Canadian Pension Commission, and the witness was thanked 
by the Chairman on behalf of the Committee.

At 9.00 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.30 
o’clock a.m. Tuesday, June 8.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.



REPORT TO THE HOUSE

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs 
following as a

FOURTH REPORT

leave to present the

Your Committee has considered Bill No. 339, An Act to amend the Pension 
Act, and has agreed to report same with amendments.

With respect to Clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18 as certain amendments contem
plated therein would, to meet the views of the Committee, result in an increased 
charge upon the public, your Committee feels that it has no option, under the 
Rules of the House, but to report these Clauses without amendment. The 
Committee would, however, recommend that the Government consider the 
advisability of substituting the words and figures “1st day of May, 1954” for 
the words and figures “1st day of January, 1954” where they appear in the 
said Clauses.

With respect to clauses 8 and 13 your Committee has agreed to the deletion 
of the provisions contained therein. However, other amendments contemplated 
thereto would, to meet the unanimous views of the Committee, also result in an 
increased charge upon the public. Therefore, in obedience to the Rules of the 
House your Committee here also feels it has no option but to delete the said 
Clauses. The Committee would, however, recommend that the Government 
consider the advisability of amending subsection (3) of section 31 and sub
section (3) of section 42 of the Pension Act by striking out the words “in 
respect of service during World War II” where they appear in the said 
subsections.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.

(Presented to the House on following day).

389



I»



EVIDENCE
Monday, 8.00 p.m. 
June 7, 1954.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen.
Mr. Goode: I wonder if you would allow me a moment. The members 

of this committee from British Columbia are becoming increasingly concerned 
with the economic position of veterans in our province who are recipients of 
war veterans allowance. So, I move, seconded by Mr. J. L. MacDougall, 
that this committee recommend that the government give consideration to 
introducing legislation which will give effect to the representations submitted 
to the cabinet in November, 1953, by the Canadian Legion, that the rates of 
allowance and the maximum total income under the War Veterans’ Allowance 
Act be increased.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, that has to do with the matter of war veterans 
allowances and we have decided to debate the question of pensions tonight.

Mr. Brooks: At a meeting of the steering committee we laid down 
certain plans for these meetings and the understanding was if there were 
any other matters to be brought up they should be brought up after the 
pension bill was disposed of and also after we had heard the evidence of the 
Merchant Navy Veterans. That was the understanding of the steering com
mittee the other day.

The Chairman: I was going to say, Mr. Brooks, that we had decided to 
take the Pension Act and to try to finish it tonight. So I think we should 
stay with that decision unless it is the wish of the committee to change it. 
It was the desire, I think, of everybody to try to get through with the Pension 
Act if we could tonight so that Mr. Melville could be released. I would hope 
that this other matter would not be discussed tonight. We have already 
arranged to have a meeting of the committee tomorrow morning to hear the 
Merchant Navy Veterans at 11.30, and after we have heard them we can take 
this motion which Mr. Goode has moved into consideration, also any other 
matters that any other member of the committee wishes to take up. If that 
is satisfactory to the committee we will go on with the consideration of the 
pension bill.

Mr. Croll: Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the matter be treated as you 
are treating it as a notice of motion and that we continue with our other 
business tonight.

The Chairman: We will go on then with the pension bill. Mr. Melville 
and Mr. Mutch are here.

Mr. Melville is prepared to make some observations in regard to the 
matter on which Mr. Bennett and Mr. Green spoke during the last meeting.

'Mr. Melville.

Mr. J. L. Melville, Chairman, Canadian Pension Commission, recalled:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, towards the conclusion of 
the meeting on Friday Mr. Green made some enquiry with respect to World 
War I veterans. It occurred to me, Mr. Green, that I could be helpful to the
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committee if I obtained some additional information and I would like to 
place it on the record. Then I will amplify that by illustrating the procedure 
which is in effect in the commission.

For the fiscal year, the 1st April, 1952, to the 31st March, 1953, the 
commission dealt with 9,961 claims arising out of World War I. Now, these 
were claims for entitlement for disability, entitlement for death, and entitle
ment for other allowances. That is the sum total of all the claims, and of 
that total of 9,961 we granted 4,442, and we did not grant 5,519. Of that 
total of 5,519, 3,456 were claims with respect to death; a World War I veteran 
had died and the commission was called upon to render a formal decision 
with respect to death. The total of these deaths is included in the grand 
total of the claims not granted. For the following fiscal year, the 1st April, 
1953, to the 31st March, 1954, the commission rendered 7,608 decisions, of that 
total 3,210 were granted, 4,398 were not granted. Of that total not granted, 
3,328 were death decisions which were formal decisions of the commission. 
I have World War II figures, but I am quoting World War I because that was 
the point with which the committee was concerned.

Now, too, I thought it might be helpful to the committee if I endeavoured to 
illustrate the procedure with respect to new claims for World War I veterans, 
and I will tell you of one case which came to my attention two or three months 
ago. I met this World War I veteran. He was a gunner and in the course of 
conversation he said to me: “Well, I had no complaints when I was dis
charged; I never got any pension, but I have been having for the last few years 
increasing trouble with my vision and I have consulted my own doctor and now 
that I am retired from business I find the costs of medical attention are becoming 
a little heavy. I am wondering if I have any entitlement.” So I said to him: 
“well now, you say this was due to your service.” He said: “well, I had 
serious trouble with my eyes as a result of gassing at Hill 70.” (which many of 
you World War I members of this committee will remember only too well, as 
I do). He said: “I did not worry about it, but I now would ilke to know it 
there is anything coming to me, especially so because I need treatment.” I 
went to my office and not only drew his file but drew the documents covering 
his period of service, and when I reviewed I found that he had been in hospital 
and had had considerable medical attention. The condition had cleared up 
very well before his discharge and he was retired and we had not heard from 
him since. Having established that state of affairs I referred his file to the 
medical adviser in charge of the eye division and asked him to review the case 
and take whatever action was indicated. It went to the senior medical adviser 
there. He having reviewed the documents wrote to the senior pension medical 
examiner in the man’s district, which in this case happened to be Ottawa, and 
he said: “Will you please arrange to have this veteran examined. If necessary, 
you are authorized to have him admitted to hospital as a section 27 case, which 
is for observation and diagnosis.” Under that classification, he would be entitled 
to treatment allowances during his period of retention in hospital. The gunner 
reported. He was seen by the pension medical examiner and referred to the 
eye specialist here, and a number of eye examinations and tests were carried 
out. The reports when completed were referred to the local pension medical 
examiner, who had the gunner in before him, in order to save time, examined 
him for the purpose of assessing what in his opinion was the extent of pension
able disability existing at that time. These reports were then forwarded to the 
commission, and they went to the medical adviser, who reviewed them and who 
submitted the claim for the consideration of my colleagues. It came forward, 
and when the commission reviewed the records, there was no doubt that the 
condition keratitis was incurred during service, and we ruled: keratitis incurred 
during service, award effective 12 months prior to the date of this decision.
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I mentioned that he had been examined by the pension medical examiner, so 
that, the formal decision having been rendered by the commission, the file then 
went back to the medical adviser to note that the commission had ruled favour
ably, and then to submit a recommendation with regard to the extent of dis
ability. The degree of disability was assesed at 30 per cent. The medical 
adviser expressed the opinion that the disability had been at that extent over 
at least the 12-month period, and so the commission awarded pension retro
actively for 12 months.

Now I might finish by stating that last week I got a letter from him in 
which he expressed his very great satisfaction at the action that had been 
taken, and taken so speedily, in his favour. He said furthermore that it was 
just another evidence of the high regard he had for the commission, and that 
was very gratifying to me. There are one or two points now in connection with 
that. First of all, I mentioned that I met him two or three months ago. The 
first application he ever made was 2 or 3 months previously. But when we 
review a case like that we go back to his service documentation, and when we 
find the disability was incurred during service, the entitlement flows from 
service. In his case it was World War I. Therefore, we took advantage of the 
provisions of the Pension Act, section 31(1), and we made the award retro
active for 12 months. There was no evidence of hardship and distress, nor was 
any claim made, and no action was taken under section 31(2) of the Act. That, 
gentlemen, is the procedure which is followed in connection with these World 
War I claims. There is not a day during which the commission does not review 
a number of World War I claims and we follow exactly the pattern which I 
have outlined.

One. added observation for the guidance of some of the members who are 
on this committee for the first time: there is a provision in the Pension Act, 
section 15, whereby, if the applicant did not have service in a theatre of actual 
war no award of pension may be made unless there was a disability recorded 
at discharge. In this case he had a disability recorded on his documents, he 
served in a theatre of war and his application was not fettered by section 15 
of the Act. One other point: I did say that his entitlement went back for 12 
months. The treatment regulation which was passed last year and became 
effective from 1st April, 1953, makes provision whereby he may be reimbursed, 
in accordance with the departmental schedule, for treatment expenses for a 
period of three years prior to the entitlement date of our decision—that is for 
expenses actually incurred. So if he wishes to claim for any treatment 
expenses incurred for three years back from our 12 months, he may do so and 
the department may consider reimbursement for treatment expenses incurred 
for the condition for which entitlement was conceded by the commission.

Mr. Green: If I remember correctly, the point that I was endeavouring 
to make when we last considered the Pension Act was that section 31 (3) should 
be extended to cover the veterans of the first world war. That is the sub
section under which an additional award up to 18 months can be granted where 
there has been administrative delay. As members know, there is a restriction 
written into it that it applies only to men of the second war. I had suggested 
that it should be made applicable to all veterans. I presume that it would 
not even apply to men who served in Korea. I think the principle is sound that 
where there is administrative delay beyond the fault of the veteran he should 
be entitled to retroactive pension. One of the cases submitted by the Legion 
was a World War I case, case 134/12, in which they alleged delay which 
involved the Veterans Bureau rather than the Canadian Pension Commission. 
But I was urging that this section 31 (3) should be amended so that it covers 
all the veterans.
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There is one other point too. I would like to know from Brigadier 
Melville whether he is now convinced that section 31 (3) stands on its own 
feet and is not dependent on a veteran proving hardship. We had some dis- 
dussion on that point at earlier meetings, and I think I am fair in saying that it 
has been the practice of the commission to rule that a veteran could not get 
this 18 months retroactive pension for administrative delay unless he was also 
able to qualify for the six months on the basis of hardship. If the commission 
is still going to rule in that way, then I think there should be some further 
amendment written into subsection 31 (3) to separate the two and make it 
possible for a veteran to get the 18 months retroactive pension for adminis
trative delay without having first qualified for six months under the hardship 
subsection.

The Witness: I will deal with the two points raised by Mr. Green. One 
is with regard to the possibility of a further retroactivation for World War I 
pension claims. Needless to say, if the Act is amended and any additional 
benefits are contained in the amendment, the commission will be glad to extend 
them. When I review the proceedings of the 1936 Special Committee on 
Veterans Affairs, I find three very definite recommendations. One is for a 
retroactive period, and apparently 12 months was agreed. The other was the 
opinion, which was very fairly reached by the committee after debate, that 
there were cases of hardship and distress, and to alleviate these cases of hard
ship and distress an additional six months was provided in the statute. With 
regard to the third group, the ones on whose behalf Mr. Green is speaking at the 
present time, maybe I would be permitted, Mr. Chairman, to quote briefly 
from the evidence given by Mr. J. R. Bowler of the Canadian Legion. He said:

I do suggest that the way be left open for cases where there has 
been hardship and distress. Someone should have discretion to make 
a retroactive award in such cases—particularly those, for example, 
where a man made application some time ago. It may be a yer or 
two years or three years ago. He was unsuccessful in the first instance, 
and as a result has incurred substantial cost for medical treatment, 
hospitalization and so on and so forth. He eventually succeeds. It 
seems to me that in the type of things such as we are discussing now 
some provision should be made whereby he could be compensated for 
out of pocket expense which he would have escaped if his claim had 
been admitted in the first instance.

I suggest, gentlemen, that the provision which has been made by the 
department in treatment regulations, now in effect for nearly 15 months takes 
care of this last recommendation and provides for a three-year period.

Now, Mr. Green asked if I was convinced regarding the application of sec
tion 31, subsection 3 and its relationship to section 31, subsection 2.

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman, to the members of the committee, as I 
have in the past, thefife has been no occasion when the commission has not 
very very carefully as well as conscientiously considered any recommendation 
emanating from the committee.

As an example in that regard I refer you to one you know so well—the 
stabilization of World War I pensions. I have already discussed with my 
colleagues the debate which took place here last week regarding section 31, 
subsection 3 and may I say that there is an item on the agenda for the next 
general meeting of the commission at which due note will be taken and the 
whole subject reconsidered.

Mr. Pearkes: What about the veterans of more recent wars such as the 
operations in Korea? Would they be eliminated by the words “in respect 
to service during world war two”?
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The Witness: I think that the point is well taken and we will examine it. 
It has not arisen. We have had no such claims; but again, that matter will 
be added to the agenda and we will be very glad to look into it.

By Mr. Green:
Q. You cannot do anything about it if that restriction remains in the Act; 

and it reads very clearly:
(3) Notwithstanding any limitations contained in this section, the 

commission may, in its discretion, in respect of service during World 
War II, make an additional award not exceeding an amount equivalent 
to an additional eighteen months’ pension where, through delays in 
securing service or other records, or through other administrative 
difficulties beyond the applicant’s control, it is apparent that an injustice 
might otherwise ensue.

Is it not a fact that so long as that restriction in respect to service during 
World War II remains in subsection 3 of section 31 the commission obviously 
cannot grant any retroactivity under that subsection; either to veterans of the 
first world war or to veterans of Korea?—A. The answer I think is that in 
1950, when the special force was mobilized, one of the provisions with respect 
to mobilization was that all the benefits of the Pension Act would apply, such 
as the insurance principle and so on. That is why, when I was replying to 
Mr. Pearkes, I said that I would be very glad to look into it. I do not think 
that the answer is a negative one and it is worth examination.

Q. To make it certain I hereby move that the words “in respect to service 
during World War II” be deleted. Then it will be perfectly obvious that all 
veterans, no matter in what war they served, would be eligible for this 18 
month retroactivity if there has been administrative delay. I think that is 
only fair and I do not see why the men of the first war or the men of Korea 
should not be entitled to that protection.

Mr. Herridge: I heartily support Mr. Green’s contention, and I think that 
while we are here we should amend the Act to include all veterans.

Mr. Enfield: But we do not know if that has not already been done.
The Chairman: I am trying not to make up my mind as to whether the 

amendment moved by the parliamentary assistant to strike out sections 8 and 
13 is in order, or whether we ought to act by way of recommendation, the 
same as we did in regard to the amendment we desired to the Veterans’ Bene
fits Act.

Mr. Bennett : In that respect, Mr. Chairman, I consulted with Dr. Ollivier 
who gave me his opinion that because section 31 subsection 3 was in the present 
Act, therefore we did not need to have the consent of the governor general to 
expend money, and therefore it did not involve any further expenditure of 
money.

The Chairman: In other words, because it is already in an Act of parlia
ment, and the bill proposed to take it out, and now it is proposed to strike out 
the section taking it out. Dr. Ollivier’s idea is that we do not have to have a 
resolution authorizing us to do it. In other words, we can amend it, provided 
that we do not go beyond the original Act.

Mr. Bennett: That is right.
The Chairman: Well, assuredly we cannot go any further than that—we 

cannot go beyond the original Act, otherwise it would mean an imposition on 
the revenues of the crown which was not covered by the original bill or the 
original resolution. As I understand it, applying it to World War I veterans 
might mean a further financial liability on the taxpayers or on the public, so 
obviously it would be out of order, Mr. Green.
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Mr. Green: Well, Mr. Chairman, we did exactly the same thing with respect 
to bill 101. As Mr. Gillis pointed out there was a defect in that bill in that the 
unemployment insurance was not applicable to a certain group of Korean 
veterans. So this committee made a recommendation that the situation be 
met and as a result a resolution went through the House today that the 
difficulty be remedied. Here we have another defect which, I submit, nobody 
on this committee can justify and which could be treated in exactly the same 
way.

The Chairman: That is another matter, if that is what you have in mind, 
Mr. Green.

Mr. Green : I do not care what formality is followed to bring about the end. 
All I am worried about is that the end result be that this eighteen months is 
made applicable to all veterans, not just to veterans of World War II.

The Chairman: We have the motion of Mr. Bennett to which Mr. Green’s 
motion does not apply because, after all, we can strike out sections 8 and 13 by 
motion of this committee, but we cannot put in World War I veterans without 
going through the form which we went through in regard to the amendment to 
the Veterans Benefits Bill.

Is it agreed that sections 8 and 13 of the bill be struck out, the effect of 
which would be that the Act would be restored to the condition in which it is 
at the present? In other words, the effect will be that there will be a right on 
the part of the commission to make retroactive awards to the extent of six 
months in the case of hardship or eighteen months in the case of administrative 
delay and the like? That is the way the law is at the present time and the bill 
proposed to take out the provision for retroactivity of eighteen months. Then 
the parliamentary assistant moved that sections 8 and 13 be struck out of the 
bill. Is that agreed?

Mr. Pearkes: Before you pass on that, you did not call attention to the. fact 
that this only refers to veterans of World War IL I think that in order to keep 
the record straight we should have that put in.

The Chairman: I thought I did.
Mr. Pearkes: I do not think you mentioned it.
The Chairman: The Act as it is at present refers in this respect to World 

War II veterans.
Mr. Pearkes: That is right.
The Chairman: And the effect of striking out sections 8 and 13 of the bill 

will be in this respect to leave the Act as it is at the present time where it 
applies to World War II veterans in regard to retroactivity as to eighteen 
months. Is that clear to everybody?

Mr. Pearkes: Thank you.
The Chairman: Is that agreed.
Hon. Members: Yes.
The Chairman: Carried. Clauses 8 and 13 are struck out of the bill. Could 

we not take your motion in regard to there recommendations, Mr. Green, 
when we get through the other clauses of the bill?

Mr. Green: For the sake of the record, I think it would be better to put it 
in now, because it deals with the subject.

The Chairman: It does not matter to me, but it seems to me we have to 
report the bill, with or without amendments, to the extent we can report it. 
Once we know what we are putting in the bill then we can consider additional 
recommendations and it seems to me we should consider the bill first and then 
consider any recommendations that the committee might wish to make.

Mr. Green: That is all right.
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Some Hon. Members: Yes, agreed.
The Chairman: Now, concerning clauses 10, 11, 12, 13 and—
Some Hon. Members: Clause 13 is out.
The Chairman: I should have said Clause 18—they all have reference to the 

cut-off date. You were going to make a statement on that, Mr. Bennett?
Mr. Bennett: Yes, I was. As the chairman said, clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18 

were stood for the reason that it is desired to change the date in these clauses 
from the first day of January, 1954, as appears in the present bill, to the 
first day of May, 1954. This is in accordance with the usual practice. You 
will note that in the Act as it now stands the marriage deadline date is the 
first day of May, 1951, and we will have to go through the same procedure, 
as Mr. Green has stated, as we did in the Veterans’ Benefits Act. We will 
have to pass these clauses without amendment on the understanding that our 
report will contain the following recommendation to the government: —

Your committee has considered bill 339, an Act to amend the Pen
sion Act, and has agreed to report the said bill with amendments.

With respect to clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18, as certain amendments 
contemplated therein would, to meet the views of the committee, result in 
an increased charge upon the public, your committee feels that it has 
no option, under the Rules of the House but to report these clauses 
without amendment. The committee would, however, recommend that 
the government consider the advisability of substituting the words and 
figures 1st day of May, 1954 for the words and figures 1st day of January, 
1954 where they appear in the said clauses.

I am certain the honourable members are well aware of the reasons for 
the deadline in these clauses. It is legislation to protect the veteran and the 
treasury from so-called “death bed marriages,” between aged pensioners and 
very much younger wives who, it is felt in some cases at least, might have 
mercenary motives. With the number of World War II veterans steadily in
creasing it still seems to be a wise precaution. Many of you will remember 
that in 1951 the cut-off date was lifted from 1948 to 1951. The principle of 
this deadline date was first introduced in May, 1933 and has been in the 
Pension Act ever since. I think we all know the trouble the United States has 
run into with respect to civil war pensioners in this regard.

Mr. Herridge: Yes, we heard about the very virile old pensioners.
Mr. Bennett: Yes, marrying very young brides.
The Chairman: You have heard the parliamentary assistant’s suggestion 

that we cannot amend the bill to change the cut-off date in respect to these 
particular classes of applicants. It has been advanced in the bill to the first 
of January, 1954. He intends to make a motion that we recommend that con
sideration be given to bringing the date up to the first of May, 1954. Now, on 
that understanding shall clause 10 carry?

Carried.
Mr. Green: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the parliamentary assistant could 

explain two or three points in connection with these deadlines? The national 
council pointed out that veterans, or their wives or widows, invariably lost 
something when these deadlines were changed. I suppose an example would 
be if the man had married in 1952. The way in which we change the deadline 
is such that there is no payment for the period from that time until the first 
day of May, 1954. There is a gap in most cases which is not covered. I think 
that is correct.

Mr. Bennett: Brigadier Melville gave that evidence at one of our sittings, 
I believe.
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The Witness: Yes. The first gap was from 1933 to 1944. Nothing was paid 
in that interval. In 1944 it was advanced to 1948 and nothing was paid in that 
interval.

Mr. Bennett: Are the children covered, Brigadier Melville?
The Witness: No, the same provision in the statute applies to marriages 

contracted on or after the dateline and for children born of those unions on or 
after the dateline.

Mr. Green: Is there not some way in which that gap could be covered by 
the legislation? That is, when we raise the deadline, that payment could be 
made for the period during which they have not been covered?

The Witness: Well, when the dateline was lifted on the first of May, 1944, 
the very definite stipulation in the statute was that no awards of additional 
pension would be paid on behalf of wives or children prior to the first day 
of May, 1944, and that same proviso has applied in every amendment to the 
statute since. The principle was established in 1944 and was carried through 
in 1948 and 1951.

Mr. Bennett: It would destroy the whole principle of the deadline date, 
would it not, Brigadier Melville?

The Witness: Every time there is a dateline someone is hurt. I was 
retired from service one day and a month or so thereafter was granted but not 
retroactively a clothing allowance. I do not care what dateline goes into 
effect, someone is hurt. I have found nothing from these veterans but gratitude 
for the fact that they are now getting additional pension for their wives. There 
are a few who are now anxiously waiting and have letters from me to the effect 
that there is a provision in the bill which is receiving the consideration of the 
Special Committee on Veterans Affairs whereby the dateline may be advanced; 
and if this is enacted then we will be the first to let them know and take action 
on their behalf.

Mr. Green: Another point, why should the children be subject to a dead
line? The argument made by the parliamentary assistant applies exclusively, 
I think, to the widow. Why should the children of the veteran be penalized 
if they happened to be born after the deadline? I do not see the reasoning 
behind the argument that veterans’ children should not get the allowance.

The Witness: Well, Mr. Green, when the amendment was first introduced 
it included wives and children and the same proviso has been maintained in 
every subsequent amendment. It has remained unvaried since the original 
enactment in May, 1933.

Mr. Green: Then there really is no argument to support the placing of the 
deadline in respect of the children?

Mr. Bennett: It is the same argument, Mr. Green. It is to protect the 
treasury and the aging pensioners from death-bed marriages and certainly the 
question of children enters into it.

Mr. Green: Why should the child of a deathbed marriage be penalized?
Mr. Bennett: I do not think they are being penalized as long as the dead

line is being kept moving up. The whole principle of this deadline is to dis
courage these deathbed marriages. I do not see how you could make an excep
tion in the case of a child. I think that has been discussed in every veterans’ 
committee since 1933 and all committees have accepted that principle.

Mr. Green: Is it the intention to bring in similar deadlines against the men 
of the second World War? They are as yet not subject to these deadlines. They 
only apply in cases of veterans of the first World War. Is that not the case?

Mr. Bennett: That is the case, but I have no idea whether similar dead
lines will be brought in as far as World War II veterans are concerned.
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Mr. Croll: The first deadline was 15 years after the first World War 
finished. You have a little time to look forward to this.

The Chairman: Shall the clause carry?
Carried.
Shall clause 11 carry?
Carried.
Shall clause 12 carry?
Carried.
Clause 18 is a similar one.
Carried.

Now we come back to clause 16.
Mr. Bennett: Colonel Brooks asked that that clause be stood.
The Chairman: Mr. Brooks, you asked that that be stood over. As I under

stand it it gives the benefit to minors who were residents in Canada.
Mr. Brooks: As a matter of fact I did not understand it before. I under

stand it now, and I see no particular reason why it should stand.
The Chairman: Shall the clause carry?
Carried.
That completes the sections of the bill. Shall the preamble carry?
Carried.
Shall the title carry?
Carried.
Shall I report the bill as amended?
Carried.

The Witness: Gentlemen, I asked the chairman for the privilege of just 
saying one word. It is this: I repeat what I said when I appeared before this 
committee for the first time that it has always been a very very great pleasure 
for me to appear before the special committee of veterans affairs, and I thank 
all the members for' the cooperation and the advice which they gave. I benefit 
a great deal from what takes place and so do my colleagues. The commission 
—and I say so very seriously—is the guardian of the rights and the benefits that 
Canada intended for those who met disability or death in the service of their 
country, and that, gentlemen, is a very very heavy responsibility. It is one 
which is discharged by my colleagues seriously and I want that to be fully 
regarded and appreciated. I take this opportunity—because there recently has 
been a certain amount of concern on their part—which I suppose can be under
stood. I desire to pay tribute to my deputy chairman for his loyal support; to 
my colleagues; to the medical advisers; to the pension medical examiners; and 
to the staff of the commission in Ottawa and throughout Canada. The male 
staff of the commission, with very few exceptions—and the exceptions are a 
few junior appointments and one or two disability cases—but, were all members 
of the forces. The Commission is imbued with one purpose, and one purpose 
only, and that is to award and not deny pension, subject at all times to the 
provisions of the Pension Act. I would say this: it is not easy to refuse, and 
I think sometimes you gentlemen do not appreciate just how difficult it is to 
refuse and how easy it might be for the commission to say yes. But, you 
cannot always do the latter when you administer this statute. We take into 
consideration all the factors and bear in mind the benefit of the doubt; and 
cannot extend the benefit when there is none. One eminent jurist has said: you 
cannot extend the benefit of doubt when no doubt exists.
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I just wanted to take this opportunity to pay a tribute to a staff which in 
my opinion is loyal to the extreme and renders a great service to those who 
have served their country.

The Chairman: I have a motion from Mr. Bennett which reads as follows:
With respect to clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18 as certain amendments 

contemplated therein would, to meet the views of the committee, result 
in an increased charge upon the public your committee feels that it 
has no option, under the rules of the House, but to report these clauses 
without amendment. The committee, would, however, recommend that 
the government consider the advisability of substituting the words and 
figures “1st day of May, 1954” for the words and figures “1st day of 
January, 1954” where they appear in the said clauses.

Shall that motion carry?
Carried.

Now then, Mr. Green had an amendment. The effect of it was, Mr. Green, 
that you wished to move an amendment that we recommend that World War 
II be struck out of section 31, subsection 3. Your motion is that—it will be the 
same wording as Mr. Bennett’s—you wished to make a motion which would 
read: with respect to section 31, subsection 3 of the Act your committee recog
nizing that it has no option under the rules of the House to pass any amend
ment, recommends the government consider the advisability of striking out 
“in respect of service during World War II” from the said section. I presume 
that that covers it.

Mr. Green: That restriction also appears in section 42, subsection 3.
The Chairman: That covers it I believe from the said sections, 31, sub

section 3 and 42 subsection 3.
Mr. Green: Yes.
Mr. Bennett: Could I ask Brigadier Melville a question? Have you con

sidered whether Bill 101 would hâve the effect of giving the Korean veterans 
the benefit of section 31, subsection 3?

The Witness: I am sorry that I do not have that statute, but my under
standing very definitely is that on mobilization of the special force all the 
benefits of the Pension Act in so far as they apply to World War II veterans 
had equal application to those who enlisted for service in the special force. I 
think they are fully covered.

The Chairman: I checked up on it and satisfied myself that it already cov
ered the Korean veterans.

Mr. Green: That would mean a smaller charge on the treasury as only the 
first world war veterans would have to be covered.

Mr. Bennett: I sometimes disagree with Mr. Green, but I do not think that 
there is any justification for distinguishing between World War II veterans, 
World War I veterans and Korean veterans. The only difference in the re
commendation we propose to make here as compared to the one we made 
on Bill 101 is that I did have the consent of the minister and the government 
and I was sure that those recommendations were going to be carried out. I 
cannot guarantee that the government will accept this recommendation, but 
I do not see any harm in the committee making it if we feel that way.

The Chairman: Does anyone else wish to speak to this motion?
Mr. MacDougall: Question.
The Chairman: All in favour of this motion?

'■) Carried unanimously.
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Now are there any other matters in regard to the Pension Act to be taken
up?

Mr. Croll: The Pension Act is passed.
The Chairman: Mr. Melville made a very laudatory statement, which I 

am sure met with the approval of the members of the committee, in regard to 
his staff. I am sure that everybody here would want to express appreciation 
to him for the splendid work he has done over such a long period of years for 
the veterans of this country.

Some Hon. Members: Hear-, hear!
The Chairman: We certainly wish you Mr. Melville, a very successful and 

satisfactory journey overseas, and a safe return.
The Witness: I wish you were all going to be shipmates.
Mr. Mutch: Would you mind praying for me while he is away?
The Chairman: The deputy chairman wants you to be easy on him while 

the chairman is away.
As the committee knows, we decided to hear the merchant navy veterans 

tomorow at 11.30. That will actually conclude the matters referred to us, 
but I suppose the question will arise if it is proper and necessary for us to 
make a further report other than reporting the pension bill with the two 
recommendations that we have passed tonight. However, we can discuss that 
at the conclusion of the submission of the merchant navy veterans, and I hope 
everybody will be here, because that should wind up our proceedings for 
this session.

Mr. Brooks: Will there be a representative of the department here?
The Chairman : Yes, there will be the deputy minister and perhaps the 

assistant deputy minister. Could you be here tomorrow at 11.30, Mr. Burns?
Mr. Burns: Yes.
Mr. Pearkes: Will there be representatives of the Department of Trans

port? I understand that these witnesses will be here to discuss vocational 
training, and there are certain schemes under the Department of Transport for 
the education of seamen. Would it be helpful to have representatives of the 
Department of Transport?

The Chairman: That will be discussed with the Department of Transport. 
We will adjourn till tomorrow at 11.30 a.m.

The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430, 
Tuesday June 8, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 11.30 o’clock a.m. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, Cavers, 
Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield. Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Goode, Green, 
Hanna, Harkness, Hollingworth, Henderson, James, Herridge, Jones, Jutras, 
MacDougall, Nesbitt, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Tucker, Weaver, and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister, Department of Veterans 
Affairs; Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister; Mr. C. B. Topp, Chief 
Pensions Advocate; Mr. E. V. Wilson, Travelling Inspector, Veterans Bureau; 
Mr. E. J. Rider. Research Adviser, of the Department of Veterans Affairs; Mr.
D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.; Captain 
F. S. Slocombe, Supervisor of Nautical Services, Department of Transport; Mr.
E. W. Crawford, Director of Vocational Training, Department of Labour; Mr. 
A. J. Heide, National Secretary, Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association.

The Chairman introduced Mr. A. J. Heide and invited him to address the 
Committee. The witness presented a short brief and was questioned thereon at 
length and, at the conclusion of his examination, he was thanked by the Chair
man on behalf of the members of the Committee.

Mr. Burns was heard briefly on certain points arising out of Mr. Heide’s 
examination.

At 1.15 o’clock p.m.. the Committee took recess.

AFTERNOON SITTING

The Committee resumed at 3.30 o’clock p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Walter 
A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, Cavers, 
Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gillis, Goode, Green, Hanna, Harkness, Holling
worth, Henderson, James, Herridge, Jones, Jutras, MacDougall, Nesbitt, Pearkes, 
Philpott, Quelch, Thomas, Tucker, Weaver, and Weselak.

In attendance: Messrs. Burns, Rider, Thompson, Heide, Crawford, and 
Captain Slocombe, already indicated as in attendance at the morning sitting.

Captain Slocombe and Mr. Crawford were, in turn, called and questioned 
at length on matters arising out of the submission made in the morning by 
Mr. Heide, on behalf of the Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association.

The Chairman thanked the witnesses who were retired.
(The afternoon sitting was interrupted between 4.15 o’clock p.m. and 5.15 

o’clock p.m. because of a division in the House and in reason of the fact that 
Bill 339, An Act to amend the Pension Act, was under consideration by the 
Committee of the whole.)

At 5.45 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to meet again at 11.30 
o’clock a.m., Wednesday, June 9.
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EVIDENCE
June 8, 1954. 
11.30 a.m.

The Chairman: We have with us this morning Mr. A. J. Heide, who is 
national secretary of the Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association. He 
desires to make a submission to us.

Mr. A. J. Heide. National Secretary, Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Asso
ciation, called:

The Witness: Mr. Chairman and members, in your considerations dealing 
with the plight of the men who served Canada in two wars, we urge that 
you include Canada’s wartime merchant seamen.

With the government’s sanction, Canada’s merchant fleet has been dissipated 
and, unlike the other three forces which are still asking for men, the merchant 
seamen find themselves unable to follow the only profession they know.

And the government has made no provision for their reestablishment in 
civilian life.

To alleviate this situation, our association asks that your committee 
recommend for wartime merchant seamen:

(1) CIVIL SERVICE PREFERENCE:—A goodly number of seamen could 
be absorbed in the civil service, provided they had veterans’ preference. On 
the waterfront, for instance, seamen would be preferable help. This measure 
would be of no cost to the government.

(2) VETERANS’ LAND ACT:—As the members of this committee are 
aware, a goodly proportion of the navy and merchant marine personnel came 
from the prairies. The seamen from those parts do not want vocational train
ing, do not want to go into any other business except farming. As this associa
tion understands from government figures, the Veterans’ Land Act has not been 
costly legislation, so the financial aspect should be no bar to giving seamen this 
privilege.

(3) HOUSING:—Again, as this association unsuccessfully pleaded before 
a Veterans Affairs Committee in 1949, we ask your committee to recommend 
that members of our service be granted the same privilege of establishing a 
home and raising a family as have the members of the other three forces. 
Here, again, we understand this legislation is proving successful and no 
financial drain on the government.

(4) VOCATIONAL TRAINING:—On December 30, 1953, the “Toronto 
Star” carried a despatch saying that about 600 seamen, laid off as a result of 
United Kingdom ship transfers, would be given vocational training along 
similar lines to those in 1950 when the government transferred 92 Canadian 
vessels.
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The following telegram refutes this:
Dated: Ottawa, April 1, 1954.
To: Canadian Merchant Navÿ Veterans Association,

77 Victoria St., Toronto.
Reference your telegram twenty-ninth displaced merchant seamen 

may register at nearest National Employment Service office for employ
ment or unemployment insurance benefits. If no suitable available 
employment seamen may be referred to provincial vocational training 
centres operated by agreement with federal Department of Labour. 
This department has no active vocational training program respecting 
displaced merchant seamen.

Signed: Minister of Transport.
The last sentence of the telegram is, of course, the weakness of the scheme. 

We ask that your committee recommend seamen be granted training under the 
same set-up as the government had in effect in 1949 and 1950, namely, The 
Veterans’ Vocational Training Scheme.

Should the question of financial outlay be a factor in your committee’s 
decision, may we suggest that the government’s decision to-withdraw its three 
million-dollar yearly subsidy to Canadian shipping is largely responsible for 
the seamen’s situation and that this sum could well be spent on rehabilitating 
the men it has put out of work. Remember, this association is only pleading 
for those men who risked their lives for Canada, many of them in both world 
wars.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is nice to see Mr. Tucker here. He was 
one of the first men we approached when we came to Ottawa in the first place 
to get some of the legislative measures for rehabilitation of the men who served 
in Canada’s wartime merchant navy. While he has been, as it were, in the 
thick of the wild west for a few years, he has managed to come back to 
civilization.

The Chairman: I would not agree with that, Mr. Heide.
The Witness: I was born in his constituency, but I was disappointed 

yesterday when he told me that the place of my birth does not exist any more, 
at least so far as he knows. Of course, that was before his time; it was then 
the Northwest Territories, it was not Saskatchewan.

I am hoping that, among other things, perhaps this committee could recom
mend to the government that the legislation dealing with the men who served 
in wartime in the merchant navy could allow them to be regarded as in the 
same category as the other three forces. Under present policy we are classified 
as civilians. That may have been reasonable in the day of the windjammer 
and so on, but now with the increased activity on the seas in the way of 
submarines and aeroplanes we are strictly an armed force. When I was classed 
as a civilian, which the government maintains that I was during the war; it 
was rather hard for me to believe that I was a civilian in so far as on every 
ship on which I sailed we had numerous guns, Oerlikons in the way of air 
defence, four and twelve pounders, ashcans, and various other means of 
defence, which we, of course, used. On every ship on which I sailed I was 
always stationed on some gun turret or in some way on the defence of the ship. 
Not only that, but we are much more vulnerable, say than even the navy, 
because a battleship, a destroyer or whatever it may be, even a little corvette, 
is distinctly built to defend itself, and if it is hit, it in many cases can escape 
going down because of its airtight compartments that can be shut off in certain 
portions of the ship, whereas if you are sitting in an oil tanker it is possible 
that if you only light a match you can blow yourself up.
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If we could be classified as an armed force, then all this contention regard
ing rehabilitation legislation and veterans’ benefits would, of course, obviously 
be done away with. Legislation that you have recommended in the past has 
always been referred to the Department of Transport for ruling. In other 
words, the Department of Veterans Affairs refuses to take any action what
soever unless the Department of Transport first approves it. Of course, the 
Department of Transport has its own way of dealing with these matters. They, 
of course, are also, I would imagine, pressured by the shipping companies to 
keep us as civilians in order that they can operate the shipping industry and 
maintain some sort of hold over the ships when war is over. It is rather 
surprising that the country would allow a ship to be built with government 
money and then farmed out to a private concern, to operate on a cost-plus basis. 
I do not suppose that there is anyone in Canada who would not raise their 
voice if, say, planes were built by the government and farmed out to some 
aviation company to run on a profit basis, or if tanks were built by the govern
ment and run by some individual on a profit basis; yet that is exactly what is 
done in the case of the merchant ships.

Then, of course, they are sold to the individual shipping companies. After 
the war they were sold at a fraction of the cost at which they were built and, 
of course, the shipping companies, as you know, have since taken various 
measures of getting away from Canadian registry. They have registered 
them under Panamanian, Honduras, Greek and every other registry you might 
know of. Not only that, but the situation is aggravated considerably by the 
government allowing them with their own help to be transferred to U.K. 
registry. I think that in the last number of transfers of ships that took place 
sometime in December, 1953, 90-odd ships, with 600 and some men, were 
affected. Now, it is impossible for a Canadian to sail on a British ship with 
British wages, because the amount he would receive per month would not 
even pay his rent in Canada, let alone support his family. The result, of course, 
is that these men are now facing the problem of getting employment. No 
matter how long you serve in the merchant marine, you gain very little ability 
to adjust yourself to civilian life. You know nothing when you go to an 
employer and he wants to know what you can do. You can say you can splice a 
rope or operate a winch, but it is of very little use to you in civilian life.

That is the reason, of course, why the government agreed several years 
ago to open up vocational training for us, and it has proved to be very success
ful. In this respect, again, we ask that it be dealt with by the Department 
of Veterans Affairs. In the past with respect to the vocational training order 
the Department of Transport ruled that only those who had signed the pool 
agreement were eligible for any benefits. And out of 1,100 and some odd 
applications which were made in the first six months of vocational training, 
400 and some odd were turned down because the men had not signed the pool 
agreement.

Many of the men did not even know that this pool agreement existed. 
Perhaps they had never been in Canada for the duration of the war because 
they had been transferred to the ships of some other country such as the United 
Kingdom, Norway, or Greece. It may be that perhaps they had not touched 
at a Canadian port for the duration of the war, and in some cases probably 
not for three or four years.

The order was passed in the latter part of 1943, I think, when Canada 
was very short of help in her merchant navy as an inducement to maintain 
a supply of manpower for the merchant navy, and they had this pool agreement 
under which, if you signed it, you got a ten per cent bonus.
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The men who knew nothing of this pool agreement or of its existence— 
not through not knowing of it, but through not having signed the pool agree
ment—were not eligible for vocational training or for any of the other benefits 
which the government has given to the men who served in Canada in the 
wartime merchant navy.

We maintain that if a man served, regardless of whether or not he signed 
the pool agreement, but just so long as he signed for the duration of the war, 
that he should be eligible for any benefits which might accrue to the men of 
our services.

We ask for certain specific recommendations and you have them before 
you. We are very mild in our suggestions to this committee in view of the 
fact that it is hard to get the government to agree to any measure of legislation 
for the men of our service.

But I would just like to suggest or to remind this committee that we 
are still not eligible for any pensions whatsoever or for any hospitalization 
or medical care whatsoever unless we were injured by direct enemy action.

I think it was Mr. Green who said in the House a few years ago that the 
legislation meant that you practically had to be hit directly on the head by a 
torpedo before you could qualify. The men who were injured in other ways 
than by enemy action would not be pensionable.

We have had cases where the man fell down a hole during a blackout and 
was crippled for life, and has to remain in a wheelchair. Yet he cannot even 
qualify for vocational training because he had not signed the full agreement.

In several of those cases the association itself has borne the expense of 
getting these men some training. One boy in Vancouver who is in a wheel
chair for life took up the trade of leather-craft and he is now able to make 
purses and slippers and things like that.

In the case of the armed forces, a soldier or sailor might fall down the 
steps of the House of Commons here and if he should break his back he 
would be pensionable for life. Yet for the man serving in the merchant 
marine during our blackouts, who fell down and injured himself, there is 
no relief in the way of pension or hospitalization.

Now, dealing with the few points which we suggest such as the civilian pre
ference, a lot of these men are now out of jobs as a result of the transfer or 
sale of their ships, and I might say that I think out of 600 and some odd ships 
which were under the Canadian flag during the war, at the present time 
there are only 13 or 16 sailing now under the Canadian flag.

A lot of those men who have spent a goodly number of years at sea are 
now at an age when they are a drug on the labour market not only because 
of their age, but, as I explained before, because they have not a trade.

A marine engineer with a first-class merchant ticket cannot get a job on 
shore because the stationary engineers will not recognize a marine ticket. 
He has to go to a recognized school and take a certain course and then sit 
for his stationary engineering ticket.

He may already have a first-class marine ticket, but when he comes out 
of school he has only a fourth-class engineer ticket. However, that is better 
than nothing, at least, if he can get a job. But the merchant navy man cannot 
get the preference for a job on the dock or on the seaway where at least he 
is acquainted with the nature of the work. That is a point which we think this 
committee might well consider and make some recommendations upon. We 
urge that the civilian preference be made available to the men who served in 
Canada’s wartime navy.

Neither my association nor I represent sailors. We represent solely the 
men who served in wartime, both in world wars one and two. It would 
be a big help to give the Civil Service preference, especially to those men 
of an age when they are frowned upon by industry and employers generally.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 409

As to the Veterans’ Land Act, when I made a trip through the prairies 
last year I stopped off to see our members' in the prairie provinces. That was 
one measure that they, of course, were more interested in than anything else. 
In other words, they did not want to become plumbers, electricians, carpenters, 
bricklayers, barbers, or cooks. They wanted to have a piece of land and they 
wanted to have a farm.

They cannot understand it. Alongside of them, perhaps, there may be a 
chap who served in either of the forces and perhaps never got out of Canada 
—not because he did not want to go, but because the government decreed that 
his services were more valuable in Canada. They cannot understand why this 
man should be entitled to treatment under the Veterans’ Land Act or to have 
some land holdings whereas they, having done their measure of service, are 
not entitled to it.

As we understand it, there is a 20 per cent write-off? Is that right?
The Chairman: It varies. The maximum is $2,320.
The Witness: We understand that the men who have taken advantage 

of the Veterans’ Land Act, are pretty well paying their way and that the 
measure has not cost the government a great deal. We were under the 
impression from articles which appeared in the Canadian press a while ago 
that there would be vocational training for the men who were out of work 
as a result of the transfer of these ships, but we found that that was not a fact. 
I have tried to trace the source of the information. The House was not in 
session at the time. I tried to trace through the Canadian press the source of 
their information and I suppose for their own protection they would not give 
me the exact source but they assured me it came from what they considered 
a responsible authority. However, when we were in touch with Mr. Chevrier, 
the Minister of Transport, he advised us that the only available training would 
be through the dominion provincial agreement. In a telegram dated April 1st, 
1954, addressed to the Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association in 
Toronto, Mr. Chevrier said this:

Reference your telegram twenty-ninth displaced merchant seamen 
may register at nearest National Employment Service office for em
ployment or unemployment insurance benefits. If no suitable available 
employment seamen may be referred to Provincial Vocational Training 
centres operated by agreement with Federal Department of Labour. 
This department has no active vocational training programme respecting 
displaced merchant seamen.

Signed: Minister of Transport.
We are hoping that this committee will make a recommendation that the 

training program, as we had it in 1950 and 1951, will be reinstated. I think 
that pretty well sums up our position. If there are any questions I will be 
glad to answer them.

Mr. MacDougall: How many members do you have in your organization 
who served in both wars?

The Witness: Approximately 3,000 members. It is in the process of 
fluctuation because some fall behind in the payment of their dues, but we 
maintain about 3,000 members.

Mr. Weselak: How many men would be affected as coming from the 
wartime merchant marines?

The Witness: When I appeared before this committee several years ago 
I was asked the same question. It is impossible to give you the figures for 
the merchant marine service for the simple reason that there was no record 
kept. A man signed up and went on one or two trips or possibly stayed 
throughout the war and some were killed. There is no record. Mr. Walter 
Woods and Brigadier Melville were at the last session as representatives of the
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Department of Veterans Affairs. I made an estimate at that time. When the 
pools came into force in 1943 there was a registration of approximately 10,000 
and I estimated that perhaps another 5,000 had passed in and out previous 
to that. Many were killed in battle. Death took a lot of them and, of course, 
some could not take it any more and quit. Both Mr. Woods and Brigadier 
Melville agreed that I was close when I said 15,000.

We must remember there were quite a few old country people who were 
brought over here to man the ships because Canada did not have a source of 
supply in regard to engineers and deck officers. We had to get them from 
the old country. I have sailed with men as old as 75 and 80 even, who came 
back into service to man the ships; otherwise we could not have sailed because 
we simply did not have the officers.

Mr. Herridge: I was interested in your comment that a merchant engineer 
with a first class certificate on shore could only get a job as a fourth class 
engineer after taking an examination.

The Witness: He would accept that fourth class certificate because he 
could not get anything better. First you take the course and then you work 
for a certain length of time and then you sit in for the second class certificate 
and then work on a higher pressure boiler and then sit for the first class 
certificate.

Mr. Herridge: And then you apply for your old age pension?
The Witness: Yes, just about.
Mr. Herridge: Does that mean some other branch does not recognize the 

marine ticket?
The Witness: Operating engineers will not recognize the marine ticket?
Mr. Quelch: Men of the merchant marine who are pensionable are 

eligible to go under the Veterans Land Act. Have you any idea how many 
settled under that Act?

The Witness: Well, no, I do not have any idea but I imagine there would 
not be very many because there are not very many who qualify for pensions 
in view of the present legislation which requires that you must be injured 
by direct enemy action. The majority of those who were injured by direct 
enemy action are lying at the bottom of the Atlantic.

By Mr. Enfeld:
Q. You say in your submission that this is to include Canada’s fartime 

merchant seamen. Are you limiting your proposal to merchant seamen who 
served in wartime and who are members of your association?—A. No, not 
necessarily members of our association. When the Legion pleads for legisla- 
iton it is for the men who served in Canada’s war service. They do not 
limit it to members of their organization.

Q. You say no records were kept of the men who served, the length of 
time they served, and where they worked?—A. Not until such time as the 
manning pool was established in 1943.

Q. Up until 1943 they had no records?—A. The government had no records.
Q. But from 1943 until when do you have proper records?—A. Up to the 

end of the war.
Q. Until 1945?—A. Yes. The pools were closed down when the war ended.
Q. Does that mean you would have to limit any claim to the period from 

1943 to 1945 for anyone who served in the merchant navy?—A. No, because 
after 1943 it was quite a cinch to sail. By that time we had decent convoys. 
The men who deserve every consideration are the men who served on old 
tubs in 1939, 1940 and 1041 when there was no protection whatsoever. You 
would have one destroyer for 20 or 30 ships.
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Q. You can foresee an administrative problem there, can you not?— 
A. No, each man will have his papers showing when and where he sailed. 
He has his papers from the shipping company.

Mr. Forgie: Do the shipping companies have the records?
The Witness: Yes, he will have his payoff slips to show he sailed on 

certain ships.
Mr. Enfield: Are you taking into consideration the areas where people 

might have served or are you including any merchant seaman who might 
have served?

The Witness: No, the legislation is all based on service in what they call 
“dangerous areas.” It includes from a certain point in the St. Lawrence river 
where subs sank a couple of ships to the Atlantic and Pacific seaboard.

Mr. MacDougall: Particularly Murmansk?
The Witness: Yes, that was a dilly.
Mr. Quelch: In 1942 when we were considering the Veterans Land Act 

we had a submission from the merchant seamen. The witness was Mr. 
Randles, the director of merchant seamen of the Department of Transport. 
When appearing before the special committee on land settlement of veterans 
of the present war on June 23, 1942, Mr. Randles said:

It is respectfully submitted that merchant seamen, subject to qualifi
cations as outlined herein may be embraced and permitted to participate 
in the benefits of the proposed Land Settlement Bill.

I am wondering if Mr. Heide would agree with the qualifications Mr. 
Randles made at that time. He said:

With the foregoing evidence that merchant seamen are recognized 
in a special manner as performing dangerous duties, which can be 
regarded in line with those performed by the armed forces, it is 

* recommended that Canadian merchant seamen be permitted to partici
pate under the Land Settlement arrangements, provided that their 
record shows they have served for an appreciable period in dangerous 
waters or zones during the present hostilities, and I would suggest that 
a period of three months service might be taken as a guide to determine 
their eligibility to participate. This is in line with the general require
ments for the issuance of a merchant navy badge. In any case, under 
circumstances where a Canadian Merchant Navy badge is not issued, 
evidence of service in hazardous zones can be provided by the seamen’s 
discharge documents.

Would you agree pretty well with that qualification?
The Witness: Yes. Mr. Randles, by the way, was the head of the 

manning pool and the director of the merchant seamen during the war. He 
came from the Cunard Steamship Lines and is back with them now.

Mr. Quelch: I think it is interesting to note the reaction to the brief at 
that time. Mr. Murchison, who is the director of the Veterans Land Act, was 
before us at that time and he said: “I agree with Mr. Randles’ idea.”

Then the honourable Ian Mackenzie stated: “My own opinion is that the 
men of the merchant navy are entitled to any and all of the privileges which 
anybody else serving in this war overseas or anywhere else gets. As I see it, 
they are twice as much in the line of fire.” That was the opinion of the 
Minister of Veterans’ Affairs of that day. When the Act was drawn up we 
only included the merchant seamen who were pensionable, and later on in 
1945 and 1946 when it was again brought up I remember Mr. Ian Mackenzie 
suggested that it would not be wise to include them in the Act at that time 
because it was desirable that they continue to serve in the merchant marine if 
needed, but that at a later date when these men were no longer required it
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might be advisable to bring them in under the Act. Now might be an advisable 
time to bring them in. We could spare a number of men from the merchant 
marine.—A. Spare them! You can spare them all right. They simply have 
not got ships to sail on. You members are partially responsible for this 
situation—at least those on the government benches—in so far as you acquiesced 
to the transfer of these ships and let the shipping companies transfer them to 
other registry.

Mr. Herridge: Has the witness any idea about how many of the merchant 
seamen would be likely to take advantage of the provisions of the Veterans 
Land Act-

The Witness: That, of course, is impossible to say, Mr. Herridge. I would 
imagine it would not certainly be any more than the percentage that have 
taken advantage of the Veterans Land Act from the other services which I 
believe is about 10 per cent.

The Chairman: It might be between 5 and 10 per cent by very rough 
figuring.

The Witness: Yes.
Mr. Dinsdale: Can you tell us how many casualties there were in the 

merchant marine during the war?
The Witness: Again you see there were no figures kept. You have to go 

to every shipping company and every ship master and find out how many of a 
crew were lost or how many killed through action, because there was no 
record kept until 1943 when the pool was established. Then, of course, there 
was a record kept. But, the government agrees, and so does the Department 
of Veterans Affairs, that our ratio loss of life was higher than any of the three 
forces.

The Chairman : During the time that the pools were in operation there 
were about 15,000.

The Witness: 10,000 was the highest that were registered.

By Mr. Croll:
Q. Mr. Heide, is vocational training not available to merchant seamen in 

the federal-provincial operated institutions?—A. Yes, they can apply the same 
as any other unemployed man can. That was established, Mr. Croll, I believe 
because the Unemployment Insurance Commission felt that if they could teach 
some of the men who were continually coming to them for unemployment 
insurance a trade they might get them off their hands and gainfully employed. 
Of course an unemployed seaman can go through all that same rigmarole. 
You only get your unemployment insurance while you are undergoing training 
and payment for part of your course. We would like the training to be 
available the same as it is through D.V.A. where the government provides the 
course and you get so much. In the case of a single man it is not too bad 
because the amount he would be drawing through unemployment insurance 
would be about the same as through the D.V.A., but in the case of a married 
man with children the amount that he would be drawing through D.V.A. would 
be much higher than the amount he would be drawing in unemployment 
insurance.

Q. Have you many of those?—A. How many would take advantage of it, 
I do not know, but certainly the men who took advantage of the training when 
it was instituted in 1950 were sufficient to warrant the measure having been 
passed.

Q. How many did?—A. I think about 2300.
Q. Took advantage?—A. Across Canada.
Q. Can you break them down as between single and married?—A. No, 

I cannot.
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By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. Mr. Chairman, how many merchant navy seamen have become eligible 

under the existing veterans legislation? Could the departmental officers 
answer that?—A. The D.V.A. could tell you. They are eligible only if they 
are eligible to pension.

Q. How many pensioners were there?—A. I do not know how many 
pensioners there are. D.V.A. could tell you.

The Chairman: 1 doubt if we can make any recommendation in this 
matter; but I thought there was sufficient sympathy for the position of the 
merchant seamen and the steering committee thought, and the committee 
agreed with it, that on that basis they would hear Mr. Heide and perhaps hear 
from somebody from the Department of Transport and somebody from the 
Department of Labour and we would have some facts made available for the 
members so that they could make representation to the government; and of 
course there would be some effect too in the fact being brought out in the press. 
So I asked the deputy minister if he would arrange to have somebody here 
from the Department of Transport, and he has Captain Slocombe here, and 
from the Department of Labour we have Mr. A. W. Crawford, who was formerly 
with the Department of Veterans Affairs on vocational training. I thought 
perhaps, by unanimous consent, when we get through with Mr. Heide the 
committee members could ask any questions they wished to of these gentlemen 
with the idea of getting all the information they could and might use it in 
regard to supporting any part of the request made by Mr. Heide. If you will 
conclude your questioning of Mr. Heide, then we will call Captain Slocombe 
and Mr. Crawford if the committee wish to hear them.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I understand, Mr. Heide, from your brief that you are requesting first 

of all that the merchant navy be made eligible for the veterans preference in 
the civil service?—A. That is right.

Q At the moment does that privilege extend to the merchant navy men 
who have qualified for disability pension?—A. Well, if they are disabled to 
the extent that they are drawing a pension there are very few of them would 
be capable.

Q. I quite agree with you that practically none have been able to qualify 
because the rules under which they could qualify were so strict. Then, the 
Veterans Land Act. You arc asking that merchant navy seamen be made 
eligible for assistance, by way of getting a farm or a small holding or if they 
happen to be fishermen?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you know if many of your men have gone into the fishing business? 
—A. Naturally there were quite a few of them who were requisitioned by the 
government during the war, especially on the east coast in the larger fishing 
boats for patrol work.

Q. On the east coast quite a few fishermen went into the merchant navy? 
—A. The vessels even were requisitioned for patrol purposes.

Q. Then, on vocational training you are asking particularly that the men 
who have been displaced within the last few months by reason of the transfer 
of Canadian ships to U.K. registry should be given the same privileges that 
were made available back in 1949 and 1950?—A. That is right.

Q. And you say that would cover about 600 men?—A. Oh, no. It would 
cover many more than that. There were 600 affected in the last transfer of 
ships last September, 90 some ships; but this has been going on for the last 
three years.

Q. What you are in effect asking is that the vocational training plan which 
was in operation in 1949 and 1950 should be opened up again and any merchant 
navy men who could qualify should be given eligibility?—A. That is right.
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Q. That is what you are asking now?—A. Yes, that is right, Mr. Green.
Q. In that case, was it not restricted to those who had signed the manning 

pool agreement?—A. I would like to have that restriction taken off, that 
manning pool bonus.

Q. You would like to have that lifted, so that men who served before the 
manning pools were set up would be eligible for this vocational training, as 
well as those who signed the manning pool agrément?—A. I explained a while 
ago, and I thought I made it clear, that even when the manning pool was 
established in 1943 there were hundreds and hundreds of men who never 
touched a Canadian port from 1943 till the end of the war and, therefore, could 
not sign because they never knew there was such a thing as a manning pool 
agreement.

Q. You are asking that the restriction to men who signed the manning pool 
agreement should be lifted in so far as the rights are concerned?—A. Any of 
the legislation.

Q. I heartily agree, but I just wanted to make clear what it was you 
were asking.

By Mr. Pearkes:
Q. May I get this clear in my head, whether or not those who are to be 

eligible for these various benefits are to be limited to merchant seamen who 
actually served during the years of the war in dangerous waters? There is no 
thought is there of asking for this vocational training for men who have joined 
the merchant marine since the war and who had no experience of serving in 
dangerous waters? Would not a number of the 600 seamen referred to in the 
“Toronto Star” be young men who had not served during the war period? 
Are you asking that they should have the advantage of the vocational training, 
or are you limiting the benefits sqlely to those who served in dangerous waters 
during the war years?—A,, Only those who served in dangerous waters.

Q. And your reason for bringing this recommendation forward now is 
because of the change in the situation regarding the Canadian merchant fleet? 
Over the course of the years the Canadian merchant fleet has been practically 
disbanded, therefore, these men have not the opportunity now of continuing 
in their chosen profession, as was the case when this matter was considered 
by this committee, when the late Mr. Mackenzie suggested that it be not dealt 
with at that time because of the hope that these men would continue in the 
merchant marine? Now, because Canada has practically no merchant marine 
you feel that this whole problem should be reviewed; is that the situation? 
—A. That is right, General Pearkes.

By Mr. Jones:
, Q. A statement was made that certain fishing vessels, and presumably 

their crews, were taken over by the Canadian navy. Were they placed under 
the command of the navy or were they on their own?—A. I am not so much 
acquainted with that, sir, but I would imagine that they would be to a great 
extent under the navy.

Q. They were sent on patrol duty, so I take it that they took their orders 
from the Royal Canadian Navy?—A. Of course, we took orders from the 
British Admiralty too.

By Mr. Nesbitt:
Q. Reference was made several times this morning to “dangerous waters”. 

Could you clarify exactly what those areas were? Who laid them down, in 
other words?—A. The government made the ruling that the dangerous waters 
were considered as, say, from the point in the St. Lawrence river where
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the submarines were active and then from there to the Atlantic seaboard and 
anywhere in the Atlantic and, of course, in the Pacific. Once you are out in 
the ocean you are in dangerous waters.

Q. Are those laid down in some regulation?—A. Yes, they are.
Q. Do you know if they include the Bay of Fundy, for instance?—A. Yes, 

naturally they would.

By Mr. Gillis:
Q. I think your answer to General Pearkes was in error. Your answer 

to his statement could be construed as meaning that the reason that you 
are before this committee now is because of the merchant marine service 
folding up and being handed over to foreign flags. That is not true. The 
fight to have the merchant marine declared the fourth arm of the services 
has been on since 1940. I know that Mr. Green and myself many times dis
cussed it in the House. I think that is the answer to your whole problem; 
that instead of making these demands which get confused the fight should be 
made to have the merchant service during the period of the war declared the 
fourth arm of the services, and then you automatically come into all the benefits. 
—A. In my opening remarks I asked that this committee recommend that in 
future wars the merchant navy be considered an armed force.

Q. Why future wars? My contention has been, ever since the formation 
of the merchant service at the beginning of the war, that it should be con
sidered the fourth arm of the services, because without the merchant navy 
during the last war everyone in Britain would have starved to death regard
less of how many guns they had. If there was any service that really took 
it on the chin it was the merchant service, and as far as I am concerned I think 
w.e should still continue to fight for them. The position the government has 
always taken on that question has been that the armed services as such 
were under the government for all purposes but that the merchant marine was 
a private enterprise organization?—A. That is right.

Q. And that they should have made some provision for rehabilitation 
after the war was over. Now, I know that Mr. Green and myself always 
fought for the merchant marine to be recognized as the fourth arm of the 
services, which it certainly was during the last war. I still think that to avoid 
confusion in making many demands we should still pursue that matter of having 
it recognized during the period of the war as the fourth arm of the services. 
There are many more statistics available than Mr. Heidè indicates. I listened 
to a broadcast from Vancouver only a few weeks ago, commemorating the 
Battle of the Atlantic. Whether the figures were accurate or not, whoever 
was making that broadcast had the number that served, the number of 
casualties, the number of ships, and all kinds of data like that, and when you 
listened and heard the figures of casualties in proportion to the number that 
served, the casualties were something terrific. My only purpose in getting 
up was to keep the record straight. This is not a new fight because the 
merchant navy is going down the drain now; it is an old fight, and I think that 
to keep it simple and plain we should still insist that the merchant marine in 
the last war was not just a civilian organization; it was a very essential and 
important part of the armed services and should be recognized as such. Then 
all the other benefits that flow from veterans’ regulations should be applicable 
to those who can produce records at least.

The Chairman: I think that the records referred to, showing the number 
of wounded and those who lost their lives, were placed before some veterans 
affairs committee in 1946 or 1947. I think at that time it was brought up before 
this committee. My i ecollection is the same as that of Mr. Heide’s statement 
this morning that the number of merchant marine casualties proportionately 
to those serving was higher than in the armed services. That is my recollection 
of it according to those figures.
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Mr. Brooks: Mr. Chairman, I also want to associate myself with the 
modest Mr. Gillis and Mr. Green, because I remember that upon many occasions 
I have spoken in this connection in the House.

Mr. Gillis Well, Mr. Green was the leader. That is why I mentioned him.
Mr. Brooks: And as to the matter of the fourth arm of the services, we 

did recognize it on a good many occasions. There is one question about whether 
they were not recognized as the fourth arm of the services. What about the 
men who served in ships fiom Canada or any other country, if they lost their 
lives or were wounded. I don’t, mean wounded. Mr. Heide spoke of a man 
falling down a hatch. If they were hurt, did they not receive compensation 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act? I think that is one reason why they 
could not receive further compensation, and one reason why their pensions 
were not as extensive as they otherwise would have been. I think they came 
under the Civilian War Pensions and Allowances Act, and I think also under 
that Act it was stated that if a ship were sunk and the men lost their lives, 
that all they had to prove was that the men were on the ship at the ime it was 
sunk.

I wonder if that applied only to the men after 1943 under the manning 
pool, or whether it applied to the men who served before 1943, or whether the 
matter was not complicated by their being associated with Workmen’s Com
pensation Acts, not only in Canada but of other countries. I wonder if Mr. 
Heide would have a word to say in that connection.

The Witness: If a man lost his life, his dependants would be pensionable, 
regardless of whether or not he had signed under the manning pool.

In respect to workmen’s compensation I think that only Ontario and 
British Columbia, from the beginning, recognized merchant seamen under their 
workmen’s compensation Acts, and it got so bad that eventually put all 
merchant seamen—I think again it was 1943—under the Civilian War Pensions 
and Allowances Act.

Mr. Brooks: Was compensation made in other countries? Would a man 
who served under the Greek flag come under the compensation laws of Greece, 
or were there any?

The Witness: I do not know of any.
Mr. Brooks: I remember applying for compensation for a widow whose 

husband had lost his life, I think it was, in a Norwegian ship. We were able to 
get compensation although it was not very considerable.

Mr. Green: Was not a fact that one of the big difficulties was, that in the 
case of illness it was almost impossible for the merchant navy man to qualify 
for a pension? Suppose he got malaria or tuberculosis; did you not find there 
was practically none who qualified in the case of sickness, and there was no 
compensation for a man who became sick either, as I understand it?

The Witness: This association has helped about 40 men who had tuber
culosis. The pattern is practically similar in every case. They were youngsters. 
Some as young as 14 years of age got into the merchant navy. After a couple 
of trips across the North-Atlantic or to Murmansk—because their lungs were 
not developed, they were very subject to pneumonia. There was no medical 
provision for the merchant navy whatsoever. Sometimes they had tuberculosis 
for several years before it caught up with them. They would fall down and 
somebody would say: “This man is sick”, and he would be taken away to 
hospital and found to have tuberculosis.

During the time this association has been in existence, during the last 
seven years, we have helped about 40 of them to get into sanatoria. We 
have one at Jericho, one at Brantford, and one who just came out of the 
western hospital about a year ago. They are all pretty well out now. One
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thing which helped somewhat was that the government extended correspond
ence courses to the men who were in hospital with tuberculosis and other 
injuries, and quite a few of them took advantage of those courses.

Mr. Green: You mean the provincial governments?
The Witness: No, I mean under the legion’s scheme. You remember the 

correspondence courses they had under the D.V.A. I think it was, which were 
initiated by the legion. In fact, one of the men from Vancouver who was in 
Jericho took the accounting course. He is now with the firm of Griffith and 
Griffith and is doing very well.

Mr. MacDougall: For those people who were in the merchant navy and 
who went “down to the sea in ships”, and I mean who really went down, 
there was no compensation paid, for instance, to the surviving widows?

The Witness: Yes, there were pensions.
Mr. MacDougall: You mean they were eligible for pensions as under the 

other three services?
The Witness: Yes, widows’ pensions.
Mr. Herridge: I want to associate myself with Mr. Gillis and Mr. Green. 

I have sat with them on the committee since 1945. I think that Mr. Gillis 
hit the nail on the head. This is a very complicated and difficult question and 
if we could settle the position of the merchant navy as being the fourth arm 
of the service, I think we could settle all these other questions quite easily.

Mr. Enfield: Does any other country recognize the wartime merchant navy 
service as the fourth arm of the services?

The Witness: The only two countries which give them all the benefits 
which they have for their service men are New Zealand and Australia.

Mr. Enfield : New Zealand and Australia.
The Witness: We have one man who served in the Canadian merchant 

navy and he wrote to me two months ago to say he had just got £ 5,000 with 
which to start a farm in Australia. You notice I said pounds, not dollars.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. What was the difference in pay between a sailor in the merchant navy 

and the man who served in the regular forces in the same job?—A. That is a 
question of course that always comes up. I would like to refer you to Hansard 
for July 7, 1947, in which I think Mr. Green asked Mr. Chevrier what the 
pay was of the merchant navy man in 1942 when the battle of the Atlantic 
was going on; and Mr. Chevrier’s statement was that the able-bodied seaman 
was the highest paid man aboard ship—not including the commissioned ranks; 
in short, that the “AB” was the highest paid man, and that he received $47.07 
a month. Of course there was no pool in existence at that time and if there 
had been he would have received $47.07 twice.

Q. Did that include the 10 per cent under the manning pool?—A. There 
was no such thing then.

Q. What about those men who signed under the manning pool; what did 
they get?—A. The highest pay which I ever drew was in the latter part of 
the war when we got a raise. This 10 per cent business was not a bonus; it 
was absolutely necessary to give us more money because we were starving to 
death. I drew $133 and some odd cents a month, and I had a wife and three 
children to support; I had to buy all my own clothes, and clothes were a big 
factor in the merchant navy because you either had to have decent clothes or 
freeze to death. That 10 per cent was not really a war bonus, but when they 
gave us that raise the shipping companies asked that it be described as a war 
bonus in the hope that when the war was over they could knock it off so that 
it would not be included in our wage schedule.

92586—2
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Q. You still have not answered my question. What was your pay in total 
as against the navy pay? I am not criticizing your statement at all, but I would 
just like to know.—A. As I say, the highest pay the merchant seamen received 
was $130 a month. That was only in the latter part of the war. In 1942, as 
Mr. Chevrier said, it was $47.07 a month. In between ships you had to feed 
yourself, and get yourself a room to stay in, and buy your clothes, and you 
could imagine that the merchant seamen did not draw a great deal of money.

Mr. Goode: The reason I asked the question was because of the fact that 
I disagree entirely with Mr. Gillis and Mr. Green. In the last three years 
there have been. two delegations to my home in Burnaby representing the 
merchant seamen in regard to the veterans affairs committees and when I 
asked them, “Would you desire, in the case of another war, that the merchant 
service become a fourth arm of the service?” they definitely said “no.”. If 
that is the feeling of the merchant seamen who served in the last war, I would 
wonder if the submission you have given us represents their idea. That is 
what they said to me.

By Mr. Nesbitt:
Q. I can speak with some knowledge because of the fact I spent some little 

time in the navy which is sometimes called the “first arm” of the service. Is 
it not your contention to include the merchant service not as a direct fourth 
arm of the service coming under the government but rather as a fourth 
arm—because of the peculiar exigencies of modern warfare and the activities 
of the merchant service—and the fact that although you do not actually fire 
guns in the theatre of warfare you would like to be a fourth arm of the service 
for the purposes of veterans benefits, pensions, and for all the benefits under 
the Veterans Land Act and so on? You would like to be considered a fourth 
arm of the service for this purpose alone, is that not the point?—A. As far as 
the membership of this association is concerned we are on record as asking 
the government in a petition some while ago that we be considered, in the case 
of war, an auxiliary of the navy.

Q. You are saying that in event of a future war that you be made an 
auxiliary of the navy? In other words, virtually a part of the naval service? 
—A. That is right.

Q. I think that answers my question. You wish to be included as a part of 
the naval service?—A. There is a bill before the American House of Repre
sentatives now in which we point that out.

The Chairman: For the information of the committee, I was trying to 
recall in my own mind what had been done as a result of looking into this 
matter by the Special Committee on Veterans Affairs of 1945 and 1946 and I 
now recall that the Civilian War Pensions and Allowances Act was passed, 
and it provided for pension being paid at the same rate as under the Pension 
Act to Canadian merchant seamen and salt water fishermen and there was a 
provision for pension for disability, death, and so on. Also it provided for the 
auxiliary services personnel and for civil Canadian firefighters for service in the 
United Kingdom and there was provision for the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police and provision for payment of pension for injury during remedial treat
ment and also provision for dealing with overseas welfare workers, and the 
Canadian civil air pool of the Royal Canadian Air Force transport command. 
Those who were on the committee at that time will remember that we went 
into those matters at considerable length. The difficulty, as has been pointed 
out by Mr. Green, is that the basis for qualification for pension was made very 
narrow. Actually I was trying to remember if we had done anything as a 
result of the representations which had been made when this Act was originally 
passed in 1946 but, as has been pointed out, I see that although the provision
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for qualification is wide enough the people to whom it will apply are those 
persons who served on a Canadian ship or a certified non-Canadian ship dur
ing the war and who as a result of enemy action or counter action taken against 
the enemy suffered injury or disease or aggravation thereof resulting in dis
ability or death. That was what cut down the real advantage of the Act to 
your people in regard to pensions?

The Witness: Yes.
The Chairman: We can get the figures which will tell us the number who 

did qualify under that Act. Mr. Burns has the figures here and I am sure the 
committee would like to have the information placed on the record.

Mr. MacDougall: Let us hear it.
Mr. Green: What was the answer Mr. Heide was looking for?
The Witness: In regard to the merchant seamen being considered an 

auxiliary of the navy, when this association passed the resolution that we 
were in favour of being made an auxiliary of the navy in the case of war I 
received a letter from Vice Admiral Grant saying that he was very pleased 
and it would be given every consideration by the Canadian navy.

The Chairman: If there are no more questions of Mr. Heide we could 
perhaps finish with him now and then take the figures from the departmental 
people who are here.

Some Hon. members: Agreed.
The Chairman: Are there any other questions?
Some Hon. members: No.
The Chairman : Thank you very much, Mr. Heide. We will get some 

figures now to fill in some of the points that were raised by the members. 
I do not think there is any doubt that there is a great deal of sympathy for 
the people whom you represent on account of the great contribution you 
made towards the winning of the war, and the very high proportion of casual
ties your people suffered in connection with their service to the allied cause.

Some Hon. members: Hear, hear.
The Witness: The trouble is, Mr. Chairman, that medals and platitudes 

do not do us very much good.
The Chairman: That is quite true. Mr. Burns, could you give us the 

figures?
Mr. Burns: Mr. Chairman, the following are the figures taken from the 

last annual report of the department as to disability and dependent pensions 
payable to merchant seamen. These are divided into those pensions that are 
paid directly and those pensions which are supplemental to pensions granted by 
some other country. We supplement dependent and disability pensions of 
this kind in the same way as we supplement those pensions granted to members 
of the armed forces by countries other than Canada. The number of dis
ability pensions is 38, and the number of dependent pensions is 365. In the 
supplemental category there are 43 disability pensions and 101 dependent 
pensions, making a total of 81 disability pensions and 466 dependent pensions. 
I do not know, Mr. Chairman, whether it would be of interest to the committee 
to hear the statistics of the training given to merchant seamen under the 
orders in council passed in 1948 and 1949, but I have them here if you wish to 
hear them.

The Chairman: I think that the committee would like to have them.
Mr. Burns: The procedure was to refer applications to the Department 

of Transport to determine whether the applicants qualified by reason of having 
been members of the manning pool and the other grounds for qualification. 
1149 applications were reported to the Department of Transport for approval
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and of these 696 were approved. The remainder for one reason or another 
were not eligible. Of the 696, 519 reported to the D.V.A. for training, but 
175 did not report and the applications of two were deferred by reason of 
illness. Of those 519 for whom training was arranged, I am informed, two are 
still in training as river pilots. 367 completed the approved training, and 14 
are continuing at their own expense. The remainder, for one reason or another, 
discontinued training.

The Chairman: Now, does the committee wish to hear from Captain 
Slocombe representing the Department of" Transport who could give us an idea 
of what they have done or are doing in respect of this matter? It is five 
minutes to one. If the committee wish we could hear from Captain Slocombe 
perhaps in the five minutes that are left.

Mr. Green: We also have to hear from the Department of Labour.
The Chairman: We may as well go on until one o’clock. This gentleman 

is Captain F. S. Slocombe, Supervisor of Nautical Services, Department of 
Transport.

Mr. Quelch: If the brief is going to take any time would it not be better 
to adjourn?

The Chairman: Captain Slocombe, could you give us any idea how long it 
would take you to give us your brief?

Mr. Slocombe: I am glad you have asked that question because I have 
no brief. I just heard about this meeting an hour or so ago and I have nothing 
prepared.

The Chairman: You are prepared to answer questions?
Mr. Slocombe: Yes.
Mr. Henderson : I would suggest that we adjourn until after lunch.
The Chairman: Mr. Crawford is here as director of Vocational Training 

of the Department of Labour and I take it, Mr. Crawford, that you have not 
a brief and are just here to answer questions?

Mr. Crawford: Yes, sir, I am here to answer questions.
The Chairman: I suppose the committee would like to continue on with 

this matter this afternoon at 3.30.
Mr. Green: There is the debate on wheat in the House this afternoon and 

I cannot imagine any prairie farmer being willing to sit anywhere but in the 
House when the wheat debate is on.

The Chairman: I would like very much to be there but I realize that there 
is a desire to get this veterans affairs committee work finished and if it is the 
wish of the committee we will adjourn until this afternoon at 3.30.

Agreed.

AFTERNOON SESSION

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum. Mr. Heide said that he 
had to leave on the train this afternoon: so he will not be able to stay with us 
until the conclusion of our meeting. Now we have with us Captain F. S. 
Slocombe, of the Department of Transport, and if he will come forward the 
committee may ask him some questions.

Mr. F. S. Slocombe, Supervisor of Nautical Services, Department of Transport, 
called:

Mr. Herridge: Could Captain Slocombe give the committee some idea of 
what his department has done for the merchant seamen?
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The Witness: At the outset I think I should say that the department has 
given sympathetic consideration to all these requests that have been put for
ward, and there have been requests made by Mr. Heide in the past on several 
occasions. Of course, our policy in the matter has been governed by this 
parliamentary Committee on Veterans Affairs. There is no thought of be
littling or playing down what the merchant seamen have done or were doing 
during the war. I had the job of taking the “Montcalm” to Murmansk in 
1942 and I can assure you in regard to the men there, although they had no 
rigid discipline, while under attack ert route and while in Murmansk, their 
behaviour left nothing to be desired.

It is admittedly hard for those people to take. For instance, in the matter 
of the civil service preference, while they were actually manning the guns 
and “fighting ship” they would b.e overridden by somebody who perhaps had 
been in the navy but had never seen any action. But one has to be fair 
in this comparison of the services. The men of the merchant navy did not hand 
over their lives, their souls and bodies for an indefinite period. They signed 
on voluntarily each trip. At the end of the voyage they could quit, as Mr. 
Heide perhaps inadvertently admitted this morning. That was not so in the 
armed forces. Now, it was for that reason perhaps that the proviso was made 
in regard to the benefits which were granted that they must have signed a 
manning pool agreement which did tie them down for a certain period, 
two years.

I would like to run through, since a member asked, just what was done. 
First, there was protection against disability or death by enemy action or 
counteraction against the enemy, by pensions on a scale equivalent to those of 
the Royal Canadian Navy. There was hospitalization for non-pensionable 
disabilities incurred in service at sea. I have not the details, but I think that 
that question came up this morning. Then, pensioners were entitled to the 
benefits of the Veterans’ Land Act and the technical training program as 
established for discharged members of the forces. There was hospitalization 
and treatment of a pensionable disability and benefits under the Veterans 
Insurance Act.

Mr. Green: Was the Veterans Insurance Act only for pensioners?
The Witness: Yes, sir. There are 35 pensioners, I have here, including 

Newfoundland.
Then there was the war service bonus and other benefits granted under 

order in council P.C. 149/2705 in April, 1944. These were granted to those 
who signed a manning pool agreement on or after April 1, 1944, to serve for 
two years or the duration of the war, whichever was the lesser: (1) the war 
service bonus, of 10 per cent of total annual earnings; (2) the equivalent of 
two days’ leave per month of service paid at the end of each year; (3) reduced 
fare round trip rail transportation; (4), basic pay for a maximum of 12 weeks, 
if incapacitated by sickness or injury. Then there was another order in coun
cil, in May, 1945, approving a special war service bonus, extending the bene
fits of the previous bonus to seamen who had service prior to April 1, 1944 
and were not in manning pools then. '

Mr. Brooks: Was there a cutoff date for application for that bonus?
The Witness: I have not it here, sir.
Mr. Heide: May I answer that?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Heide: There was definitely a cutoff date. We got it extended for, I 

think, a six-month period, in view of the fact that these men were not notified 
of that bonus in any way. The government just pased the Act, but there was 
no way of contacting the men except through press reports, but the govern
ment was quite reasonable in that respect. There are still many men that did 
not even hear of it afterwards.

92586—3
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Mr. MacDougall: Could we not hear the witness’ statement without 
interruption, and then ask questions afterwards?

The Chairman: He asked for permission to answer the question that was 
asked. Mr. MacDougall. Let us proceed.

The Witness: All seamen entitled to such bonus were also entitled to: 
(1) the rights, benefits and privileges of the Veterans Insurance Act; (2) 
vocational training of a restricted nature to increase their skill and knowledge 
for advancement in the merchant navy; (3) all the provisions of the post
discharge re-establishment order respecting vocational and technical training 
benefits, under P.C. 5210 of July 13, 1944. The deadline for the bonus and 
benefits was advanced several times, finally to coincide with the expiration 
of the War Measures Act to March, 1947.

Then there was coverage for merchant seamen under the Unemployment 
Insurance Act. On October 1, 1946, merchant seamen were given this coverage. 
Seamen who had been in receipt of the war service bonus or special bonus 
were given credit for wartime service without payment of contributions.

On January 1, 1949, vocational training was brought in. By this order the 
scope of vocational training aforementioned was enlarged and made similar to 
that granted veterans through the Department of Labour. It was confined 
to men eligible for bonus and under 30 years of age. You have had the 
statistics as to the number already tabled. The closing date for that was the 
29th June, 1949. On December 13, 1949, the time limit for the applications 
was extended to September 30, 1950. Discretionary powers were given jointly 
to the Minister of Veterans Affairs and the Minister of Transport to approve 
training for merchant seamen over 30 years of age who were unemployed. 
This training did not include university training or pre-university training.

That is the outline of what was done. Now, I heard Mr. Heide this morn
ing mention the question of wages. I just looked that up.- In 1942 the basic 
wage for able seamen was $56.20 per month, but there was on top of that a 
war risk bonus of $44.50, paid by the ship owners. I may say, Mr. Chairman, 
also that this latest proposal to extend the vocational training benefits so as to 
make them available to the seamen who are now being displaced by the trans
fer of registry of Canadian ships has already been considered on the highest 
level and it has been turned down, although it was, I may say, considered on 
the basis of everybody who is now being displaced.

The Chairman: Are there any other questions?
Mr. James: By “everybody”, whom do you mean?
The Witness: The seamen who have been displaced, irrespective of 

whether they served during the war.

By Mr. Green:
Q. What is your department doing now for the merchant seamen who had 

war service?—A. It is just for those who are residual, those who are left 
still having training, Mr. Green.

Q. We had evidence this morning from General Burns that there were two 
still in training. Are there only those two whom you are concerned with?— 
A. I think so. It is just the residual number who have not completed the 
training which they were granted.

Q. I think you said in your statement that nobody could get this training 
unless under 30 years of age, is that right?—A. There was an amendment to 
that which extended it to those over 30 years of age. Perhaps Mr. Crawford 
could tell us that. The Department of Labour administers this training. We 
merely process the men and say whether they are eligible or not.
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Q. I know for a time the provision was that they could not get it if they 
were over 30 years of age. That ruled out a great many of the men. Has 
it been changed?—A. I see under P.C. 6227 of December 13, 1949, the time 
limit for applications was extended to September 30, 1950, and discretionary 
powers were given jointly to the Minister of Veterans Affairs and to the 
Minister of Transport to approve training for seamen over 30 years of age.

Q. How many over 30 years of age got the training?—A. I have not got
that.

The Chairman: We will get that from the Department of Labour when 
Mr. Crawford is called.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Only those who had signed the manning pool agreement were entitled 

to this training?—A. That is right.
Q. And if a man had been in the merchant navy before the manning pool 

was set up which, as Mr. Heide said, was the most dangerous time, he could 
not qualify. Is that right?—A. Yes, that is right.

Mr. Quelch: What was the date when it was set up?
Mr. Green: 1944?
Mr. Croll: When was the pool set up?
Mr. Crawford: 1943.
The Witness: The bonus was granted to those who signed under the man

ning pool on or after April 1st, 1944.
Mr. Quelch: Was there any agreement prior to that date?
The Witness: The special war service bonus was extended to seamen 

who had served prior to April 1st, 1944. So the men having service prior to 
then did qualify for the bonus, and if so, they were entitled to these benefits.

By Mr. Green:
Q. Would your department be in a position now to carry on with a plan 

of this type if we should recommend that such a plan be continued?—A. I 
presume that the machinery could be set up with the co-operation of the 
Department of Labour, as has been done in the past.

Q. Would there be any serious obstacle to getting a vocational training 
plan underway again?—A. Not so far as I know, if it were policy to do it.

Q. You rather suggested that this committee had been responsible for the 
merchant navy men not getting more benefits. You said you were restricted 
by what this committee did. I think that is entirely wrong. This committee 
has always been very favourably disposed. Could you tell me of any 
restriction this committee has placed upon these men?—A. Our policy has 
always been guided and controlled by the findings of the committee of veterans 
affairs.

Q. Well, if our wishes had always been followed by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, these men would have got much more help. In any event, 
this committee was never responsible for the cutting down.

The Witness: Then I stand corrected, sir.
Mr. Gillis: You see, this committee cannot make government policy.
Mr. Quelch: We can only recommend. That is all.
The Witness: The policy may be made by the government.
Mr. Dinsdale : I think the witness said that all merchant seamen retro

actively became eligible for the bonus. Is that so regardless of whether they 
signed the pool agreement or not?

92586—31
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The Witness: I am afraid you have touched me at a weak spot because 
I cannot answer the question.

The Chairman: I think that P.C. 49/2705 dated April 18, 1944 covers that 
point. It reads in part:

. . . authorized the payment of a war service bonus of 10 per cent of total 
earnings to any seamen who signed an agreement to join a manning 
pool and serve at sea on foreign-going ships of Canadian registry for a 
period of two years or for the duration of the war, whichever might be 
the lesser period. The bonus was payable from the date of signing this 
agreement or, in the case of a man on the strength cf a manning pool or 
serving in a foreign-going ship at the date the order in council came 
into effect and who immediately signed the agreement on discharge 
from his ship, from the 1st of April, 1944. The bonus was payable at 
the end of every 12 months’ continuous service commencing from the 
date of the signing of the agreement or the 1st of April, 1944, as the 
case might be.

Mr. Dinsdale: It was only paid to those who signed the agreement.
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Croll: That is not what he said.
The Chairman: There was a special bonus.

Special bonus.
Order in Council P.C. 3227 dated May 3, 1945, provides for it. It 

authorized the payment of a special bonus of 10 per cent of all earnings, 
excluding overtime, for all service in dangerous waters between Sep
tember 10th, 1939, and April 1st, 1944, subject to the following con
ditions:
(a) The seamen must have performed at least 6 months’ service in a 

ship of Canadian registry in dangerous waters; and
(b) Seamen must have signed a manning pool agreement or, prior to 

August 31, 1945, agreed to serve for the duration of the war if 
required.

So it was paid as 10 per cent for service between September 10, 1939, and 
April 1st, 1944.

Mr. Quelch: The seamen actually got a bonus if they signed up for the 
duration of the war.

The Witness: For two years or the duration of the war, whichever was 
the lesser.

Mr. Croll: After they joined the manning pool they were eligible for 
the retroactive pay, and if they were with a British pool they were also eligible 
for the active pay.

Mr. Quelch: And prior to 1944?
Mr. Croll: If they subsequently joined the manning pool they were paid 

for any service occurring 6 months prior to 1944.
Mr. Dinsdale: Are there any statistics to indicate how many did join 

the manning pool?
The Chairman: I had a figure of 15,000 in my mind according to the 

evidence of the Department of Transport witness. He also recommended that 
a man who signed a longterm contract prior to the 31st of August, 1945 
should be eligible for the special bonus.

I am now reading from the report of the 1945 committee. We recom
mended that an interdepartmental committee procure all the information 
possible in regard to all the claims being made by other than ex-service 
personnel. There was a large number of them at that time asking to be given 
more consideration. Therefore an interdepartmental committee was set up and
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they made a report to the committee on March 26, 1946, which report is part 
of the record of this committee. It deals with all the facts in regard to the 
different groups. The part in regard to merchant seamen is known as section 
7 (a), and it is to be found on page 36 of those proceedings (Special Com
mittee on Veterans Affairs, minutes of proceedings No. 1, dated Tuesday, 
March 26, 1946).

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. Is it correct to say that your department, Captain Slocombe, really 

only certifies as to the qualifications of the seamen with respect to the various 
benefits which have been listed?—A. That is right. We have the records of 
all individual seamen.

Q. And the other department administers the legislation?—A. That is 
right.

Q. What procedure does your department follow in getting in touch with 
the seamen or with the seamen’s organization to inform them as widely as 
possible of the benefits which have been available to date?—A. I cannot 
answer your question in detail, but the matter, I can say, was advertised in the 
newspapers, and of course the seamen’s organizations were informed.

Q. By your department?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Henderson:
Q. You were here this morning, Captain Slocombe, when it was suggested 

that the merchant navy be the fourth arm of the services. I wonder if you 
could tell us from your own experience with merchant seamen whether they 
themselves would wish to be the fourth arm of the services and be subject to 
the discipline and regulations to which those three services are subjected 
during a period of war or in peacetime? You may have an idea from your 
own personal experience in that regard, and I thought you would be a good 
man to answer the question.—A. I understand, Mr. Chairman, that merchant 
seamen are of a different type now from what they were twenty years ago. 
But I do not think the men with whom I served would take very kindly to 
the rigid discipline of the navy. They liked their freedom. But I really should 
not answer that.

Mr. Henderson: You would not like to make any remarks about the current 
situation?

The Witness: No.
Mr. Dinsdale: I think the suggestion was made that there was a good 

deal of transiency during the war among the sailors when they signed on. 
Have you any idea how extensive that transiency would be among the 
personnel?

The Witness: That is what makes it so difficult to compile any statistics 
for merchant seamen. You know the Canada Shipping Act requires articles 
of agreement to be signed every voyage. That was carried on during the war 
and when they completed the voyage they signed off. Unless they were on a 
pool agreement and the pool kept track of them, we did not know what hap
pened to them. They could sign on another ship or take employment otherwise 
unless they were under some wartime rule.

Mr. Dinsdale: There were 15,000 sailors who signed the pool agreement. 
What percentage of the total number available would that be I wonder?

The Witness: We have no idea. There were many people who did go 
to sea for a while and then went back to other employment.

Mr. Dinsdale: How many would be in service in the merchant marine 
during the war at any one time?
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The Witness: I do not have that information. It has been mentioned, I 
think, that a lot of Canadian seamen did have service in ships of other registry. 
Apart from other difficulties we only have records of Canadian ships. The 
articles of agreement and the log books are delivered to us after completion 
and we have them in the department.

The Chairman: It says on page 39 of the previous committee’s evidence:
All foreign going ships of Canadian registry were manned from the 

pool and, in some cases, seamen were assigned to coastal trade and to 
ships of allied registry. The strength of the pool during the last three 
years of the war was approximately 7,000 men. The Transport Depart
ment witnesses estimated that approximately' 15,000 men will have 
received either war service bonus or special bonus.

Mr. Harkness: That is at any one time?
The Chairman: It was approximately 7,000. That was the report of the 

interdepartmental committee.
Mr. Dinsdale: That is, those who had signed on at the pool?
The Chairman: It says:

All foreign going ships of Canadian registry were manned from the 
pool and, in some cases, seamen were assigned to coastal trade and to 
ships of allied registry. The strength of the pool during the last three 
years of the war was approximately 7,000 men. The Transport Depart
ment witnesses estimated that approximately 15,000 men will have 
received either war service bonus or special bonus.

Apparently there was quite a turnover.
The Witness: It says that the strength of the pool was 7,000 approximately.
Mr. Harkness: That was on a 100 per cent turnover then?
The Chairman: Yes. I think the members would be interested in the 

casualties because it was in the evidence some place and it should now be put 
on the record. Mr. Randles, who gave the evidence before the interdepartmental 
committee, stated:

Mr. Randles stated that the percentage of casualties in the merchant 
marine was greater than in any of the other services. At the beginning 
of the war, there were 1,100 seamen serving on ships of Canadian 
registry. Fatal casualties during the war were approximately 1,200. 
The United Kingdom had approximately 38,000 fatal casualties since 
September, 1941, out of a total strength at the beginning of the war of 
185,000. There have been relatively few injuries, most of the casualties 
being fatal.

This appears in the report of 1946.
Mr. Nesbitt: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might ask a question of 

General Burns. It is related to something you were touching on and that is' 
why I mentioned General Burns who might be the better person to answer. 
My question is this. General Burns gave us some figures before we adjourned 
with respect to injuries and those who applied for pension and were receiving 
pensions, and you have just made some remarks with respect to the number 
of casualties who were fatally injured. What I would like to get at is this: 
There were a great many casualties of a permanent type during the war. 
There was a type of casualty called “immersion foot” which developed when 
the feet or legs were left in cold water for long periods of time and this invari
ably happened when there were survivors after a ship sank. There was quite 
a lot of discussion at the time as to whether people would recover from this 
permanently or whether their recovery was temporary and they would be 
affected by it some time in the future. I wonder if you have any information 
on that.
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Mr. Burns: I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that we have no medical information 
as to whether pensions have been granted as a result of the condition which 
Mr. Nesbitt describes or as to whether any treatment was granted. I will try 
to find out about it and let Mr. Nesbitt know, if you wish.

Mr. Nesbitt: I am very interested in that. Apart from burns it was 
apparently the greatest single casualty that was suffered.

Mr. James: This morning General Burns mentioned some figures con
cerning the number of seamen who started training and the number who 
finished and did not finish. I wonder if we could have those figures again? 
It seemed there was a high percentage who did not finish.

Mr. Burns: There were 519 merchant seamen for whom training was 
arranged and what has happened to them is as follows: Two are still in 
training, as I mentioned; 367 have completed the training approved for them; 
and 14 are continuing on at their own expense. Of those who discontinued, 
31 withdrew voluntarily without any given reason; 24 withdrew to take em
ployment not in line with the training they were undergoing; 22 withdrew to 
take employment in line with the training they were taking; 31 stopped 
because of their inadequate progress or absence; 10 returned to sea; 6 stopped 
for reasons of health; 5 stopped for financial reasons; 3 joined the armed forces 
and four failed to report for training.

Mr. James: Thank you.
Mr. Gillis: Mr. Chairman, that 10 per cent war risk bonus was only paid 

on the basic able seaman’s rate of $56.50 a month?
The Witness: That was in addition, Mr. Chairman, to basic pay and was 

equal all over the ship. Everyone got the same war risk bonus.
Mr. Gillis: The able seaman’s rate was $56.50 a month and you applied 

10 per cent to that?
The Witness: No. This war risk bonus was paid by the ship owners. That 

is not the bonus that was paid by the department, it is a different thing 
altogether. This was just an increase in wages, you might say; a blanket 
increase given to everybody.

Mr. Gillis: That is 10 per cent?
The Witness: No, $44.50 was added to every person on the ship.
Mr. Gillis: By the ship owner?
The Witness: Yes.
Mr. Gillis: A 10 per cent war risk bonus was paid by the government?
The Witness: The 10 per cent war bonus was paid to manning pool signa

tories and was paid by the government, yes. Ten per cent of the basic pay 
was the amount.

Mr. Croll: Captain Slocombe, am I wrong in assuming that you said that 
after the manning pool agreement the seamen received $56.20 plus $44.50?

The Witness: That was independently of the manning pool agreement; 
that is when they were actually working.

Mr. Croll: Yes, $56.20 plus $44.50 if they were working?
The Witness: Yes, that is while they were actually at sea.
Mr. Croll: For how long?

"The Witness: $44.50 per month added to the $56.20 per month.
Mr. Croll: That was not what I understood the witness to say this morn

ing.
Mr. MacDougall: Neither did I.
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Mr. Croll: I understood him to say this morning—I have my notes with 
me—something like $44.70 and the 10 per cent, say $4.70, I remember that— 
about $49. I was under the impression the seaman got $49 or $50 a month. 
That was the impression I had from the witness this morning and for that 
reason I wanted to be clear and to be sure I heard you properly.

Mr. Harkness: He said in 1942 it was $44 and something, and at the end 
of the war he was getting $133.

Mr. Croll: No, he said—it was not the same question—that personally, 
as an able seaman, he received that because he had a wife and three children. 
I believe that is what I heard him say.

Mr. Quelch: In 1942 he was only getting that amount?
Mr. Croll: I do not know.
The Chairman : “Canadian rates of pay are based on those paid by United 

Kingdom operators. The basic rate at the outbreak of the war for an able- 
bodied seman was $52.50 per month. In 1941 a 25 per cent war risk bonus was 
added for service in dangerous waters.” “In 1942 the basic rate was increased 
to $70 a month plus $19.93 cost of living bonus and a flat war risk bonus of 
$22.25. In 1943 the war risk bonus was increased to $44.50 where it remained 
until the 31st December, 1945, making a total of $89.93 a month basic pay plus 
$44.50 while at sea.”

The Witness: That is right. That is in 1945.
The Chairman: Yes, and then the war service bonus was 10 per cent of 

total earnings, Mr. Gillis, and the special bonus was 10 per cent of all earnings 
excluding overtime.

Mr. Gillis: That works out properly now. It was misleading before.
The Witness: Mr. Green asked how many men over 30 applied for voca- 

itonal training. I have only the applications; I do not have the number who 
received vocational training. Applications submitted under that Order in Coun
cil over 30 years of age were 246.

Mr. Croll: But, at the moment he can obtain that training under the new 
scheme that Mr. Crawford heads in the Department of Labour no matter how 
old he is. If he is susceptible to the training it is here for him, is it not?

The Witness: For these present displaced persons.
Mr. Croll: Under present circumstances?
The Witness: Yes. It comes under the unemployment insurance scheme.
Mr. Green: He would not get any allowance except what he got under the 

special plan in 1948-1949?
The Witness: That is all finished except for these two who have not quite 

completed their training.
Mr. Green: The only training he would get now would be the same as any 

civilian?
The Witness: Yes.
The Chairman: We might hear Mr. Crawford and come back to Captain 

Slocombe if there are any further questions later.

Mr. E. W. Crawford, Director of Vocational Training, Department of Labour, 
called:

The Chairman: Have you prepared any statement?
The Witness: No, I have not sir.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 429

The Chairman: Perhaps you would tell the members of the committee 
just what you are doing in respect to merchant seamen in your department 
right now.

The Witness: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we have at the moment no 
direct connection with merchant seamen as such. When the Canadian ships 
were being placed under British registry there was a proposal submitted to 
the department that we work out with the Department of Transport, a rehabili
tation program for displaced merchant seamen. As you have heard, that has 
not materialized. The decision now is that any merchant seaman who is 
displaced from employment because his ship is sold or placed under British 
registry may apply for training as an unemployed person in Canada. I will 
explain the operation of this provision for training.

Under the Vocational Training Coordination Act there are four federal- 
provincial agreements; one is known as the Vocational Training Agreement 
under which are operated seven different types of training. One schedule, 
commonly called schedule M, governs training for unemployed persons. It is 
under this schedule that these men may obtain training.

Unfortunately the schedule is not in operation in all provinces. Newfound
land does not operate under this schedule, nor does Prince Edward Island. In 
Ontario the only provision is for people who are disabled.

The Chairman: As soon as the division is over, we will return.
Mr. Bennett: The pension bill may be called immediately afterwards.
The Chairman : If the pension bill is called afterwards we will resume 

after the completion of the pension bill.
. . . The committee adjourned for a division in the House.
The Chairman: Order. We will hear from Mr. Crawford now. He was 

just nicely started when the division bell rang.
Will you please take up more or less where you left off, Mr. Crowford. 

You will have to review what you had said briefly.
The Witness: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I was telling you that 

schedule M is the schedule under the vocational training agreement which now 
applies to merchant seamen displaced from employment because of either 
sale of their ship or transfer to British registry. In effect it means this: if 
any merchant seaman who is out of employment and registers with the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission for a job and there is no job available, 
he may be referred by the Commission for training under schedule M in any 
suitable occupation. I said that in the provinces of Newfoundland and Prince 
Edward Island schedule M is not in effect. In the province of Ontario schedule 
M applies, at the moment, only to disabled persons. In the other provinces 
special classes are operated and unemployed persons are referred to any 
available source of training. They may be trained in private or public operated 
schools, or professional or technical institutes, or in apprenticeship or on the 
job. The length of the training under that schedule is limited to twelve months, 
and if the trainee is in receipt of unemployment insurance benefit that benefit 
continues during the period of his training. If his period of entitlement 
expires before the period of training is ended, he may then be placed on train
ing allowances which vary in each province. They are not fixed by the 
Government of Canada. In the province of British Columbia no allowance 
is now being paid, but in the other provinces the allowance varies from $9 a 
week up to about $20 a week, or a little less, which is approximately the same 
as the U.I.C. benefit.

I think I have said all that I should at the moment. There will probably 
be questions.
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By Mr. Green:
Q. Mr. Crawford, could you explain to us the operation under the former 

plan for merchant seamen. That is where you were contacted by the Depart
ment of Transport and then you took on training. Just what was the type of 
training given them?—A. I think you are referring to the D.V.A. The merchant 
seamen who served in dangerous waters during the period of the war were 
eligible for the vocational training benefits of the veterans. They made appli
cation which was referred to the Department of Transport for verification of 
qualification, and the Department of Veterans Affairs provided the training the 
same as for any eligible veteran. The Department of Veterans Affairs did 
use the Department of Labour as one source of training, but they also placed 
many persons with private schools. When I speak of the Department of Labour 
I mean the facilities of Canadian Vocational Training which is in effect on a 
cooperative plan with all of the provinces.

Q. What would be the difference to the merchant navy man if he were 
under a scheme of the same kind as that which was in force in 1948 and 1949? 
■—A. The main difference would be that he would have entitlement to a 
rehabilitation program. In other words, it would devolve upon the department 
to find the type of training he required, also he would receive an allowance 
in excess of any allowances now payable under schedule M.

Q. It would apply in every province?—A. It would apply in all provinces.
Q. Now, you say that there was no provision made in Newfoundland, and 

in Ontario there was provision only for disabled persons?—A. Because of 
provincial government policy. Under Schedule M we assist the provinces in 
putting on classes for unemployed persons. The onus rests entirely on the 
province. Under a rehabilitation program the onus for training would rest 
with the federal authorities. We might ask the provincial authorities to assist 
by giving the training and we would pay the full cost. Under Schedule M 
we pay only 50 per cent of the cost.

Q. Then to a merchant navy veteran the benefits would be considerably 
greater if he were put under the type of scheme such as was used in 1948 and 
1949?-—A. The type of training would be the same but would not be limited to 
12 months. The allowance would be greater, and he would be assured, as a 
matter of right, of getting training if he qualified.

Q. From the point of view of the Department of Labour, would there be 
any administrative difficulties in carrying on a scheme of that kind again?— 
A. No, merely a matter of increasing facilities and getting more money. We 
would have to have money for that purpose.

By Mr. Herridge:
Q. You said that the seaman was entitled to vocational training if he was 

unemployed or could not obtain employment. You mean, could not obtain 
employment as a seaman?—A. No, any suitable employment. Reverting to 
Schedule M, it applies to any unemployed person in Canada. Unemployed 
merchant seamen merely take advantage of a provision which now exists. It 
is not a special provision for seamen as such.

Q. That means, then, that if a merchant seaman who might wish to take 
training is found a job as a janitor he is not able to take training?—A. If, 
in the opinion of the National Employment Service, the employment they have 
available for him or the employment he has found for himself is suitable 
employment, he would not be eligible for training under Schedule M.

Q. That is a defect, as far as the seaman is concerned?—A. In other words, 
it is not a matter of right.
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The Chairman: To what extent do you operate these things through the 
provinces? Do they not administer these things?

The Witness: They not only administer them, but they initiate them and 
have full control.

By Mr. Goode:
Q. How much do they pay towards them?—A. There are four agreements 

under the Act. We assist the provinces under each of the four agreements in 
varying amounts.

Q. Do the provinces pay some of their own money too?—A. Yes. Speak
ing of Schedule M again, the province decides to establish classes and open 
facilities for the training of unemployed persons. They appoint the teachers, 
rent the premises or use their own premises and pay all the bills. They 
control, through a committee, the people who take the training, but we are 
represented on that committee. Then they bill the federal authorities for 
one-half of the cost. It is a matter of reimbursement of the provincial 
government.

Q. I think you said that there are only four provinces that were to come 
under this agreement?—A. All provinces except Newfoundland and Prince 
Edward Island are operating the schedule, but in Ontario the trainees are 
limited to disabled persons.

Q. Is it not true that it would be impossible to put in a vocational training 
scheme of this type on a national basis? Is it not just an impossibility as far 
as your department is concerned?—A. If you mean by that that we would 
establish a separate training program with different instructors, different 
facilities and different financing, I would say “Yes”, but we never do that. 
We go to the provinces and ask them to do it. I will illustrate by saying that 
if we want members of the armed forces trained as motor vehicle mechanics 
or electricians, we go to the provinces to arrange the classes and they bill us 
the full cost.

Q. Under the present arrangements, I cannot see the province of British 
Columbia, from which province I come, having merchant seamen from Prince 
Edward Island or Newfoundland and putting them under vocational training 
schemes. So the scheme as suggested by some member of this committee is 
impossible under the present circumstances, is that not true?—A. I would 
say “No”.

Q. How would you suggest that we take merchant seamen resident in 
Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland and introduce them into a training 
program if the governments of those two provinces do not come under this 
present Act? How would you suggest that my province of British Columbia 
would take some of those and pay part of the training? I think you will 
agree with me, as I said in the first place, that under the present circumstances 
the scheme is not feasible.

Mr. Croll: I do not agree, but here is Mr. Crawford. Give him a chance 
to answer.

Mr. Goode: I don’t think you are giving him a chance.
Mr. Croll: You give him a chance.
The Witness: I am not sure what you mean, but under the present scheme 

if an unemployed merchant seaman were residing in Newfoundland and made 
his application in Newfoundland, there would be nothing for him. If he moved 
to another province, to Nova Scotia or New Brunswick, and made application 
for employment, he would be treated exactly the same as any other resident 
of that province. There is no residential restriction that I am aware of, nor 
any test as to where he came from. He is an unemployed Canadian applying 
for employment.
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Mr. Goode: Are there any stipulations regarding residence in a particular 
province that comes under this scheme? Can he move from one province to 
another and immediately come under the vocational training?

The Witness: Well, he does not come under vocational training in that 
sense. As an unemployed Canadian he may go anywhere in Canada seeking 
employment. If the Unemployment Insurance Commission, through its National 
Employment Service, cannot find suitable employment for him and they 
register him for employment, they may refer him for training, and they do not, 
so far as I know, ask where he came from and how long he had been living 
in that province or that city.

By Mr. Gillis:
Q. Is it not correct to say that Schedule M, as far as most of the provinces 

are concerned, is merely on paper, because of the fact that the provinces have 
to take the initiative, and most of them do not have the money to foot the 
bill and go ahead?—A. I picked up a few figures showing the extent of the 
training:

In Newfoundland they were not operating on the schedule M; that is also 
true of Prince Edward Island. In Nova Scotia there are classes at Halifax 
and North Sydney. I will give you the nature of the courses and the number 
of men and women enrolled.

There are courses in commercial work, cooking, diesel operating at Halifax 
and auto body work. The total enrollment is men 52, women 49. Similar 
classes are conducted in the other provinces. In New Brunswick the enroll
ment is men 78, women 84, a total of 162; Quebec, a total of 155; Ontario, 121, 
all of whom are handicapped; Manitoba, men 100, women 121, a total of 221; 
Saskatchewan, men 4, women 46, a total of 50; Alberta, men 11, women 250, a 
total of 261; British Columbia, men 7, women 8, a total of 15; in all 1,086 
trainees. I estimate that approximately 300 are suffering from disabilities of 
some kind.

Q. That could be greatly expanded?—A. It could be expanded immediately.
Q. Money is the limiting factor?

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. In regard to the questions being asked by Mr. Goode, did the Department 

of Labour not offer a vocational training program directly for merchant seamen 
in the years 1948-49?—A. Neither the Department of Labour nor the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs has ever operated a training programme of its own 
to the extent that it has organized, staffed and operated a training programme. 
We have always made use of either private facilities such as colleges, or com
mercial schools, or worked through the provincial Departments of Education 
or Labour but the cost of some programmes is paid wholly from federal funds.

During the war and in the earlier period you spoke of, we had a Regional 
Director in each province and his salary was paid by the federal government. 
However, he was appointed to work with the provincial authorities in each 
province. Those authorities hired the teachers, rented the premises, bought 
the machinery, and operated the classes. All veterans were paid an allowance 
through the Department of Veterans Affairs, but the training was not given by 
that department.

By Mr. Pearkes:
Q. Do you find many men of the age group from 30 to 35 taking these 

various forms of training? We are vitally concerned with seamen who were 
serving during the war. We are not thinking so much of the younger men 
who joined the merchant navy more recently. I wonder how many seamen who
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had served during the war-years and who would now be in that age group 
would be likely to take training?—A. There is no way of telling or of anticipat
ing just how many of that group would be taking training because we would 
have to know more about their employment situation and other circumstances. 
While we do have trainees in the age-group from 16 to 60 years of age, there 
are very few over 40. But there are some in a certain situation such as 
Marysville, which is the town in New Brunswick where the closing down of 
the cottonmill put the whole labour force out of work, there a number of 
trainees around the age of 50. So you see, it depends on the situation. I 
would say, offhand, that there would be relatively few merchant seamen who 
served during World War II who have not found employment or established 
themselves in some way and who would be looking for training. But if a 
situation developed in which they were out of work, I think they would be 
pretty much the same as any one else.

Q. So your impression is that no large sum of money would be involved 
to take care of merchant seamen who served during the war?—A. Not for 
merchant seamen alone; I would say no.

Q. It means that they get their training plus unemployment insurance?— 
A. No. According to this schedule if their unemployment insurance benefits 
expire before the training programme is completed, they may in some provinces 
draw a training allowance.

The Chairman: Do they receive it. now in all the provinces which are 
cooperating with this Act?

The Witness: No. British Columbia has never adopted the policy of paying 
allowances to trainees.

By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. In regard to the displacement of seamen in connection with the trans

fer of Canadian ships to other registries, has the Department of Labour any 
idea of how many seamen are becoming unemployed as a result of that transfer? 
—A. I cannot answer because I do not know. The department does have 
unemployment figures but as to whether they have labelled these particular 
people, I would think not. I think that there would be no record of them 
as such.

By Mr. Green:
Q. I think that Captain Slocombe said this morning that there had been 

some plans proposed for training these seamen who were going “on the beach” 
but that plan was turned down.—A. That is correct.

Q. Have you any information on that?—A. Our department was approached 
some years ago as to whether we could make such an arrangement if it were 
government policy. We stood ready to take the same action if it were deemed 
advisable, but then we were informed that the matter had been given considera
tion and the decision was not to proceed along that line.

By the Chairman:
Q. That would have been the plan under which you would have paid the 

provinces to conduct the scheme in the same way as you conducted the training 
under the veterans’ charter.—A. The general idea was to give to all seamen 
the same or similar benefits as those received by veterans of World War II.

Q. Was it thought that there would be a great number who would have 
qualified as people who served as merchant seamen during the war?—A. That 
was not considered.

Q. You say it was not considered at all?—A. The mass of displaced persons 
was what was considered.
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By Mr. Dinsdale:
Q. In considering that proposal, would there not be some idea obtained 

of how many men were expected?—A. The question was: how many served 
in World War II? We did not know how many had served in World War II 
and how many had joined the merchant marine since World War II. There 
was no distinction made. An estimate was made as to the possible number 
who might be displaced, and the possible number who might take training.

The Chairman: I think we are getting pretty far afield from our reference 
and I doubt if we could go into that question.

Mr. Dinsdale: But it was raised in the brief, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman : Yes, but there has to be a limit, That question has to 

do with the policy of the Department of Labour and it has to do with the 
number of civilians who have been affected by the transfer of ships.

Mr. Herridge : They are not our responsibility.
The Chairman: And it is not our job to look into that question, I think.
Mr. Green: We could have that number given to us. There would be 

some veterans included in it.
The Chairman : Well, if Mr. Crawford has it, I suppose he could give it, 

but I do not think we should go too far into looking at the question of vocational 
training of civilians who did not serve during the war.

The Witness: My memory does not help me and I have no figure in my 
mind. I would just have to make an estimate.

The Chairman: Your attitude would be that this matter should be treated 
the same as under the Vocational Training Act and the same as in respect to 
problems arising through the closing of factories and so on. '

The Witness: Yes, that is correct.
The Chairman: Thank you, very much, Mr. Crawford. It is now 20 

minutes to 6. Is it the wish of the committee to proceed with Mr. Goode’s 
motion?

Mr. Bennett: The Pension Act is going to be called at 8 o’clock tonight 
and I do not think there is much use in carrying on now. Could we not wait 
until tomorrow morning at 11.30?

Mr. Croll: Some of the members have not yet caught up to the committee 
in its movements this afternoon. They are still in the House and they do 
not know that we are sitting. I think it would be unfair to move on to any 
new business at the present time.

The Chairman: I suppose we will discuss the motion now before us when 
we meet tomorrow morning. I was wondering just what we will do in regard 
to winding up our proceedings. But I indicated this afternoon in regard to 
making any recommendation concerning the merchant navy veterans that I 
think it is realized we were probably stretching our terms of reference in 
hearing them, but I think all the committee wanted to give them a chance to 
put forward their representations so that the committee would be in a position 
to make recommendations1 as they might see fit. My thought at the present 
time is that we could not include anything about it in our report. I indicate 
that now so that if anyone thinks differently he can be prepared to argue that 
point when we are actually making our final report.

Mr. Croll: When you speak of a report of this committee what do you 
mean? Certain bills were referred to this- committee and you have reported 
the bills, is that not your report?

The Chairman: Yes. I think, strictly speaking, that is true and once we 
have reported the bills referred to us we are “functus officio,” as they say.
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Mr. Herridge: We have always rather exceeded our terms' of reference in 
prior committees and made recommendations on certain matters.

Mr. Quelch: We have heard briefs from certain individuals and organi
zations which have referred to certain matters which were not perhaps directly 
referred to the committee. So far as the merchant seamen are concerned,
I think there is justification for our hearing them because they do come in 
under the veterans’ charter as pensioners and they are merely asking that we 
extend the reference a bit further.

The Chairman: I suppose if we thought that consideration should be given 
by the government to giving the merchant seamen some advantages which 
they do not have under the four Acts which were referred to us—three Acts, 
really, because the Veterans Benefit Act does not apply,—we probably could 
recommend that consideration be given by the government to giving them 
rights under one of those three Acts. I suppose it would be a technicality to 
say that having reported the bills as we have, that we do not have a right 
to make further recommendations in the matter.

Mr. Brooks: That has never been done in any committee yet.
The Chairman: I do not think anyone would want to raise that point.
There is the Pension Act; they are now under the Civilian War Pensions 

and Allowances Act and the people that are covered by that Act are given 
the same pensions as under the Pension Act. Now then, the question would be 
whether we want to make a recommendation in regard to pensions, in regard 
to the Veterans’ Land Act or in regard to the War Service Grants Act. In 
regard to the War Service Grants Act these various bonuses that were put 
through, I take it, would cover that, and they are not asking for anything 
like that anyway. I gather from what Mr. Heide said that they are really 
more interested in the Veterans’ Land Act.

Mr. Green: That is right.
Mr. Quelch: And in the housing.
The Chairman: I think when the Veterans’ Land Act was in front of us 

we would not be going beyond our terms of reference if we, for a group to 
whom we gave certain rights under veterans legislation, recommended we give 
them some rights under the Veterans’ Land Act such as, for example, the right 
to take part in benefits under Part II of the Act or something of that nature. 
I think myself that if we could do something to help these people out we 
should, within our terms of reference, but it is a matter which, I presume, we 
should tàke some time to think about, and perhaps we should have some 
guidance, too, from the department concerning it. The trouble is that at this 
time of the session, it is not going to be easy to deal with the matter the way 
we should, but if it is the wish of the committee we could ask the deputy 
minister and Brigadier Rutherford to give us a statement on it tomorrow 
morning and, as far as we should go anyway, we could recommend that the 
government give consideration to these merchant seamen getting some or all 
of the benefits under the V.L. Act. That is about as far as we could go 
anyway, and before the Government would proceed to do anything like that 
they would look into very carefully. Perhaps we should have a statement 
from the deputy minister on the matter, if he cares to make one. If the 
members would think about it between now and then we could meet tomorrow 
at 11.30 again, if that is satisfactory.

Mr. Philpott: Are you going to take that up before you take up Mr. 
Goode’s resolution of which he has given notice?

Mr. MacDougall: I might mention that the B.C. liberal caucus meets 
after the orders of the day tomorrow at approximately 11.30.

The Chairman: There is a caucus tomorrow?
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Mr. MacDougall: A provincial caucus.
Mr. Herridge: Oh well, that is of no importance!
Mr. MacDougall: But it takes away the two most important members 

of this committee!
The Chairman: I gather there is a thought that we have exceeded our 

terms of reference, and we should not be tying up some of the most important 
members of the House in dealing with things that perhaps have not been 
referred to us. That is why I thought if we could meet in the morning we 
would not be tying up the members when there is some more important 
business on.

Mr. Philpott: Could the B.C. caucus not be held over until tomorrow 
evening? It is important that we finish this matter.

Mr. MacDougall: I agree with that.
Mr. Philpott: Could we finish in the one session tomorrow?
Mr. Green: We never had to delay business before for the B.C. liberal 

caucus.
The Chairman: That shows how important they are becoming! My own 

thought was we should do what we are going to do about the merchant navy 
people first, while we actually have the matter fresh in our minds, and then 
revert to this other question. We can decide what we are going to do about 
that and it should not take very long. We could get a short statement from 
the deputy minister or the parliamentary assistant and then we could decide 
if we will make a recommendation and then we will go on to this question of 
the motion of Mr. Goode. I hope that we can get through tomorrow. I am 
sure all the members of the committee would like to get through, if possible, 
and accomplish all we should tomorrow. We will meet at 11.30 tomorrow.

Hon. Members: Agreed.
The committee adjourned.
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REPORTS TO THE HOUSE

Friday, May 28, 1954.

The Special Commitee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to report the following 
as its

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill 82, An Act to amend the War Service 
Grants Act, and has agreed to report same with an amendment.

All of which is respectfully submitted.
WALTER A. TUCKER,

Chairman.

June 3, 1954.
The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to present the 

following as a
SECOND REPORT

Pursuant to the Order of Reference of Thursday, February 11, 1954, your 
Committee has considered Bill No. 101, An Act respecting Benefits for Members 
of the Canadian Forces and has agreed to report same without amendment.

With respect to Clause 12 of the said Bill, however, as the amendment 
contemplated therein would, to meet the view of the Committee, result in 
an increased charge upon the public, your Committee feels that it has no option 
under the rules of the House, but to report the clause without amendment. 
The Committee would, however, recommend that the Government consider 
the advisability of substituting for paragraph (c) of sub-clause 2 of Clause 12, 
relating to the Unemployment Insurance Act, the following:

(c) every person who was a member of the regular forces on and 
immediately prior to the 5th day of July, 1950, and thereafter without 
any interruption in service as such member, was on service in a theatre 
of operations on the strength of the special force and was discharged 
from the regular forces within three years from the date he ceased to 
serve on the strength of the special force; and

All of which is respectfully submitted.
WALTER A. TUCKER,

Chairman.

Friday, June 4, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to present the 
following as a

THIRD REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill No. 459, an Act to amend the Veterans' 
Land Act, and has agreed to report same with amendments.

A reprint of the said bill, as amended, has been ordered.
All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.
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The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to present the 
following as a

FOURTH REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill No. 339, An Act to amend the Pension 
Act, and has agreed to report same with amendments.

With respect to Clauses 10, 11, 12 and 18, as certain amendments con
templated therein would, to meet the views of the Committee, result in an 
increased charge upon the public, your Committee feels that it has no option, 
under the Rules of the House, but to report these Clauses without amendment. 
The Committee would, however, recommend that the Government consider the 
advisability of substituting the words and figures “1st day of May, 1954” 
for the words and figures “1st day of January, 1954” where they appear in 
the said Clauses.

With respect to clauses 8 and 13 your Committee has agreed to the 
deletion of the provisions contained therein. However, other amendments 
contemplated thereto would, to meet the unanimous views of the Committee, 
also result in an increased charge upon the public. Therefore, in obedience 
to the Rules of the House your Committee here also feels it has no option but 
to delete the said clauses. The Committee would, however, recommend that 
the Government consider the advisability of amending subsection (3) of 
section 31 and subsection (3) of section 42 of the Pension Act by striking out 
the words “in respect of service during World War II” where they appear in 
the said subsection.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER,
Chairman.



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
House of Commons, Room 430, 
Wednesday, June 9, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs met at 12.00 o’clock noon. The 
Chairman, Mr. Walter A. Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 
Cavers, Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuj), Gillis, Goode, 
Green, Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, James, Herridge, Jones, Jutras, Mac- 
Dougall, Nesbitt, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Roberge, Thomas, Tucker, Weaver, 
and Weselak.

In attendance: Mr. E. L. M. Burns, Deputy Minister, and Mr. E. J. Rider, 
Research Adviser, of the Department of Veterans Affairs Also, Mr D. M. 
Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, Canadian Legion, B.E.S.L.

The Chairman informed the Committee that after conferring with all but 
one of the members of the subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure, he had 
prepared a Draft Report which he was now submitting for the Committee’s 
consideration.

It was agreed that the Committee should first deal with the proposed resolu
tion of Mr. Goode of June 7, 1954, reading as follows: ,

That this Committee recommend that the Government give con
sideration to introducing legislation which will give effect to the repre
sentations submitted to the Cabinet in November, 1943 by the Cana
dian Legion, that the rates of allowance and the maximum total income 
under the War Veterans’ Allowance Act be increased.

After some discussion thereon, the said proposed resolution, moved by Mr. 
Goode, was ruled out of order.

Whereupon, Mr. Brooks moved:
That this Committee submit a Report to the House requesting that 

the terms of reference of the Committee be enlarged to enable it to 
consider the War Veterans’ Allowance Act and make recommendations 
in respect thereof, at this session of Parliament.

And a debate arising on the proposed motion of Mr. Brooks, at 1.15 o’clock 
p.m., the said debate still continuing, the Committee adjourned to meet again 
at 3.30 o’clock p.m., Thursday, June 10.

The Senate, Room 368, 
Thursday, June 10, 1954.

The Committee met at 3.30 o’clock p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Walter A. 
Tucker, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Cardin, 
Cavers, Croll, Dinsdale, Enfield, Forgie, Gauthier (Portneuj), Gillis, Green, 
Hanna, Harkness, Henderson, James, Herridge, Jones, Jutras, MacDougall, 
Nesbitt, Pearkes, Philpott, Quelch, Roberge, Thomas, Tucker, Weaver, and 
Weselak.
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In attendance: Mr. D. M. Thompson, Chief Welfare Officer, Canadian Legion, 
B.E.S.L.

The Chairman informed the Committee that the Sub-committee on Agenda 
and Procedure had met at 3.00 o’clock p.m., when the following members 
thereof were present: Messrs. Bennett (Grey North), Brooks, Croll, Gillis, 
Green, MacDougall, Quelch, Roberge, and Tucker.

At that meeting, the sub-committee had considered communications from 
the following: Canadian Combat Veterans’ Association in B.C. Inc., Vancouver, 
B.C.; Canadian Legion B.E.S.L., Regina Branch; James L. Morris, Esq., Port 
Moody, B.C.; W. E. Richardson, Esq., Clarksburg, Ontario; H. B. Knox, Esq., 
Regina, Saskatchewan; H. H. Clark, Esq., Vancouver, B.C.; P. C. Gordon, Esq., 
Woodstock, Ontario; J. McLennan, Esq., Vancouver, B.C.; Herbert Taylor, Esq., 
Windsor, Ontario; Branch No. 2, Canadian Legion, Reserve Mine, Nova Scotia.

As all of these communications had reference to War Veterans’ Allowance 
Act, the sub-committee recommends that they be filed.

On motion of Mr. MacDougall, the sub-committee’s report was adopted.

The Committee then resumed adjourned consideration of the proposed 
motion of Mr. Brooks reading as follows:

That this committee submit a report to the House requesting that 
the terms of reference of the committee be enlarged to enable it to 
consider the War Veterans’ Allowance Act and make recommendations 
in respect thereof, at this session of parliament.

After a lengthy discussion on the question as to whether or not the said 
proposed motion came within the scope of the Committee’s Orders of Refer
ence, the Chairman, after giving elaborate reasons in support of his decision, 
(See today’s Report of Deliberations) ruled the said motion out of order.

Whereupon, Mr. Brooks appealed from the Chairman’s ruling and the 
question thereon having been put the said ruling was sustained on the follow
ing recorded division: Yeas: Messrs. Balcom, Bennett (Grey North), Cardin, 
Cavers, Croll, Enfield, Gauthier (Portneuf), Gillis, Hanna, Henderson, Jones, 
James, Jutras, MacDougall, Philpott, Roberge, Weaver, Weselak—(18).

Nays: Messrs. Brooks, Dinsdale, Green, Harkness, Herridge, Nesbitt, 
Pearkes, Quelch, Thomas,— (9).

The proceedings then continued in camera.

The Committee considered the draft report to the House.

The said draft report was finally adopted and unanimously was ordered 
to be presented as the fifth report to the House.

Mr. Croll and Mr. Green extended their thanks to the Chairman who in 
turn expressed his appreciation to all the members for their co-operation.

At 5.45 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

A. CHASSÉ,
Clerk of the Committee.



VETERANS AFFAIRS 441

Friday, June 11, 1954.

The Special Committee on Veterans Affairs begs leave to present the 
following as a

FIFTH REPORT

Your Committee has already reported, with amendments in each case, 
the four bills referred to it in the Orders of Reference of February 11, Febru
ary 25, May 11 and May 19, namely:

Bill 101—An Act respecting Benefits for Members of the Canadian Forces;
Bill 82—An Act to amend the War Service Grants Act;
Bill 339—An Act to amend the Pension Act;
Bill 459—An Act to amend the Veterans’ Land Act.

Officials of the Department of Veterans Affairs, including Mr. E. L. M. 
Burns, Deputy Minister; Mr. G. L. Lalonde, Assistant Deputy Minister; Mr. 
G. H. Parliament, Director General of Welfare Services; Mr. W. Gordon Gunn, 
Q.C., Director of Legal Services; Mr. E. J. Rider, Research Adviser; Mr. C. B. 
Topp, Chief Pensions Advocate; Mr. T. J. Rutherford, Director, Veterans’ Land 
Act; Mr. A. D. McCracken, Senior Administrative Officer; Mr. H. C. Griffith, 
Superintendent, Construction Division; Mr. H. R. Holmes, Superintendent, 
Securities Division; Mr. W. Strojich, Superintendent, Property Division; Mr. 
W. G. Wurtele, Treasury Officer, with Veterans’ Land Act; also, Mr. J. L. 
Melville, Chairman, and Mr. Leslie A. Mutch, Vice-Chairman, of The Canadian 
Pension Commission, were in attendance at the eighteen committee sittings 
which were held between May 14 and June 9; and your Committee desires to 
express its grateful appreciation to these officials for the valuable assistance 
given by them to the Committee in its work.

In the course of its deliberations your Committee received submissions in 
writing and orally in respect of the aforesaid bills from the following national 
veterans’ organizations, viz:

The Canadian Legion of the British Empire Service League;
The National Council of Veteran Associations in Canada;
Canadian non-pensioned Veterans’ Widows;
The Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association.

In tabling herewith a copy of the evidence adduced, your Committee 
desires to draw attention to the fact that the submissions by the Canadian 
Legion, the National Council of Veteran Associations and the Canadian non- 
pensioned Veterans’ Widows, each contained, in addition to representations in 
respect of the said bills, representations urging changes in the War Veterans 
Allowance Act to raise the amounts of allowances payable thereunder, and 
also to raise the level of permissive income

The Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association, in their submission, 
laid most stress on a wish that those who served during World War II in 
dangerous waters receive the benefits of the Veterans’ Land Act.

Your Committee recommends that the Government give sympathetic con
sideration to the said submissions.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

WALTER A. TUCKER, 
Chairman.





REPORT OF DELIBERATIONS
June 9, 1954,
11.30 A.M.

The Chairman: Order, gentlemen. I have consulted the members of the 
steering committee—

Mr. Bennett: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Green is not here yet and I promised him 
that we would not start without him.

The Chairman: Oh!
Mr. Bennett: I think we should wait for the rest of the members of the 

loyal opposition. Maybe I did not have the authority to make that promise, 
but I did so on account of the pension bill coming up in the House. I see 
that we have General Pearkes here.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we shall now proceed, in view of the fact that 
all the bretheren are here.

I was going to say that in the press of business I was not able to have 
a meeting of the steering committee but I did manage to see all of them with 
one exception, one of the Liberal members, Mr. Roberge. I did not manage to 
see him and I hope that he will forgive me. I understood that he was away 
yesterday.

It was the thought of the members of the steering committee that I should 
endeavour to draft a suggested report. Accordingly I did so. I would not 
have done so if I had not been encouraged to do so. I have it here and I 
will distribute it but it is understood that it is only a suggestion to the com
mittee as a result of the suggestion of the steering committee.

I wanted you to have this draft report in front of you before I dealt with 
Mr. Goode’s motion. The clerk will now distribute the suggested draft report 
to you so you may have a look at it and we can run over it and then I will 
take up Mr. Goode’s motion.

The clerk draws my attention to the fact that when we discuss the report 
it is generally done in camera. Therefore this part of the proceedings can be 
regarded as in camera and I shall indicate when we go back into open 
session again.

(Proceedings off the record).
The Chairman: I wanted the members to be aware of what I had in 

mind and we will go back on the record now. Gentlemen, I have a motion 
before me moved by Mr. Goode and seconded by Mr. MacDougall which is as 
follows:

that this committee recommend that the government give considera
tion to introducing legislation which will give effect to the representations 
submitted to the cabinet in November 1953, by the Canadian Legion, 
that the rates of allowance and the maximum total income under the 
War Veterans’ Allowance Act be increased.

Our terms of reference, gentlemen, were given to us on February 11 
when Bill 101 was referred to us; on February 15 when the War Service 
Grants Act was referred to us; on May 11 when the Pensions Act was 
referred to us and on May 19 when the Veterans Land Act was 
referred to us. There was no further reference to us except those four bills. 
The members will recall at the time the committee was set up there were 
two different motions moved that the terms of reference should be widened and 
one in particular that the committee be given power to deal with the War
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Veterans Allowance Act. The committee will remember that at that time 
it was the consensus of opinion of all persons speaking on behalf of all parties 
in the House that if the terms of reference were not widened we could not 
deal with anything except these bills that were referred to us and it was 
particularly pointed out that we would not be able to deal with the War 
Veterans Allowance Act.

I think that the members, who included the leading members of the 
opposition parties of this committee were correct in taking the attitude that 
unless our terms of reference were widened we would not have any right to 
deal with anything except the bills in question and it seems to me we are 
bound by our terms of reference.

I would refer briefly to Beauchesne—I have my notes upstairs and I did 
not take time to mark it in this book.

Mr. Gillis: Why bother with Beauchesne; why not use common sense?
The Chairman: The citation is 634 on page 188 of the second edition of 

Beauchesne:
A committee is bound by, and is not at liberty to depart from, the 

order of reference. (B.469). In the case of a Select Committee upon a 
bill, the bill committed to it is itself the order of reference to the com
mittee, who must report it with or without amendment to the House.

And it goes on to indicate here how definitely that rule should be applied 
in select committees. I will not go into that matter any further because I think 
every member of the committee speaking in the House indicated that that was 
his understanding of the terms of reference we received. Now, that being the 
case, and as we have not the right to consider anything but the bills referred to 
us and a$ I pointed out before we have already considered those bills and 
reported them, it seems to me that we now have no power to do anything 
further except report the evidence to the House. Obviously, if I am right on 
that, gentlemen, the motion of Mr. Goode’s, although I dislike very much—

Mr. Philpott: Mr. Chairman, before you put your ruling on the record, I 
would like to say I think that while this committee knows I am entirely in 
agreement with Mr. Goode’s motion, as I think practically everyone in this 
room is, it seems to me that as a result of certain discussions that have gone 
on here—I at least have held from the beginning, both in the house and in this 
committee—that there are other ways than this particular way of having this 
committee express its strong moral support of increased pension allowances 
and a higher permissive ceiling, as suggested by the Canadian Legion and other 
veterans organizations; and, therfore, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say before 
you make your ruling that even if you do put your ruling, which I intend to 
support, if we work for it there is other action by which this committee can 
accomplish just as effectively by another method what Mr. Goode and Mr. 
MacDougall hope to accomplish by their resolution.

Mr. Brooks: Let us hear what is going to happen to the resolution.
Mr. Gillis: I do not think that there is any necessity for Mr. Goode’s 

resolution. I think he realizes that. I think this report if adopted, in the second 
last paragraph, covers the intention Mr. Goode and Mr. MacDougall had in their 
resolution. If I had put that resolution before the committee I would be pre
pared to withdraw it in the light of the proposed report.

Mr. Quelch: I think that the proposed report does accomplish the same 
thing as Mr. Goode’s motion and is more in line with the terms of reference.

Mr. Goode: Mr. Chairman, before you make your ruling I think that I 
should say something. The intent of this motion was to support people who 
Mr. MacDougall and I represent in British Columbia. There is a feeling on the 
part of the veterans in Burnaby-Richmond that something should be done with 
respect to war veterans allowance and they suggest that the basic rate should
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be increased; they also suggest that something should be done on permissive 
income. It was with that intent that I moved this motion. I have spoken in 
the House on the matter several times, not at great length but supporting 
this since 1949. I intend to support this matter as long as I am in the House and 
until something is done about it. I do see the point which Mr. Gillis makes. 
He and I usually agreed. In this case we agree again. I do not intend to with
draw the motion. I think a ruling should be made on it, and the reason I cannot 
withdraw is that I do not know officially at the moment what is going to be 
in the committee’s report. I hope that the report will bring down a recom
mendation that coincides with the wishes of every member of this committee; 
that a recommendation should be made to the government with respect to war 
veterans allowance and an increase thereof. When I see that report officially 
if it brings war veterans allowance down with a recommendation from this 
committee, then I think that the position of my motion will be fully realized; 
that was the intent I had when I moved it.

The Chairman: Well, as I say, I approach this ruling with great reluctance 
because I feel I must rule out of order a motion by a member of this committee 
for the reasons which I have already given. So, I have to rule the motion of 
Mr. Goode out of order and I do so.

Mr. Brooks: Mr. Chairman, I am not surprised but I am disappointed that 
you have had to rule Mr. Goode’s motion out of order. You mentioned that 
this war veterans allowance matter could not be considered under our terms of 
reference. Well, in most of the veterans affairs committees that I have served 
on, I have been on all I think since 1936 while we have not been able to effec
tively amend Acts like the War Veterans Allowance Act—it is impossible to do 
so when they do not come before us—still we have always had the right to ask 
that the terms of reference be enlarged and that these matters be dealt with. 
In that connection I would like to call your attention to minutes and proceedings 
of the 1951 committee, No. 4 on page 91. Mr. Cruikshank asked the chairman 
who was then Mr. Mutch:

Of course, the terms of reference allow us to discuss the first part of 
the brief.

He was referring to the legion’s brief at that time and Mr. Mutch, the chairman, 
said:

No one in the committee will be surprised when I say I anticipated 
that point being raised by someone, and I think the situation is reason
ably clear. There is one main specific recommendation in the brief, that 
is the suggestion from the legion representatives that we should ask the 
House for an instruction with respect to our terms of reference. That is 
always within the power of the committee to do, to refer back to the 
House and ask for instruction. I do not think we can amend. I think 
the language to be used is that we ask for an instruction to consider 
certain specific matters. I do not want to get involved in legal argu
ments with the lawyer members of the committee, but the fact remains 
that we can ask for instruction that we be empowered to discuss war 
veterans’ allowance.

Now, I think that that has always been the intention in the committee and has 
always been the procedure followed in this committee.

Since you have ruled Mr. Goode’s motion out of order I would like to 
move the following motion:

That this committee submit a report to the House requesting that 
the terms of reference of the committee be enlarged to enable it to 
consider the War Veterans’ Allowance Act and make recommendations 
in respect thereof, at this session of parliament.
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Now in this connection, Mr. Chairman, it is not necessary for me to make 
extended remarks we know that all veterans organizations which have appeared 
before this committee have asked that the war veterans allowance be con
sidered. There are two main points which they have emphasized: one was 
the increase in the basic allowance; the second was the raising of the ceiling 
on permissive income. This matter has been in abeyance since 1952. In 1952 
we felt that the basic rate then was too low and we felt that the ceiling should 
be increased. Here it is 1954 and we have had another veterans affairs com
mittee and this matter has not been dealt with. It has caused great disappoint
ment to the members here; it has caused great disappointment to the veterans 
all across Canada; and it has caused great disappointment to everyone who is 
in sympathy with the veterans. Now, if this matter is not dealt with at this 
session of parliament we do not know that there will be a meeting of the 
veterans affairs committee next year or the year after. The legion in their 
brief emphasized very strongly that it was not in the future that they wanted 
this matter dealt with, but that it was at the present time. In their brief on 
page 6 they say:

It is the earnest hope of the Canadian Legion that the present com
mittee will realize the need and assume the responsibility of recommend
ing immediate action in this matter.

They were speaking of the war veterans allowance.
Now, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, I feel that this committee is not doing 

justice to these war veterans’ allowance recipients unless this matter is dealt 
with here in this committee as set up at this time. We can recommend to the 
House that our terms of reference be broadened to include the war veterans’ 
allowance, and even though it is near the end of the session there is no reason 
why a bill cannot be brought down at this session amending the War Veterans 
Act in these two particulars. We can deal with it, and can deal with it in a 
few hours if it comes before us. As I said before, time is the great factor. The 
war veterans allowance recipients are old men. I listened here the other day 
to Brigadier Melville when he was giving his evidence and I was amazed at 
the number of widows who are applying for pension, indicating that the men 
of the first war—and you have only to read the Legionnaire each month to see 
name after name of men who are passing away at the age of 62 or 63, and one 
year, two years, or three years are going to make a great difference as far as 
these men are concerned. I say, Mr. Chairman, we cannot pass this matter up 
by simply making a pious reference to it in our report. It is our duty here as 
members of this committee to ask the House of Commons to enlarge our terms 
of reference and ask them to present to us a bill which will relieve the situation.

When it was asked that the Veterans Affairs committee be set up, what 
was in the minds of every member? What is in the minds of the Canadian 
Legion? What is in the minds of all those who are concerned with veterans 
across Canada? They felt that the big problem which we as a committee would 
have to deal with would be the war veterans allowance. It was on the lips of 
everyone, “Now we will have an opportunity to deal with the war veterans 
allowance and deal with it effectively, as it should be”. I say, Mr. Chairman, 
that I am very certain that this motion of mine is in order, and I hope that 
this committee will see its way clear to pass it. As I said before, we have time 
yet to correct what I consider a very great injustice to the war veterans 
allowance recipients in this country.

Mr. Herridge: Mr. Chairman, I rise to extend wholehearted support to 
Mr. Brooks’s motion.

The Chairman: Just before we debate the motion, Mr. Herridge, have you 
the terms of reference of the 1951 committee that you referred to there, Mr. 
Brooks?



VETERANS AFFAIRS 447

Mr. Brooks: I do not believe I have. They are very much the same as 
our terms of reference.

The Chairman: I would like to have them, because I looked up the previous 
terms of reference and they were quite different from the terms of reference 
that were given to the committee this time. For example, the terms' of 
reference of the 1946 committee were as follows:

To consider all legislation passed since the commencement of the 
war with the German Reich relating to the pensions, treatment and re
establishment ...

Mr. Brooks: Time and time again we called attention to the fact that the 
terms of reference after 1945 and 1946 were entirely different from those in 
later years. That is what we complained of. The 1946 terms of reference 
were broader, but this was 1951 when Mr. Mutch gave that ruling.

The Chairman: I was wondering what the terms of reference were, because 
it does not help me any if I do not know what the terms of reference were.

Mr. Brooks: They can very easily be sent for.
The Chairman: Under that reference all legislation passed since the com

mencement of the war with the German Reich was referred to us. We were 
empowered to bring in one or more bills to supplement the above mentioned 
legislation. That was in 1945 and 1946. Then in 1952 the terms of reference 
were restricted as ours are now. They were as follows:

to consider a bill respecting allowances for war veterans and their 
dependents, and to consider such other matters relating to Veterans’ 
Affairs that may be referred to the committee;...

They were very much like the terms of reference that we received. Now, I do 
not know what the terms of reference were in 1951, whether they were the 
same as the ones given in 1952 or not. I did not know that there was a com
mittee sitting in 1951.

Mr. Brooks: This was on Thursday, May 17, 1951.
Mr. Jutras: Is the question here not this? I think Mr. Brooks referred to 

what the previous chairman said at that time. That applied to a different 
matter. I do not think there is any question that committees do have power 
to ask the House to have their reference extended, but the point now is that 
we have had four bills referred to us, and in effect Mr. Brook’s motion is 
asking the House to refer another bill to us. In other words, it would be 
asking the House to refer a new matter to the committee, which has always 
been considered certainly contrary to the rules and the procedure followed by 
our British system of parliament. I believe that the speech made by Mr. Brooks, 
for which I have a great deal of sympathy, is a speech that should have been 
made in the House.

Mr. Brooks: I made it in the House.
Mr. Jutras: I am not questioning that you did, but no matter how much 

the committee itself may desire it, the House has to come to that opinion, the 
House has to be sold the idea, and a new subject matter has to be referred to 
the committee. I do not know how we could possibly pass resolutions to ask 
the House to send us a new subject, because it is the prerogative of the House 
to send whatever they feel to the committee, and that is the rule.

Mr. Herridge: Mr. Chairman, I entirely disagree with Mr. Jutras and I 
support Mr. Brooks’ motion. I think that every member of this committee is 
sympathetic to this proposal. The House has dealt with the question—

Mr. Croll: I was waiting for somebody to say that. The House has dealt 
with the question., A question previously dealt with—
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Mr. Herridge: I will elucidate that. The House has dealt with the question 
on one occasion, but this committee has been considering and hearing represen
tations from the Canadian Legion. We are not dealing with the question of war 
veterans allowance, but the motion of Mr. Brooks, as I understand it, is 
moved because we have heard the representations from the Legion and as a 
result of those representations and our knowledge we see the real need in this 
problem. Possibly some members see it to a greater extent than they did previ
ously. I think that this committee has a right to make recommendations to the 
government to extend its terms of reference as a result of the further knowledge 
is has gained at these hearings. I think that is part of Mr. Brooks’ argument, and 
I am sure that there is no one here who disagrees that the proposals outlined by 
Mr. Brooks may call for some immediate action. It is getting late in the 
session; some might say that there is hardly time to get action; but I am sure 
that every member of this committee, if the government could be induced to 
widen the terms of reference, would be willing to sit here to deal with the 
legislation and give satisfaction to these recipients of war veterans allowances 
who need it so badly. I do not see on what ground the motion can be ruled out 
of order. This committee, as the result of its further examination of the question 
and hearing of representations from the Canadian Legion, simply comes to a 
conclusion and asks by this motion for reconsideration by the House of our 
term reference.

Mr. Quelch: Mr. Chairman, I agree with the last speaker and Mr. Brooks 
that this motion is entirely in order. It has been done several times in the past 
18 years. It may not have carried, but so far as I can remember a motion to 
appeal to the House for a widening of the terms of reference has never been 
ruled out of order. Some may argue that the terms of reference have been 
different. They were in earlier years, but the terms of reference for the past few 
years have been tightened. The Minister of Veterans Affairs himself has drawn 
that to our attention, that whilst in 1945 and 1946 the terms were wide open, 
the practice in recent years has been to narrow them down. I think that in 
1951 the same type of question arose as in this year; in 1951 we asked that the 
terms of reference be widened. I think that the motion was voted down, but 
it was not declared out of order. Therefore, I think that we are fully in order to 
make a motion for that action now, although I am not optimistic about what 
the results of that motion will be. Even though it carries in this committee, I 
doubt whether the House would agree to widen the terms of reference, but I 
think it is important that we should at this time pinpoint the need for action 
regarding the War Veterans Allowance Act.

The reason I say that is this: there is a tendency today to make this 
committee the scapegoat for government policy. We had a very good example 
of that yesterday when we had a representative here from the Department of 
Transport who told us that the reason the Department of Transport had not been 
able to make greater benefits available under vocational training for veterans 
was as a result of action by this committee. Let me say that it was not as a result 
of action by this committee at all. It was as a result of government policy. 
Therfore, we cannot afford to be put in the position of having people say that we 
were opposed to increasing the war veterans allowance. That is not our wish at 
all. It is government policy.

The draft report will, no doubt, we hope, draw this fact to the attention 
of the government, but I think this is the type of action that should be taken: 
first of all, we should attempt to get the government to take action to increase 
war veterans allowances or to bring a bill down to increase them; and if they 
are not prepared to do it, we should at least draw to the attention of the 
government the brief made by the Legion.
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Mr. Green: Mr. Jutras suggested that this committee should not deal with 
this resolution because the House might not follow our recommendation if it 
were submitted to them. But let me point out that every committee of the 
House is master of its own fate. We have control of our own proceedings here. 
What the House may choose to do with our recommendations is the responsi- 
sibility of the House and not of this committee. We cannot escape our respon
sibility as members of this veterans affairs committee by saying that we think 
the House will not accept our report if we propose such and such a thing. 
Even if the chairman of this committee rules this motion out of order, the 
members of this committee can overule him. There is an appeal from the 
ruling of the chair to the members of the committee. I think the members of 
this committee will have to show by their votes just where they stand on this 
question.

Mr. Philpott and others have suggested that we all want to have something 
done about the war veterans allowance. I am not questioning that desire on 
the part of the members at all, but let me point out that the time to get action 
on war veterans allowance is now and not a year hence.

These men are not up against a dead line; they are up against something 
which is much worse; they are up against a death line. Many of those men 
who could benefit if there were improvements made in the Act at the present 
session will be dead in a year’s time.

Simply to bring in a recommendation that the government consider war 
veterans allowance means that nothing can be done at this session and probably 
not for a year or even longer.

Here you have, in Mr. Brooks’ motion, a clear-cut request that this com
mittee go back to the House and ask for a widening of its reference so that it 
can deal with the War Veterans Allowance Act and make recommendations at 
this session.

Let me read his motion once again: “That this committee submit a report 
to the House requesting that the terms of reference of the committee be 
enlarged to enable it to consider the War Veterans Allowance Act and make 
recommendations in respect thereof at this session of parliament.”

If the government does not choose to accept our report, then the respon
sibility will rest exactly where it should rest, and that is upon the government. 
They have to make the choice.

Mr. Jutras: It is parliament, Mr. Chairman, not the government.
Mr. Green: Well then, put it upon parliament, but the government controls 

parliament in the final analysis. So far as veterans are concerned the respon
sibility will rest on the government and that is where it ought to be. We should 
have had the power at the start to deal with this question. We tried in the 
House to get that power but we were turned down.

Here is the place; this is the time when this committee should, say where 
it stands on this question. And if the members of the committee feel that 
the terms of reference should be broadened so that the committee can deal with 
this question at the present time, then they must vote for this motion.

However, if they vote against this motion, then they must take the respon
sibility for making it impossible for the veterans of this country to get any 
improvement in the war veterans allowance at this present session.

The members of this committee cannot get away from that responsibility. 
And I said the other day that in practically every veterans affairs committee 
that has been set up within the last twenty years the members have stood 
on the basis of what was best for the veterans. Many times that has meant 
getting into conflict with announced government policy.

I have seen a stand taken against one government policy. Three times 
the Minister of Veterans Affairs has come into this committee and has offered
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amendments. The members have rejected them because they did not go far 
enough. Most of the members of the committee took that position until the 
third and final improvement was granted.

That resulted largely because of the stand taken by government supporters. 
Members of the opposition were not the only ones in favour of those improve
ments; some of the government supporters stood up and fought for them as 
well and refused to accept a partial solution. That is the way in which a Com
mittee on Veterans Affairs should function and I hope we do not deviate.

Mr. Mutch, the former chairman of the committee, had long experience as 
chairman of Veterans Affairs committees and as parliamentary assistant. We 
have his ruling on this very point and a statement that the motion was in 
order; yet our chairman has suggested that it is out of order.

Then I would also point out to the members of this committee that they 
have power to overrule the chairman. The majority of this committee can 
say that the chairman is wrong on his ruling that this motion or on any other 
motion is out of order. If members of the committee fail to do that, or think 
that they should vote in that way, then they must take he responsibility for 
making it impossible for the veterans of Canada to get these benefits for a 
period of another year.

Mr. Pearkes: Mr. Chairman, I am not the least bit interested in where 
the responsibility for turning down this resolution is going to rest. I do not 
want to put any onus on the government, but I think the members of this 
committee should let the government know what we really think about this 
matter. I believe that in our hearts we believe that now is the time to do 
something for the older veterans of Canada, for those who are recipients of 
the war veterans’ allowance, and that we should do it now. As has already 
been said, those men are going to grow older and many of them will be 
passing out.

In British Columbia we have a higher percentage than anywhere else 
in Canada of those older men, and there is not a week which goes by when 
I do not get letters from them. It seems to me that we, as a committee, should 
appeal to the government now to give consideration to this matter and let the 
government know that we, as members of the committee, would like to 
have an opportunity—in view of the representations which have been made 
by the Legion as well as of our own knowledge—to have an opportunity of 
investigating this matter further while we are in session and to be able to 
make a recommendation to the government.

I had hoped that we could make a recommendation to the House which 
would be acceptable to the government. We are citizens of Canada as well 
as members of various parties of this parliament, but it is not a question of 
our being here as anything else but members of the committee. I do not 
like the idea particularly that we are divided into supporters of the govern
ment and supporters of opposition parties. We are here as committee members, 
and I believe this committee really does feel that we should ask the govern
ment to let us consider this problem which has been so vividly brought to 
our attention in the report of the Legion. I would ask you if you possibly 
could accept this motion so that we can refer it to the government and then 
let the government know what our considered opinion is on this very important 
subject.

Mr. Goode: Mr. Chairman, as far as the intent of this committee is 
concerned I do not think there is any doubt, but I am very surprised that 
Mr. Brooks would mention this matter to Mr. Green and that Mr. Pearkes 
would support it because I remember in the House some few days ago, and 
on numerous occasions before that, that the leader of that party insisted that 
the Prime Minister give his undertaking that no further legislation would be 
brought on at the present session. He insisted over the days, as you will
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remember, that no further legislation be brought down and the Prime Minister 
gave his undertaking at that time that no further legislation was in the govern
ment’s mind. The intent of this motion, as Mr. Brooks has said, is to bring in 
an amendment to the War Veterans Allowance Act and he says: “At this 
present session.” I would be inclined to support it and I think I would support 
it if he took out the words “at this present session” because of the undertaking 
of the Prime Minister, only a few days ago, in regard to a question repeated 
by the leader of the opposition. It is most strange to me to see that members 
of the official opposition—and I am not talking politically now—would bring 
in a matter of this kind to go on the Veterans Affairs Committee Hansard when 
they very well know of the undertaking given by the Prime Minister direct to 
the leader of their party in regard to further legislation. If Mr. Brooks will 
take out the words “at this present session” I would be inclined to support his 
amendment.

Mr. Brooks: I think Mr. Goode misunderstood the leader of the opposition. 
He has been pressing the Prime Minister to find out what legislation would be 
brought down and I am sure that neither the leader of the opposition nor any 
other member of the opposition parties would object for one minute to legis
lation being introduced for the war veterans allowance. Now, as far as 
striking out the words “at this session of parliament” is concerned, as I pointed 
out a minute ago, Mr. Chairman, we have no assurnace it will be brought on 
at the next session of parliament or the session of parliament after that and I 
agree entirely with the Legion when they say: “It is the earnest hope of the 
Legion that the present committee will realize the need and assume the respon
sibility of recommending immediate action in this matter.” It is immediate 
action that is required. These men, as has already been pointed out by 
Mr. Pearkes and Mr. Green, are getting older and dying off very fast. One, 
two or three years makes a great difference, and I think it should be done at 
this session of parliament.

Mr. Croll: Will the committee adjourn now? It is one o’clock.
The Chairman : I was waiting until everyone had said everything they 

want to say on this point.
Mr. Croll: You will never finish up now.
The Chairman: I will say this: I am rather surprised that this motion 

should be moved without any notice whatever to the committee or to me.
Mr. Brooks: Now, Mr. Chairman, we did not know you were going to rule 

the other motion out of order. As a matter of fact, I had an amendment 
prepared for Mr. Goode’s motion but last night you did intimate that you 
might rule it out of order so, like William Tell, I thought I should have another 
arrow ready.

The Chairman: Had you given me any information whatever that you were 
considering moving such a motion I would have tried to have been prepared 
to deal with it, but having had it sprung on me like this I am not prepared to 
deal with it. I would also point out that we are governed by the rules of the 
House. Beauchesne, Second Edition, 607, says:

Committees are governed in their proceedings by the same rules 
which prevail in the House and which continue in full operation in every 
select committee. It is upon this principle, that the practice appears to 
be founded, of consulting the Speaker, in reference to points of order 
and the forms of proceedings, by select committees.
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Now, as I read the standing order in respect to notices of motion which governs 
us as well as the House, standing order 45, it says:

Forty eight hours’ notice shall be given of a motion for lease to 
present a bill, resolution or address for the appointment of any committee, 
or for placing a question on the order paper. . . 

and the citation of Beauchesne under that is:
As a general rule every motion proposed in the House requires notice 

unless it is of a formal or uncontentious character, or raises a question 
of privilege.

This is absolutely the first notice I have received in any shape or description 
that it was the thought of anybody to move a motion like this, which, as has been 
pointed out by Mr. Croll is asking the House in effect to reconsider a motion it 
had already passed, and they passed a motion that our terms of reference 
should be certain items and there were very very determined attempts made 
to change those terms of reference and they were not changed. The House very 
definitely decided on the terms of reference. Now, we are asking them to 
change that decision. I would think that the purpose of a notice of motion is 
to give everybody a chance to be prepared, and surely had I had a notice I 
would have taken the advice of the Speaker in the matter and been prepared 
to make a ruling on it. But when a motion like this is sprung on me without 
the slightest intimation of what is going to be brought up it makes it difficult. 
As I have said already I have had no notice of this motion; it has not yet even 
been submitted to the chair. So we have nothing in front of us at all; neither 
a notice of a motion or a motion. I say again, had there been an intimation 
to me, even last night, that it was the intention to make such a motion I would 
not have been inclined to say that I should have had formal notice of it, but 
when we have it like this, when the rules require forty eight hours’ notice, I do 
not think that I have been given any consideration in preparing myself to 
rule on it, and I think that the committee would expect me to say at the present 
time we have not any notice of this motion, and therefore, it is not receivable.

Mr. Brooks: On that point I do not wish to monopolize the argument, but 
I might say—

The Chairman: If you would let me continue—
Mr. Brooks: This is a little personal. You are accusing me of not showing 

courtesy to the chair. I have been on this committee a great many years and 
this is the first time that I have ever heard a chairman say that a notice of 
motion must be submitted within forty-eight hours. I have followed the policy 
adopted in this committee over the years. It is one o’clock now and if the 
chairman wishes to consider it he has lots of time.

The Chairman: If you will permit me to finish what I was going to say— 
if I had had any idea that this was going to be brought forward I would have 
tried to prepare myself because I realize that the time is short and so on; 
but, I do say that we have these rules and we have a motion without any 
notice it was going to be moved and I wished to have time to consider it and take 
the advice of the Speaker on it. I certainly do not wish to rule anything out 
of order that is in order.

I was rather surprised that Mr. Green suggested, before I had ruled, that 
the committee could overrule me. I do not think that I have acted in such a 
way that it could be expected that the committee would be called upon or 
need to smack me down.

Some Hon. members: Hear, hear!
The Chairman: I surely have tried to consult the steering committee and 

everybody concerned. I suggest that I find out, if I can, what the rules govern
ing this matter are. I will find out what the terms of reference were in 1951 
and look into the matter. So we will have to have another meeting of the 
committee.
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♦ Mr. Croll: Leave it to the call of the chair, to give you ample time.
The Chairman: I wonder if we could have a meeting of the steering 

committee at two o’clock? When can we meet in this committee to consider 
this motion and consider our report?

Mr. MacDougall: Are you going to permit a statement now, before we 
adjourn, or not? Mr. Brooks has brought in an amendment. I am co-mover 
of a motion which has been ruled out of order by you. Now, I have the 
greatest faith in your ability as a chairman, and I think the members of the 
committee have, but I want to say here and now that, as far as I am concerned, 
when you have ruled our joint motion out of order then I cannot take anything 
but a dim view if you are going to permit the amendment as moved by Mr. 
Brooks. Therefore, it seems to me that we are playing ducks and drakes with 
this thing now. We have practically come to the end of the road on the 
situation. We heard the remarks made by my colleague, Mr. Goode, with 
respect to new legislation, and I cannot conscientiously sit here and have our 
motion ruled out of order and at the same time support an amendment that 
has been moved by Mr. Brooks, regardless of how valid it may be.

The Chairman: I have just said that I want to take time to consider 
whether it is in order or not. I do not know whether it is. The committee will 
adjourn till tomorrow at 3.30 p.m.

The committee adjourned.

Thursday, June 10th, 1954.
3.30 P.M.

The Chairman: Order gentlemen, we have a quorum.
I was looking over the record a few minutes ago and found there were at 

least two of the members who referred to this draft report which I prepared 
and I should have, I suppose, actually put it on the record before we went into 
camera, because there is nothing confidential about it anyway. To make the 
comments of two or three of the members intelligible I think that I should put 
it on the record as I intended to. It was circulated and I think I might as well 
put it on the record now.

Mr. Green: That tentative report was considered when the committee was 
sitting in camera and I do not think it should be put on the record yet.

The Chairman: I had actualy referred to it.
Mr. Croll: Mr. Chairman, we discussed it and it should be on the record.
The Chairman : I referred to it before we went into in camera session and 

it was then distributed; I think it is desirable that it should have gone in the 
record.

Mr. Philpott: I certainly think it should go on the record ; unless it is on 
the record a lot of the discussion that we had yesterday does not make sense.

The Chairman : That is what I had in mind. I realized when I read the 
record that some of the things said referred to the report. I will just give you 
an idea of just what did happen before we went in camera. I said: “It was 
the thought of the members of the steering committee that I should endeavour 
to draft a suggested report. Accordingly I did so. I have it here and I will 
distribute it but it is understood that it is only a suggestion to the committee 
as a result of the suggestion of the steering commitee. Now then, I wanted to 
have this draft report in front of you before I dealt with Mr. Goode’s motion. 
The clerk will now distribute the drafted suggested report to you so you may 
have a look at it and we can run over it and then I will take up Mr. Goode’s 
motion.” It was then distributed and I went on to say: “The clerk draws my

92658—21



454 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

attention to the fact that when we discuss a report it is generally done in 
camera. Therefore this part of the proceedings can be regarded as in camera 
and I shall indicate when we go back into open session again.”

So, up until the time when the report was distributed we were in open 
session and I suppose that is why the members referred to the report. But, 
when the report is not in the record then their remarks have not as much 
meaning.

I realize I should have asked your consent to put the draft report in 
the record at that time but I overlooked doing so, and so I do not ask that 
it go in the printed record at. that time because I overlooked to ask for 
consent that it go in at that time; I do not ask for that, although it probably 
should go in the printed record as of that time.

Mr. Philpott: Why do you not ask for unanimous consent to put it in the 
record at the point when you went back on the record?

Mr. Green: I think it has never been the practice to put draft reports 
in the committee proceedings. There may be a dozen draft reports. The 
discussion on this draft report was confidential yesterday and was properly 
kept off the record. I do not see why the report should be put on at this 
stage. Later on it may be necessary to do so, but it was never the practice 
to put these draft reports on the record. If it should have gone on the record 
yesterday then we should also have had the discussion on it yesterday on 
the record.

Mr. Henderson: I understood that Mr. Goode wanted to know what was 
going on the record so that he would know whether or not to drop his motion.

Mr. Croll: That report should be on the record. I move that it be placed 
on the record as of the time the reference was made to it in the last days’ 
proceedings.

Mr. MacDougall: I second the motion.
The Chairman: Some members have come in since this matter was brought 

up. I was reading the record of the proceedings of yesterday and I said that 
I had prepared this draft report at the suggestion of some of the members 
of the steering committee and I said that I wanted this draft report in front 
of you before I dealt with Mr. Goode’s motion. It was then distributed, and 
I said: “So you may have a look at it and we can run over it and then I 
will take up Mr. Goode’s motion.” At that stage the draft report was circu
lated; actually it was in the possession of the committee while in open session. 
We went into “in camera” after that and then several members, quite 
properly, referred to the draft report in their speeches when we went back 
into open session. It should have been tabled right then and there. I have 
a motion, gentlemen, that the draft report be tabled and included in the 
proceedings as of the time when I said it was distributed. It might be included 
of course as an appendix.

Mr. Pearkes: May I ask you as to the meaning of the second last line of 
your report? There is reference made at the top of page 2: “In the course 
of its deliberations your committee received submissions in writing and orally 
in respect of the aforesaid bills”, and they dealt with the submissions from 
the Canadian Legion and so on, and then it reports the Canadian Legion and 
the National Council of Veterans Associations, in addition to representations 
in respect to certain bills, as making representations urging changes in the 
War Veterans Allowance Act with respect to the amount of allowances pay
able thereunder and also the raising of the level of permissive income. Then 
it goes on to refer to a submission which was made by the Canadian Merchant 
Navy Veterans Association. The last paragraph recommends that the govern
ment give sympathetic consideration to the said submissions. You will notice
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that that is in the plural, therefore I presume that this committee is giving 
its approval to the submissions made by the Canadian Legion in respect to the 
war veterans allowance. Is that correct?

The Chairman: That was the intention. Of course this was just some
thing I drafted up for the convenience of the committee.

Mr. Pearkes: I wanted it to be quite clear.
The Chairman: That was definitely my thought, that the committee 

wanted sympathetic consideration to be given to the representations of the 
legion, the merchant seamen, the National Council, and the widows; that 
was very definitely my thought.

Mr. Pearkes: The plural was not merely referring to the preceding para
graphs which referred to the seamen.

Mr. Philpott: In the discussion it was made very clear that we meant 
this particularly to refer to war veterans allowances and to the ceiling on 
permissive income.

Mr. Pearkes: It was not made clear.
The Chairman: Anyway that was my intention and if it is thought that 

it is not absolutely clear of course when we come to consider it we can 
change it.

Mr. Herridge: Is this motion to place the report in the proceedings as an 
appendix?

The Chairman: It is just to put it on the record because it was distributed 
to the committee in open session and I should have obtained your consent 
at that time. Is that agreed?

Agreed.
(See appendix A)
The Chairman: I now come to the motion that was made by Mr. Brooks 

which reads as follows:
That this committee submit a report to the House requesting that 

the terms of reference of the committee be enlarged to enable it to con
sider the War Veterans Allowance Act and make recommendations in 
respect thereof, at this session of parliament.

As the committee knows, I have already ruled as not admissible at this 
stage of our proceedings a motion by Mr. Goode which is along somewhat 
similar lines but is worded somewhat differently. Mr. Goode’s motion was:

I move, seconded by Mr. J. L. MacDougall, that this committee 
recommend that the government give consideration to introducing legis
lation which will give effect to the representations submitted to the 
cabinet in November, 1953 by the Canadian Legion, that the rates of 
allowance and the maximum total income under the War Veterans 
Allowance Act be increased.

If Mr. Goode’s motion was out of order, then, I feel this resolution is even 
more out of order. As pointed out in the House when this matter was dis
cussed, there was one way in which we could possibly have had the war vet
erans allowance matter in front of us and that was if the government decided 
to introduce a bill dealing with war veterans allowances, and then that matter 
could have come before us on a reference from the House and conceivably it 
could still in this way come before us. So, all that would be necessary for it to 
come properly before us would be for the government to introduce legislation 
and have it come before our committee and we could then consider that legisla
tion. Mr. Goode’s amendment was that the government give consideration to 
taking steps which would have legally brought the matter before us. Now, Mr.
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Brooks’ motion goes much further than that. It recommends that the govern
ment give consideration to introducing legislation which will give effect to the 
representations submitted to the cabinet, and—

Mr. Quelch: I think you have the wrong resolution.
The Chairman: I will read it: “That this committee submit a report to the 

House requesting that the terms of reference of the committee be enlarged to 
enable it to consider the War Veterans’ Allowance Act and make recommenda
tions in respect thereof, at this session of parliament.”

Mr. Brooks’ motion was not that the legislation be introduced in the House 
or anything of the sort; it was that our terms of reference be enlarged so that 
we could consider the Act and make recommendations in regard to it. In other 
words, that we be given the right to consider the Act of parliament itself and 
make recommendations about it at this session of parliament, not by any way 
of legislation being introduced in the matter or that we be given a right to 
consider it, but that we be given the right to consider the Act of Parliament 
itself and recommend that something be done about it.

Now, our terms of reference, as the committee knows, were very restricted. 
You will notice when the standing committees are set up they are given certain 
powers. For example, on page 126 of the votes and proceedings of this session 
the motion to set up the standing committees is to be found. Here is what was 
moved and carried: “That the standing committees of this House shall sever
ally be empowered to examine and enquire into all such matters and things 
as may be referred to them by the House; and to report from time to time 
their observations and opinions thereon, with power to send for persons, papers, 
and records.” I draw the attention of the committee to the fact that the stand
ing committees of this House were thereby given power to report from time to 
time their observations and opinions on matters referred to them. Now, Mr. 
Brooks based his motion upon what happened in the Veterans Affairs com
mittee in 1951. I was of the opinion that at that time, although I was not here, 
that the terms of reference in 1951 were wider than our present terms of 
reference. I have obtained and now have before me the report of the 1951 
proceedings. Here is the order of reference:

That a special committee composed of 31 members to be named 
at a later date, be appointed to consider a bill to enact the Special 
Force Veterans Benefit Act; also proposed amendments to the Pension 
Act, the Veterans Insurance Act, the Returned Soldiers’ Insurance Act, 
the Veterans’ Business and Professional Loans Act, and such other 
legislation as may be placed before it, and to make recommendations 
from time to time in respect thereto, and that paragraph one of standing 
order 65 be suspended in relation thereo.

You will note that the same powers were given in 1951 as are given right 
along to standing committees with respect to making recommendations from 
time to time in respect to the matters referred to them. There was also 
referred to the committee in 1951 certain estimates on pensions. Of course, 
when estimates were referred, that certainly opened up a very wide field, 
especially when powers were given to report. The words are: “To make 
recommendations from time to time in respect thereto.”

Now, if the committee will look at what our terms of reference are, you 
will find that those words are not included. Here are the terms of reference: 
“That a special committee consisting of 31 members, to be designated by the 
House at a later date, be appointed to consider the bill to amend the War 
Service Grants Act and the bill respecting benefits for members of the Cana
dian forces, and such other legislation relating to veterans’ affairs as may be 
referred from time to time to the said committee; that the said committee 
shall have power to send for persons, papers and records, to print from day 
to day its minutes of proceedings and evidence, to sit while the House is
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sitting and to report from time to time; that the quorum of the said com
mittee shall consist of 10 members; and that the provisions of standing orders 
64 and 65 be suspended in relation thereto.”

The committee will note that the power to report their recommendations 
in regard to those bills is not in that order of reference. That was, of course, 
recognized by the members of this committee when the order of reference 
came before the House; it was the cause of considerable debate and of two 
motions to try to extend the terms of reference. In the debate members 
pointed out over and over again that all that this committee could possibly 
consider were the bills referred to it. One member even went so far as to 
say that this should properly not be called a Committee on Veterans Affairs 
but a committee to consider certain specific items of legislation. Under the 
terms of reference, as I read the rules it seems to me this was right and, we 
have no more power to do anything other than a committee of the whole 
House could do in respect of a bill referred to it. We have power to consider 
the bills referred to us and report them with or without amendments. I just 
ask the members of this committee, if that is true, what would they they 
think if the chairman of the committee of the whole House were to entertain 
a motion like this?

Now, to show that there was no doubt in the minds of the members as to 
what the terms of reference meant, I will just refer briefly to some remarks 
made in the debate on the motion to set up the committee. The mover of this 
motion, Mr. Brooks dealing with these terms of reference, said on page 4553 of 
this year’s Hansard:

The most important part of the resolution which is now before us is, 
of course, our terms of reference. Again we have the same criticism to 
make of the terms of reference setting up this committee as we have had 
of the terms of reference setting up committees in the past.

Those were, as I have pointed out, even more restricted terms of reference 
than previously.

Mr. Brooks went on:
It should be the duty of a veterans affairs committee to investigate 

each and every problem which concerns veterans.
Later he said:

I contend that in setting up this committee the government should 
have made the terms of reference wide enough to deal with veterans 
affairs. We should not be told that these are the only matters to which 
we can give consideration, because there is no body of men in Canada 
better qualified to judge the problems of veterans than the veterans 
themselves, veterans who are members of the House of Commons, and the 
veterans organiaztions across Canada who would appear before this 
committee to point out some of the great weaknesses in the Act and 
some of the requirements of veterans.

This committee is to be given absolutely no initiative. We are 
simply told that this is the legislation that we shall have to deal with and 
that is all we can deal with. As I said a moment ago, we know of the 
existing problems but our hands are tied as far as being able to deal 
with those problems is concerned.

Mr. Brooks: Unless they are enlarged, and that is why—
The Chairman: Then Mr. Brooks said this:

—the terms of reference of the resolution do not permit us to con
sider what we believe are some of the big problems. I mentioned par
ticularly the War Veterans Allowance Act which I believe is not to be 
considered.
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He goes on to say that his basis for so stating is the statement of the Prime 
Minister. Then he goes on to refer to the statement of the Prime Minister:

I might also say that since the announcement of the Prime Minister 
a few days ago, that the war veterans allowance would not be a subject 
considered by the committee, I have received many letters from veterans 
expressing bitterness, regret and disappointment that this very important 
subject is not going to be considered. It is not too late yet. There is 
still time for the government to reconsider the resolution. There is still 
time, before the resolution is passed by the house today, for the minister 
to include in the terms1 of reference the question of the war veterans 
allowance. I am going to move an amendment.

Mr. Brooks then moved the amendment that we be given the right to consider 
the War Veterans Allowance Act. The Speaker ruled that amendment out of 
order: on the ground that a motion could not be so made to enlarge the terms 
of reference.

Mr. Quelch: You mean that the House could not vote on the question of 
the War Veterans Allowance Act being included. There was no vote. It was 
ruled out of order.

The Chairman: Yes, it was ruled out of order, because the House could 
not so enlarge the terms of reference. I ask the committee to bear that in 
mind. By the motion before us the committee is asking that its powers be 
enlarged by the House when the government has already stated its policy to 
the House and it has already been ruled by the Speaker that there is no power 
to do so.

Then we come to Mr. Gillis. He said at page 4559:
But in the committee now to be established, and in the last com

mittee that was set up, no longer have we had a veterans affairs com
mittee of that kind. Now it is merely a legislative examining committee, 
and has power only to deal with legislation that has already been adopted 
by the government and treasury board.

In the last sitting of this committee on veterans affairs—and I am 
reasonably sure the condition will be the same with this one—the chair
man was placed in a position where he could bring before the committee 
only those bills referred to it.

Here is the opinion of very old and experienced parliamentarians. Is it to be 
suggested for a moment that they did not know of the possibility—

Mr. Gillis: You had better get Mr. Green on that somewhere too.
The Chairman: I might pay him a different compliment. Is it to be 

suggested that these members would make these statements if all you had to 
do was to make a motion such as Mr. Brooks has moved?

Mr. Herridge: He was just asking that that situation should be changed.
Mr. Brooks: The committee was set up with certain powers—
The Chairman: They said that nothing could be brought before the 

committee except these bills. Something is now brought before the committee, 
a motion having to do with the War Veterans Allowance Act.

Mr. Brooks: Under the powers of our committee after it was set up. The 
committee is given certain powers after it is set up, and one is to ask for 
these things. That is exactly what we are doing.

The Chairman: You are talking about powers that are laid down when 
the committeè had been set up?

Mr. Brooks: Which has nothing to do with this.
The Chairman: When you say that the committee cannot possibly consider 

anything but the bills—
Mr. Brooks: Unless our powers are enlarged.
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The Chairman: We have no power to consider a motion to enlarge the 
powers. I am just reading your own words to you. You said that nothing 
could be brought before the committee except the bills referred to it. Now 
you are putting something additional—a motion to consider the War Veterans 
Allowance Act. Our terms of reference are not yet enlarged, and the very 
motion to enlarge them goes beyond the reference of the committee. This 
motion to enlarge the terms of reference of the committee is something in 
addition to the bills and it is something that you all said could not be put 
before the committee.

Mr. Brooks: Unless it is enlarged—
The Chairman: You said that could not be put before the committee. 

I am just citing your own words, So you may have them in mind because I 
was told there was to be an appeal against my ruling.

Mr. Brooks: I do not know yet what the ruling is.
The Chairman: It was suggested that if my ruling were adverse there 

would be an appeal. It was suggested that an amendment such as this might 
be ruled out of order.

Mr. Jones: Could I refer you to page 197?
The Chairman: I will come to that, Mr. Jones.
Mr. Jones: Especially to the latter part.
The Chairman: Just be patient. I cannot deal with everything at once.
Mr. Harkness: We have been patient for half an hour.
Mr. Brooks: Let him build up an argument.
The Chairman : I can understand why you do not like your own words 

being cited here.
Mr. Brooks: I do not mind my own words being cited. I am rather proud 

of them.
The Chairman: The next thing we come to is a statement of Mr. Hansell, 

representing the Social Credit party:
I suggest that the terms of reference to the committee should have 

been wide enough to have permitted it to study this matter and to 
make recommendations in the matter of war veterans allowances.

That was the submission of the Social Credit party. If it were possible to 
consider war veterans allowances by moving a simple motion like this, would 
there have been a statement like that made in the House? Would there have 
been two motions made in order to enlarge the terms of reference? I submit 
that the members who were speaking about this were experienced members 
who knew what they were talking about. Now, Mr. Herridge, who is also an 
experienced member—

Mr. Herridge: I do not think you can pin anything on me, I cannot support.
The Chairman:—said

However, like many other speakers, I very much regret that the terms 
of reference are so limited and that so far there has been no evidence 
of the government’s intention to give the committee an opportunity of 
dealing with amendments to the War Veterans Allowance Act which will 
amend it in such a way that the veterans organizations of this country 
will be pleased.

Mr. Herridge: Those remarks justify this resolution.
The Chairman : I do not think Mr. Herridge would have said that if he 

had thought we could deal with it with a motion like the one before us. Then 
here is Mr. Green’s statement, on page 4573:

It is significant that every hon. member who has spoken in this1 
debate, after the Minister of Veterans Affairs, has shown grave concern 
that this committee which is to be set up will not have the power to 
deal with the War Veterans Allowance Act.



460 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Now then we are told we can entertain a motion about War Veterans Allowance 
Act.

Mr. Brooks: Yes, and get the power.
The Chairman: Mr. Green goes on to say, at page 4574: “It is perfectly 

obvious therefore that unless there is a change of mind on the part of the 
cabinet there will be no bill to amend the War Veterans Allowance Act at this j 
session and therefore the special committee, under its terms of reference 
cannot consider the question whether or not the present War Veterans Allow
ance Act is adequate.”

Mr. Green: Read the next sentence.
The Chairman: “That, I am sure is contrary to the expectations of veterans 

from one coast of Canada to the other.”
Mr. Green: Read the next one.
The Chairman: “I have here a press dispatch reporting on a letter written 

by the Minister of Finance which shows that he too expected that this subject 
would be considered by the special committee.” Then you (Mr. Green) went 
on to regret that there was no power unless the cabinet saw fit to introduce 
legislation.

Then Mr. Knowles who is the expert on these matters of the rules for the 
C.C.F. party said, at page 4576: “It is just a special committee to deal with 
three bills the government has decided should be referred to such a special 
committee. It is not a committee to go into the broad question of what our 
veterans in Canada need at the present time, as previous veterans affairs 
committees have been permitted to do.” Now, there is the opinion of the 
representative of the C.C.F. party.

Mr. MacDougall: That is the opinion of Beauchesne.
The Chairman: Yes, but I am quoting these other authorities.
Mr. Churchill is another man who has given a very close study to our 

rules and here is what he said: “According to the terms of reference, it is 
not intended that the committee shall look further afield and look into some 
of the pressing problems affecting veterans. The terms of reference are 
restricted.”

Nearly every member, of course, spoke on this including Mr. Macdonnell.
When Mr. Philpott said that in someway or other we would find a way of 
dealing with this matter of War Veterans Allowances, Mr. Macdonnell poured 
scorn on that. Here is what he said: “I think that for the honourable member 
for Vancouver South (Mr. Philpott) to suggest that a committee that is 
appointed to deal with A.B.C. could rollick along and deal with D-E.F. is not 
very sensible.”

Mr. Philpott: But we have done it.
The Chairman: Mr. Macdonnell went on: “That does not seem to be a 

very serious contribution to the debate because even a person who knows 
as little of the rules as I do knows that we would not get very far if we did 
that kind of thing.” There is the opinion of Mr. Macdonnell in regard to 
the matter.

I think that I have cited enough to show the opinion of the members.
Now, to quote Beauchesne, the rule that applies is 634 of his second edition 

which reads as follows: “A committee is bound by, and is not at liberty to 
depart from, the order of reference. (See Bourinot page 469). In the case 
of a select committee upon a bill, the bill committed to it is itself the order 
of reference to the committee, who must report it with or without amendment 
to the House.” Just exactly the same as a committee of the whole House.
In that respect I would just like to read to the members of the committee 
what was said by May in that regard. What Beauchesne said is almost
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exactly the same as Bourinot in his 4th edition, and Bourinot on page 521 
points out that in Great Britain select standing committees have been given 
the right under their standing order 63 to report their observations and recom
mendations but there is no such general rule in the Canadian rules.

Now, I will read what May said in this regard in May’s Parliamentary 
Practice—I have both the 13th and the 15th edition, and this is from the 15th 
edition by Lord Campion, pages 525 and 592:

A select committee, like a committee of the whole House, possesses 
no authority except that which it derives by delegation from the House 
by which it is appointed. When a select committee is appointed to 
consider or inquire into a matter, the scope of its deliberations or inquiries 
is defined by the order by which the committee is appointed (termed 
the order of reference),' and the deliberations or inquiries of the com
mittee must be confined within the limits of the order of reference. 
But when a bill is committed, or referred, to a select committee, the bill 
is itself the order of reference, and the inquiries and deliberations of 
the committee must be confined to the bill and amendments relevant 
to the subject matter thereof.

Now, that is fairly clear. May, in the 13th edition which was written 
when their rules were like our rules in this respect says at page 483: “When the 
evidence has been concluded in a committee on a public matter, the chairman 
prepares resolutions or a draft report, which it is customary to print and cir
culate among the members before consideration. Resolutions are open to 
discussion and amendment, subject to the same rules as a committee of the 
whole House. No resolution or amendment may be proposed which is not 
within the order of reference; and the chairmen will decline to put it from 
the chair.” Now, can anybody say that a motion to extend the terms of 
reference is within the power given to us in our terms of reference?

Mr. Green: This is a motion to extend the reference; but actually what 
this motion does is to recommend that a report be submitted to the House 
requesting an extension which is an entirely different thing.

The Chairman: It is a motion asking that our terms of reference be 
extended, and this citation says that a resolution or amendment which is not 
within the order of reference is not to be put by the chairmen from the chair. 
Surely an order to ask for an extension of the reference is not within the terms 
of reference because it is not in the bills referred to us.

Mr. Nesbitt: Mr. Chairman—
The Chairman : If you will permit me—I would like to deal with this in 

one statement. May goes on to say at page 398, 13th edition. “The subject 
matter of a bill as disclosed by the contents thereof when read a second time, 
has, since 1854, formed the order of reference which governs the proceedings 
of the committee thereon and accordingly the objects sought by an instruction 
should be pertinent to the terms of that order of reference and the amendments 
which an instruction proposes to sanction, must be such as would further the 
general purpose and intention of the - House in the appointment of the com
mittee.” In other words the passing of the bills referred to us. He goes on “The 
object of an instruction is, therefore, to endow a committee with power whereby 
the committee can perfect and complete the legislation defined by the contents 
of the bill or extend the provisions of the bill to cognate objects; and an 
attempt to engraft novel principles into a bill, which would be irrelevant, 
foreign or contradictory to the decision of the House taken on the introduction 
and second reading of the bill, is not within the due province of an instruction.”

In other words when you want to get instructions they can only be relevant 
to the bill on which you are seeking instructions. So it is laid down clearly 
by Bourinot and May that an instruction must have a reference to the matter
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referred to the committee. You have no right to go back and ask instruction 
on something which has nothing to do with the bill referred. I have read May, 
and that is followed by Bourinot, as I think is quite clear in this 4th edition. 
Therefore gentlemen that is one reason why it seems to me that under the 
rules as we have them and the terms of reference, that this motion should not 
be put by me because it is not within our terms of reference.

There is another ground, that made me consider that this resolution was 
not in order and that was the question that the House, having once decided the 
matter as it did, have we a right to go back and ask it to make a different 
decision. An amendment was made that was ruled out of order, another 
amendment was made and was ruled out of order. The House then said—these 
are the terms of reference of the committee we are setting up, and by not 
accepting any amendment or making any changes in that order of reference 
that was the final decision of the House. The member moving this motion 
is now asking that we pass a resolution in this committee asking the House to 
change its decision. At the moment the only thing that this committee is going 
to be able to consider is legislation that is introduced into the House and 
referred to us and we are asking them by this motion to say that an Act of 
parliament should be referred to us although they definitely passed our order 
of reference that these are the things, and the implication is this and nothing 
more. Under the rules according to Beauchesne, May and Bourinot, the only 
things referred are those bills introduced by the government in the House and 
referred to us. And that was the decision of the House. We are asking them 
by this proposed motion to change that decision. Now, on that question of 
asking parliament to change a decision at the same session, this is also referred 
to in Beauchesne, 3rd edition, paragraph 245, and in Bourinot 4th edition, 
page 328:

It is, however, an ancient rule of parliament that no question or 
motion can regularly be offered if it is substantially the same with one 
on which the judgment of the House has already been expressed during 
the current session.

How much more definitely can any judgment of the House be expressed than 
it was expressed on this particular question? If ever the House was pressed 
by every single member of the opposition who spoke to change its decision 
it was on this point. But the vote carried and we have our order of reference.

Now we, in my opinion, have no right to consider this thing at all nor 
have we any right to consider it by a motion asking the House to do some
thing it has already refused to do. That is a second reason why I think that 
the motion is out of order. There is a further reason. Our order of reference 
is the four bills referred to us. Our only power is to report them with or 
without amendment. We have done that. Now, there is a power given to us 
incidental to the power given to take evidence and that is to present that 
evidence to the House. That is the only thing left for us to do. We have 
exhausted our rights except to report that evidence we have taken to the 
House. It was for that reason and knowing the feeling of the veterans on 
this committee that I thought somehow or other we should try to avail our
selves of any powers we had to let the government know we would like 
them to consider the representations made to us by the veterans of this country. 
I discussed this matter with every single member of the steering committee 
with the exception of Mr. Roberge—

Mr. Green: Now, Mr. Chairman, on that point do not tie in the steering 
committee in quite that way because Mr. Gillis and I spoke to you after the 
representations made by the Canadian Merchant Seamen and the three of us 
discussed very informally something being put in the report about those

M
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seamen. Now, do not try to extend that into Mr. Gillis and myself telling 
you what we thought you should put in the report about the war veterans 
allowance.

Mr. Philpott: Mr. Chairman—
Mr. Green: You were not there. Certainly the purport of the discussion 

had to do with the Canadian Merchant Seamen, and do not construe that as 
having been any suggestion made by Mr. Gillis or myself as to what you 
should put in the report on other matters.

The Chairman: The fact is that I understood it that way, as I stated it, 
rightly or wrongly.

Mr. Bennett: I was there, Mr. Chairman, and we certainly did discuss 
war veterans allowance.

Mr. Croll: This is the first time that Mr. Gillis is not able to speak for 
himself.

Mr. Philpott: I was not there, but I was in this committee yesterday, 
when Mr. Goode and Mr. MacDougall moved their recommendation, and 
before the chairman put his ruling Mr. Gillis was trying to get Mr. Goode to 
withdraw his resolution because he received the same thing in the report 
which is right here. It was represented to me that we could, if we worked 
together, try to get the maximum good for the veterans of Canada and I 
was certainly very very disappointed in that rather belated attempt to play 
party politics with an issue as serious as this.

Mr. Green: Mr. Chairman, I am amazed at a charge like that coming 
from Mr. Philpott.

Mr. Brooks: You need not be amazed; that is what I would expect.
Mr. Green: If Mr. Philpott came here as a supporter of veterans legisla

tion then his conduct since he came here as a member speaks for itself. I 
am personally ready—

Mr. Philpott: Who started it?
Mr. Green: I am personally ready to set up my record of fighting for 

the veterans against his, or that of anybody else.
Mr. Brooks: You had better come to your ruling. You have laboured 

the question a long time.
Mr. Gillis: Mr. Green involved me in a controversial matter. When Mr. 

Green and I spoke to the chairman yesterday dealing with the merchant 
seamen, which would be the last evidence we would take, I personally antici
pated what we have mentioned here today, and suggested to the chairman 
he should think about including matters in our report that we were not going 
to be able to deal with because I had definitely the War Veterans Allowance 
Act in mind.

The Chairman: You will recall that I said: how can we do anything about 
the War Veterans Allowance Act in view of our terms of reference?

Mr. Gillis: That is right.
The Chairman: And I said that maybe in some way in reporting the 

evidence we could bring it in and it was said: you go ahead and get a report 
ready; and my thought was we could bring that report in asking for sympathetic 
consideration of the representations of the legion and of the National Council of 
Veterans, and that perhaps we could put that through unanimously and not 
get into a brawl in this committee on party lines.

Mr. Brooks: Why do you not make your ruling and let us have our say.
Mr. Green: We have had the experience of a unanimous report going in 

two years ago on this very question and nothing being done.
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The Chairman: If you are so sure that nothing is going to be done why 
were you not ready to accept the report which I drew up on the advice of 
every member of the steering committee except Mr. Roberge? Why did you 
in turn insist on bringing in a motion of your own when you knew that this 
was about to come in?

Mr. Green : We had no knowledge of what you were going to say about 
the war veterans allowance.

The Chairman : Before Mr. Brooks brought his motion you had this report 
before you.

Mr. Brooks: I did not have time to read it.
Mr. Green : If you wanted the opinion of the steering committee you should 

have called a meeting and not depended on something which took place in a 
private discussion.

The Chairman : When I was told to go ahead by the members of the 
steering committee and prepared the report I personally explained it to the 
members with the exception of Mr. Roberge.

Mr. Brooks: You did not explain it to me at all. You met me in the 
restaurant when I was eating my lunch and I did not know what you were 
talking about. You were trying to get me to agree to something and you spoke 
of some conversation you had with Mr. Gillis and Mr. Green, and it had mostly 
to do with the seamen.

The Chairman: If you did not understand it—I will not go into our 
discussion—I thought I explained it fully but in any event this came up in 
regard to the report. I think that there is only one thing left in front of us 
and that is to report the evidence; and I may say that knowing the situation 
and the feeling of the members and realizing there was not a great deal of 
time I was trying to figure out how we could make some recommendation on 
the matter, and that is why I suggested what I did to the members of the 
steering committee. I was delighted when it looked as if we were going to 
have a unanimous recommendation on the matter. In any event I am certain 
now that the only right we still have, having reported the bills, is the right 
to report the evidence.

Mr. Quelch: Before you make your ruling, may I say you phoned me about 
the report and I told you at the time that I thought the report proposed would 
be a good way of getting around the difficulty and I still think so. Only at 
that time we had not heard anything about the proposal to move a motion of 
any kind. You have given a good deal of evidence which in some ways probably 
substantiates your suggestion that the motion may be out of order, but there 
are many rules which we do not always observe and if we continue to disregard 
them they become a general practice; for instance, the rule of reading speeches 
in the House has never been practiced. There are many other rules of the 
House we continually break, and in this committee there have 'been several 
occasions where in the past motions to ask the House to waive their terms 
of reference have been moved without being ruled out of order. This is the 
first time I remember—no, I am sorry, I remember one other case. As a rule 
motions to amend the terms of reference are not ruled out of order but are 
voted down. Apparently it has never been felt by the chairman in the past 
that he had to rule them out of order. I remember in 1951 there was one 
case but I will admit in this case it may be different in view of the fact that 
the war veterans allowance matter was brought up in the House. That is 
the only ground on which it could be ruled out of order. Otherwise it is 
wholly in order.

The Chairman: Also the terms of reference in 1951 were wider than our 
terms of reference.

X
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Mr. Nesbitt: Having listened to all the arguments I take it that this par
ticular situation is a unique situation and that exact circumstances such as this 
have not arisen before. , Now, I know, Mr. Chairman, that rulings in the past 
on similar situations are always used to guide us when a different situation 
arises, but I think it is necessary sometimes to make distinctions on the 
individual facts of the situation. I know, and many members of this committee 
know, how courts make very fine distinctions sometimes. In this particular 
case one of the important things mentioned by the chairman was that the 
previous motions, before the committee commenced its proceedings, to extend 
the terms of reference were ruled out of order by the speaker in the House 
and that that would prevent any similar recommendations being made by 
this committee. But, I think that a set of facts have come up in this case 
that are different from the ones before. This special committee only had 
four bills referred to it for study—that is quite true, I agree with the Chairman 
—and we were asked to call witnesses and so on with reference to the four 
bills. We had evidence from the Legion and from the other veterans’ groups 
and from various departmental officials and so on. Now, these four bills that 
we had to study were not different in nature. They all related to veterans’ 
problems specifically and in many ways they were interrelated to the very 
Act in question. I think that is one of the main points, that all this legislation 
that we had to consider was related. It all dealt with a similar subject. 
In this particular case, after having heard the evidence on all four bills that 
dealt with related subjects, evidence was presented to us which had not been 
before by those various bodies. Some recommendations regarding changes 
as to war veterans allowances, permissive income and so on, would be of great 
benefit to the veterans of the country. That is the evidence that we had from 
all these various witnesses. Since this evidence came up before the committee 
with relation to these four bills which are all related, and which certainly 
bear some relationship to the War Veterans Allowance Act, there is no argument 
about that. I think it would be very proper and quite in order for this com
mittee to submit a report to the House requesting that the terms of reference 
of the committee be enlarged, because of this evidence which has come before 
the committee as a result of the evidence that we have taken in connection 
with four similar bills, which are all related to each other, as to the war 
veterans allowances. I think that you could very well rule, in view of that, 
that this resolution would be in order. Whether, of course, it is passed by 
this committee is another matter. With respect, I think that that is the case. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, you mentioned that the way in which you thought we 
could get this on the record to be referred back to the House was in this 
part of the draft report which you had drawn up. It reads:

—your committee desires to draw attention to the fact—
and so on,

—in addition to representations in respect of the said bills, represen
tations urging changes in the War Veterans Allowance Act to raise 
the amounts of allowances payable thereunder, and also to raise the 
level of permissive income.

In that particular part you are just saying that that was evidence which was 
presented to this particular committee. We draw attention to that evidence 
because it was very prominently put forward. It does not indicate, to my way 
of thinking, except the words “desires to draw attention,” which could mean 
anything, what the feelings are of maybe a few or maybe all members of 
this committee—I do not know. To put in something of that nature looks 
very much to me like the old expression: “Mother, may I go down to swim?” 
“Yes, my darling daughter. Hang your clothes on a hickory limb, but don’t



466 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

go near the water.” In other words, if you want to do something go ahead 
and do it. I think you could very well rule that the motion by Mr. Brooks 
could be put forward.

Mr. Brooks: I would like to say a few words, if I may, in this connection, 
and I hope that what I say will not be construed as political. You quoted a 
number of members who spoke in parliament. Of course, you know as well 
as I do why we spoke on these matters. We try to get what we can at the time.

The Chairman: I realize that that is being done now.
Mr. Brooks: We realize that if parliament gave us the power to consider 

the War Veterans Allowance Act before we got into committee it would be 
much easier for us to have the War Veterans Allowance Act considered. So we 
fought for it. That is why Mr. Gillis, Mr. Green, myself and others fought for it. 
We were ruled out of order by the Speaker. I contend that when the committee 
was set up it then had certain inherent powers. This afternoon you quoted 
Beauchesne, but you only quoted part of that section. Section 537 of Beauchesne 
has this to say; I will read the whole section:

537. A committee can only consider these matters which have been 
committed to it by the House.

A committee is bound by, and is not at liberty to depart from, the 
order of reference. In the case of a select committee upon a bill, the bill 
committed to it is itself the order of reference to the committee, who 
must report it with or without amendment to the house.

That is in connection with a bill that was submitted to us.
When it has been thought desirable to do so, the House has enlarged 

the order of reference by means of an instruction or in the case of a 
select committee upon a bill by the committal to it of another bill. 
Mandatory instructions have also been given to select committees 
restricting the limits of their powers or prescribing the course of their 
proceedings, or directing the committee to make a special report upon 
certain matters.

Now, the important part of this section, and the one under which my motion 
was moved, is that sometimes a committee may have to obtain leave from the 
House to make a special report when its order of reference is limited in scope. 
That is exactly what we have done. We have considered that our order of 
reference was limited in its scope. It did not include the War Veterans Allow
ance Act, which we thought should be considered, and we have prepared an 
order, which I contend is definitely in order, Mr. Chairman. There is no ques
tion in my mind about the propriety of taking these additional powers.

Mr. Henderson: I think the Chairman dealt with that by quoting from 
May and Bourinot.

The Chairman: I drew the distinction between a standing committee, 
which has powers to report its opinions, and a select committee, which has not 
been given that power.

Mr. Brooks: We have followed this procedure. This is the first time that 
any ruling of this kind has been made in this connection, and I might tell new 
hon. members on this committee that this is not the first time that this matter 
has been before the committee. I read yesterday—

The Chairman: In fairness, Mr. Brooks, the terms of reference in 1945, 
1946 and 1947—

Mr. Brooks: I know that they were very broad.
The Chairman: And even in 1951, which you cited to me—
Mr. Brooks: In 1951 they were practically the same. You said this after

noon that it referred certain estimates to us. I think that it referred an esti
mate of $2,500,000, a definite estimate with reference to pensions which had 
nothing to do with the war veterans allowances at all. The chairman knows 
that as well as I do.
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The Chairman: When estimates are referred you can take up amendments 
and discuss all kinds of things before you grant the estimates. But the differ
ence is this. In 1951 it was given power “to make recommendations from time 
to time in respect thereto.” The House deliberately, I take it, left this out of 
our terms of reference.

Mr. Brooks: If you want to carry the matter further, the bill with refer
ence to the Korean veterans, for instance, gives them all the rights of the 
veterans in the second world war, and one of the righis of the veterans of the 
second world war is war veterans allowances. We know that, and if you 
are going to quibble over an estimate, surely you can look at it also from the 
point of view of a bill.

The Chairman: What was your argument, Mr. Brooks?
Mr. Brooks: The bill dealing with Korean veterans—
The Chairman: You say that that dealt with the War Veterans Allowance

Act?
Mr. Brooks: That gives all the rights—
The Chairman: But it did not deal with the war veterans allowances?
Mr. Brooks: Those estimates you spoke of did not deal with war veterans 

allowances. If it is right in one case, it is right in another. If you can argue 
that one estimate that you took out of the estimates gives us the wide scope to 
deal with the estimates, then how can you argue that a Bill that was before us—

The Chairman: I said that there was a difference in the order of reference, 
in two ways; one, that estimates had been referred, and the other that they 
were given power to make recommendations. The power to make recommen
dations is the pertinent point. If you look at the bill in regard to the Korean 
veterans, the War Veterans Allowance Act is not mentioned in that. There is 
no way in which the War Veterans Allowance Act, in any way, shape or form, 
has been placed before us by the House of Commons.

Mr. Brooks: The Bill is the same as the estimate you speak of; if one gives 
us the right to deal with War Veterans Allowance the other does. I am just 
following your argument, which I do not agree with at all. In 1951 again 
I made a motion with respect to this item 650, and it was an amendment to a 
motion which was made, I think, by Mr. Croll. I moved that item 650 do not 
now carry but that this committee request to the House that it be given 
instructions to consider the basic rate of the Pensions Act and War Veterans' 
Allowance Act and make recommendations in reference thereto.

The Chairman: That was an amendment in regard to reporting the 
estimates.

Mr. Brooks: There was no objection taken to it. It was discussed in the 
committee, and it came up for a vote before the committee.

The Chairman: You moved that in connection with the estimate that was 
referred to the committee.

Mr. James: As a recommendation.
Mr. Brooks: I contend that under that last paragraph of section 537: 

“Sometimes the committee may have to obtain leave from the House to make 
a special report when its order of reference is limited in its scope.” That covers 
the point.

Mr. Croll: I agree with most of what you say. I disagree with some of 
the things the chairman is saying. In 1951 we tried to go back for a further 
reference, but the difference here is that we have already tried to obtain a 
further reference on the floor of the House and the House refused it.

Mr. Brooks: The Speaker decided.
92658—3
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Mr. Croll: The decision of the Speaker is the decision of the House. That 
is my point. That is the point that sticks in my mind.

Mr. Brooks: It was not a vote of parliament.
Mr. Croll: But any decision of the Speaker is the decision of the House.
The Chairman : We are hoping that in the future veterans affairs com

mittees will be set up. If they do not scrupulously obey the directions of the 
House of Commons, there will be reluctance on the part of some people to set 
them up. We know that if they are set up we can do a great deal for the 
veterans, and I think it is very important that we obey all the rules, it would 
be in the best interests of the veterans.

Mr. Brooks: I read the report of the Legion. I am not going to repeat all 
the things that were said by them, but immediate action was the most definite 
point that was brought out. That is not in this report of yours. It does not 
mean anyhing, because it does not set down any time. If we say, “At this 
present session of parliament,” Mr. Chairman, I would drop my motion now. 
If you include that in your report here and recommend that they give con
sideration at the present session of Parliament, I will have nothing more to say 
as far as this is concerned.

The Chairman: The speaker has mentioned several times that parliament 
cannot take it upon itself—and certainly no committee can—to direct the 
executive under our system of government. We would be out of order on that 
ground—

Mr. Brooks: In our report we can request that they give consideration to 
it at the present session.

The Chairman : Do you think that we would be likely to get more con
sideration than if we—

Mr. Brooks: I think that you would get every consideration if they paid 
attention to this evidence.

The Chairman: If you were in the government, would you pay more 
attention to a motion like this or a report drawing attention to the evidence 
and asking that you give sympathetic consideration to it?

Mr. Brooks: I am not a member of the government and never expect to be.
An Hon. Member: That is ah awful admission.
Mr. Brooks: I am getting too old, but my experience has been that we 

have made recommendations similar to this, including the report with the 
evidence, and nothing has been done with them. What we want to do is not 
to protect ourselves. That is not our object in this committee. It is not to 
protect ourselves in that way or any other way. If this were done as we are 
trying to submit here, the two great benefactors would be, first, the veterans, 
and secondly, the government. You have nothing to lose. I remember that 
in the matter of asking for benefits for veterans in previous committees we had 
to fight our way step by step. The opposition did most of the work, but the 
increase was granted. Who got the credit? Not the opposition; they never do. 
It is the government. If you wish to help the veterans here and help yourself, 
vote for this motion of mine, which I think is in order, and if you will not vote 
for it let us put something in our report that has some strength in it.

Mr. Hanna: Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about the fact that if there are 
any more citations made about this matter, we will not be able to make any 
recommendation at all about war veterans allowances. I am more particularly 
concerned since you have quoted statements from members of this committee 
of the fact that our terms of reference—

The Chairman: I apologize to Mr. Hanna for not quoting him.
Mr. Hanna: You could not very well quote me on that point. However, we 

are considering the matter of the War Veterans Allowance Act at the present
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time, and I think that we have considered it throughout the committee, whether 
it is within the terms of reference or not, and I think that it is very clear to 
all of us what we have in mind. Our object is to help the veterans. We would 
like to do something about the war veterans allowances. I recall that in this 
committee there have been several amendments placed before us that we asked 
the government to consider favourably—and some amendments concerned the 
expenditure of money—and I think, possibly largely because those amend
ments went to the government unanimously from this committee, the govern
ment considered every one of them favourably. In the matter of unemployment 
insurance, they back-dated the provisions as much as three years for applicants 
who are veterans of World War I. We all want to do something for the recip
ients of the war veterans allowances, and at this point I would like to refer to 
the draft report that has been laid before you. This draft report is very 
definite. It refers to the representations made by the various organizations 
“urging changes in the War Veterans Allowance Act to raise the amounts of 
allowances payable thereunder, and also to raise the level of permissive 
income.” I think that is what we are after. But your draft report does not 
end there. It goes on to say that this Committee on Veterans Affairs recom
mends that the government give sympathetic consideration to the said sub
missions. I do not think that anything could be clearer. Now, as I have 
indicated, it is clear what we all want to do, but there seem to be some consider
able differences of opinion as to how we should go about it. I think that we 
can best serve the veterans of this country by making the request to the govern
ment in the best possible form. What I mean is to make the request to the 
government in the form that is most likely to be accepted by the government.

Now, as I have indicated, we have made certain recommendations to the 
government already, and they were all adopted. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, 
that we adopt this draft report, because I think it covers the subject very well 
and I believe it is in a form that will be accepted. A few members who have 
just spoken criticized this report and said that it does not ask for anything. 
I would like to read again: “Your committee recommends that the government 
give sympathetic consideration to the said submissions.” It is perfectly clear 
that the reference is to the War Veterans Allowance Act, and also to the 
request of the Canadian Merchant Navy Veterans Association that they get 
some consideration under the veterans’ charter. I would like to see this 
committee do what we have done already several times in this session. I would 
like to see us get behind this draft report unanimously, because I think it offers 
the greatest hope of getting the government to do something in the matter of 
the war veterans allowance, and after all, I think the various members will 
agree that that is what we are really after. I would be sorry to see anything 
put to a vote and be passed by a slight majority. Let us get behind this. I 
would like to see this report carried unanimously, because, as I say, it offers 
the best chance of getting the matter of the war veterans allowances attended 
to with the minimum of delay.

Some Hon. members: Hear, hear.
Mr. Green: There is one great weakness in the argument made by Mr. 

Hanna, and that is that nothing can be done under his plan for the war 
veterans allowance recipients for a period of a year. It means that there can 
be no legislation at this session, and there can be no move for another year. 
We had this very same experience with this very same government before. 
In a committee in 1952 we discussed this whole question of war veterans 
allowances and at that time the committee made a unanimous recommendation, 
after the opposition members had tried to get a resolution through that parlia
ment take action at that current session. We were either voted down or ruled 
out of order—I forget which. In any event, the final landing place was the
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same; we were out. Then one of the government members-—I think, Mr. Croll— 
brought in an amendment which was put through in the report, and read as 
follows: “Your committee further recommends to the government a continued 
and sympathetic study of the needs and requirements of recipients of war 
veterans allowance, keeping in mind the recommendations of veterans organi
zations in that respect and particularly with regard to permissive income.”

That was a unanimous recommendation of the Committee on Veterans 
Affairs in 1952. It has been supported in the House ever since. We have 
been demanding that action be taken along this line. There has been no 
action taken by the government. They have done other things; in the mean
time they have brought in the pension plan for members, and increased the 
indemnities of members; they have brought in a new welfare measure this 
year; they have taken these steps, but they have deliberately not made any 
amendment to the War Veterans Allowance Act. Now the judges, apparently, 
are about to be given a big increase.

The Chairman: Was it not said today that that bill was not being proceeded 
with?

Mr. Brooks: No, the Prime Minister said that it was.
Mr. Green: Everybody but the front-line fighting men who live on war 

veterans allowance. This matter is very serious. I believe that, if members 
had stood up at the time of the debate, as Mr. Hanna did—and more credit to 
him—if government supporters had stood up then and demanded that some
thing be done about the war veterans allowances, we would have had legislation 
this year to increase the allowance and to raise the ceiling on permissive 
income. What I think is the great tragedy of this session is that there was not 
a unanimous fight put up in the House for some benefits to be enacted for the 
war veterans allowance recipients at this session.

Now we get to the question as to what the committee can do to bring about 
action at this session. This resolution that we ask the House for an extension 
of our terms of reference, would be accepted by the House if it were carried 
unanimously by this committee. I do not believe for a minute the government 
would stand against us if this committee made that recommendation back 
to the House. The chairman may rule it out of order. He has figured out 
many arguments anyway. I do not know how sound they are; the chairman 
may rule it out of order, but he does not have the final word in this committee. 
This committee can overrule him on any decision he makes.

An Hon. Member: A court of appeal.
Mr. Green: Yes, this committee controls its own functions. This committee 

can overrule the chairman and find that the resolution is in order and if that 
is done and the resolution is carried I think that the war veterans allowance 
men will get action at this session.

If the objective is not to be achieved in that way, then we might reach 
the same objective by adding 'to the draft report which the chairman has 
submitted something asking that that be done at this session. If this committee 
will stand behind an action of that kind then there will be benefit to these 
men at this session. I believe the cabinet was just on the totter on this 
question. I think that is why the setting up of this committee was delayed 
some time because it was hoped in the cabinet they would put through an 
increase in war veterans allowance. With that feeling in the cabinet itself, 
the unanimous word going from this committee would even yet bring about 
an improvement in the War Veterans Allowance Act.

But, if we fail to do this, if we allow technicalities to prevent us from 
making a recommendation for action now, then who gets the blame? This 
veterans affairs committee will be blamed for failing to look after the interests 
of the veterans. We have had representations from the legion, from the national
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council, and the whole country is in favour of this move being made. There 
have been editorials in all the leading newspapers in Canada favouring an 
increase in the allowance and certainly favouring an increase in the ceiling 
of permissive- income.

I suggest that this committee should not put itself in the position of being 
the body that has let these men down. After all the main question here 
is not a question of rules or technicalities or of speakers or of chairmen or 
anything of that kind. The main question here is whether these old comrades 
of ours are going to get fair treatment. They are not getting it now and 
the only way we can see that they do get it is to put through a unanimous 
recommendation to the House asking for legislation at this session.

Personally that is the stand I intend to take- I made up my mind when 
I came here in 1935, that I would stand for the veteran even against my own 
party or anybody in this House. I think we are today in a position to do 
perhaps the most worthwhile thing we ever could do for the veterans, and 
that is get this war veterans allowance matter cleared up. If we are afraid 
to go back to the House with a recommendation and do only as Mr. Nesbitt 
described it, namely say to the government: “Will you please give a little 
more consideration to this question.” That is not the way to deal with govern
ments. That is what we tried to do two years ago. We have had the practical 
experience of having such an appeal ignored. Do not let us be put in that 
position again.

Mr. Jones: I think that we are all of the same mind as Mr. Green, anxious 
to do the best we can for the burned out veteran, but I realize the difficulties 
that the chairman is under. Is there not a possibility that both Mr. Brooks’ 
amendment and the report could be modified in some way? I was going to 
suggest that the words “representations urging immediate changes in the war 
veterans allowance” be inserted. Would not the word “immediate” meet your 
objection? I am trying to meet the objection that is being raised.

The Chairman: Mr. Jones', I deferred making a ruling until I had heard 
anyone who wished to speak.

Mr. Herridge: Before you do, I wish first of all to congratulate you on 
your homework. You must have spent a good many hours checking what you 
were going to say and looking up the precedents, and so on. I think it is a 
fact that we all regret that the terms of reference are not wider and we would 
like to get them widened. I support wholeheartedly what has been said by 
Mr. Green and Mr. Brooks. We passed a unanimous recommendation in 1952 
and no action was taken. Mr. Green and I both belonged to the same company 
in the first world war.

The Chairman: I am surprised at that, seeing where you both sit now.
Mr. Herridge: I wholeheartedly support this motion. I think that all the 

members of this committee are in favour of the government doing something 
now. Therefore, I think this committee should show some strength by 
supporting this resolution then perhaps we would get some action by the 
Government this session. Look at the. money that we are spending on other 
matters. The paltry sum required to meet this proposal by the legions is a 
mere bagatelle.

Mr. Hanna: I appreciate the remarks made by Mr. Green and the other 
members. Mr. Green made reference to technicalities and in view of all the 
citations given this afternoon I suggest that the method he suggested of 
achieving the end we have in mind is wrought with difficulties. I think the 
request that the government be sympathetic to this matter of war veterans 
allowance as presented by the war veterans organizations is the more direct 
method and the one that has the most chance of success. I would like to say 
that I favour the unanimous endorsation of this report because I think it is free 
from technicalities and will make a greater impression on the government.
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Mr. Dinsdale: Just briefly, I rise more to seek information than to make 
any direct contribution. I have been somewhat perplexed by the discussion 
during the last hour and a half. As I have sat in on this committee it seems to 
me that opinion has consolidated around the idea that urgent action is necessary 
on behalf of the recipients of war veterans allowances in this country. During 
the discussion in the House, it received major emphasis but as has already been 
indicated, I think there was only one spokesman from the government side. 
As I listened to the discussion this afternoon it seemed to me that everyone 
in this committee is wholeheartedly in support of the idea that immediate 
action be taken to implement the recommendations that have been put forward 
by the legion and the other groups that have appeared before this committee. 
I see little hope of having immediate action taken if we merely repeat the 
process of a few years ago when we made a pious recommendation. There is 
nothing to suggest that it will be received with any greater enthusiasm than 
that with which it was received two years ago. So, after we have arrived at a 
position in this committee where opinion has been consolidated around this 
point, after all the evidence that has been presented by the various groups 
before us, is there no way in which this committee can express in forcible 
terms that it has changed its mind or that it has consolidated its opinion in 
this regard? It seems to me that the discussion of the last hour and a half 
has been an attempt to circumvent a more forceful representation. This com
mittee, having changed its mind, or having had its opinions strengthened in 
regard to the matter for more action vis-a-vis war veterans allowance, is there 
now no way under the rules by which we can make a more forceful suggestion 
than was done a few years ago?

The Chairman: If this motion of Mr. Brooks were in order, were put to 
the committee and were carried I would then report to the House that we were 
asking that our terms of reference be enlarged to enable us to deal with the 
War Veterans Allowance Act and make recommendations in respect thereof at 
the present session of parliament. Once that report was tabled in the House 
then there would have to be a motion made to have it concurred in. In view 
of what has happened in the House before and the definite statement of the 
Prime Minister, does anyone here think that tabling a report like that, which 
would have no effect unless concurred in by the House, would place us any 
further ahead than we would be by unanimously endorsing a suggestion that 
the government give sympathetic consideration to the submissions of the 
Canadian Legion and the national council? I told you that I was very anxious 
to do what I thought would advance the cause of the veteran most and I gave 
a lot of time to thinking about how this could be done effectively, and surely 
my conscience is clear that it would be much more effective, in my opinion, to 
pass a report such as I have suggested than to bring a report back to the House 
which appears to flout their authority and then have to turn around and ask 
them to pass it. I ask any member of the committee here how far you would 
get with somebody making a motion to adopt a report which goes contrary to 
our terms of reference, which brings in something that, according to the rules 
that govern us, we have no right to consider and which flies directy contrary 
to the considered statement of the Prime Minister?

Mr. Hanna: The hon. member for Brandon referred to this draft report as 
a pious wish. It is not a pious wish; it is a firm recommendation, and it reads: 
“Your committee recommends that the government give sympathetic considera
tion to the said submissions.”

Mr. Croll: The draft report that is before us is not the last word on the 
report. When we deal with it we may suggest a few changes in wording that 
would make it a little more forceful. I do not think the committee has made 
up its mind on the report. Let us get to it.
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Mr. Gillis: A simple thing for me to do, as a member of the opposition, 
would be to get up here and beat the chairman.

The Chairman: He is used to that sort of thing.
Mr. Gillis: I am not so sure that there would have been a report like this 

by the chairman if it were not for Mr. Green and myself. We went to the 
chairman.

The Chairman: That is correct; if you had not come and asked me, I would 
not have brought it in.

Mr. Gillis: I was not sure that he was going to be able to include the 
War Veterans Allowance Act in his report. If he had been left to his devices, 
perhaps we may have been before this committee today with just this motion, 
and opposition members—the half dozen that are here—could get up and vote 
for it and the rest would vote it down, and that would be the end of it. When 
I asked Mr. Green to have a word to the chairman with me. what I had in mind 
was that the matter of the War Veterans Allowance Act, as far as the govern
ment was concerned, was decided before it came to this committee. I would 
like to say, for Mr. Dinsdale’s benefit, that there was no new .evidence.

Mr. Dinsdale: No new emphasis. “Emphasis” is the word.
Mr. Gillis: The Legion representatives here met the cabinet—that is the 

government—a few weeks before this committee was set up, and according to 
press reports the Prime Minister was quoted as definitely saying that there 
would be no changes in the War Veterans Allowance Act at this session of 
parliament. That is a government decision. On the floor of the House there 
were two attempts made to move a motion, and the chairman ruled them out 
of order. The committee had practically finished its deliberations. I wanted 
something from this committee that would at least get back to the government 
indicating that this committee wanted something done about war veterans 
allowances. I figured that the only way in which we could do it under the cir
cumstances was to get the chairman—because you have to sell him first—to 
include in his report a reference to the War Veterans Allowance Act and to the 
merchant seamen. He did that. The matter is here, and, if the report goes in, 
at least something will go back, instead of just voting down a motion.

Mr. Brooks: The same as in 1952.
Mr. Gillis: That is all we can do about it. This committee is not supreme 

in this matter. The unfortunate thing about the War Veterans Allowance Act 
was that the government made a decision on it before we ever got it. The 
cabinet made a decision, and they are the government.

Mr. Brooks: They change their minds sometimes.
Mr. Gillis: But this is not the way, I think, to make them change their 

minds. The thing I am afraid of, as far as this committee is concerned, is that 
we are fighting for a veterans committee that will be a continuing committee to 
examine veterans’ legislation week by week as this House sits. The members 
here are all veterans, and there is no doubt in my mind as to the attitude of 
any member of this committee when it comes to veterans’ problems, but I 
would like to be fair to members of government who are here. We are putting 
them on the spot, and is it reasonable to suppose that if I was in their position, 
or if Mr. Dinsdale was in their position, and the Prime Minister and the cabinet 
had already made a decision on this matter and the House had rejected it 
twice, these fellows could go and tell the government and tell the Speaker of 
the House, “Despite your opinions and rulings, we are going to say that you 
should do this or do that or do the other thing.”? That is not reasonable. I am 
not concerned with just making this committee a sounding board; it never was 
that. This committee at this session served a very useful purpose. We had 
many amendments that were later decided on by the government; but because
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this committee was here and analyzed and recommended certain changes, we 
got those changes made. If it were not for a committee of this kind, how 
many amendments do you get in legislation in ordinary standing committees? 
Not very many. In this committee, and even with that particular recommenda
tion made in 1952, there was something done about it. I have twenty-four 
branches of the Legion right in the centre I sit in. I was in the veterans 
organization before there was a Legion, and I am still a member of it.

Mr. Nesbitt: May I ask a question?
Mr. Gillis: Just a minute. There was something done about it. The sore 

spot in veterans allowances for years was the question of permissive earnings. 
There was a directive issued after this committee made its recommendation— 
I think the number is 701. It was issued, members received it, and there were 
very substantial changes made in that directive in connection with permissive 
earnings, and I am quite sure that was because of the working over that the 
very question of casual earnings got in 1952 before this committee, because that 
was the point that we hammered at. Arising out of those recommendations, 
something was obtained. It would be easy for me to beat the chairman and 
support Mr. Brooks, but if we want this committee to be of value in the future 
we have to show that we are in here with one mind, and we will take the 
reasonable stand on any proposition that comes before this committee, and I 
suggest that if ther is any way in which you can re-word this recommendation—

Mr. Croll: Give us a chance. I have an amendment, if I have a chance 
to present it.

Mr. Gillis: This is the first time that I have got up this afternoon. I 
want to say something about this, because I like to be fair to the members of 
the committee here, who I know are rather hogtied because of previous 
decisions that were made. I am sure that that report is the only thing that is 
going to leave this committee. You can holler all day about this motion, 
but that motion is not going to be of any advantage, even if it is voted, and 
it is not going to be of any advantage if it is ruled out of order, but if we 
can get something in the report that will be unanimous, it will get into the 
hands of the cabinet and its advisers, and we may get something out of it— 
perhaps not all that we are looking for, but something. We are certainly not 
going to get anything out of a vote.

The Chairman: I appreciate what you said, but to keep the record straight 
I must say this. I had been thinking about some way in which we could make 
a recommendation within our terms of reference, and I thought of this way of 
doing it. I took it up with some of our own members. However, there seemed 
to be such a division in the committee that, until Mr. Gillis and Mr. Green 
came to me, it looked to me as though it would be impossible for us to get 
together on anything. When they Messrs Gillis and Green intimated to me 
that they would like me to do something about it, I said to them that this was 
the only way I could see in which we could do it. They intimated that they 
thought that that was probably a good idea, and I was then encouraged—

Mr. Green: On a point of order again: as far as I am concerned, I spoke 
to you about the Canadian merchant seamen and nothing else.

The Chairman: That may have been your understanding, Mr. Green.
Mr. Green: I am not questioning your word or Mr. Gillis’s word, but, 

so far as I am concerned, I would like to say that I came to you about the 
Canadian merchant navy veterans.

Mr. Gillis: I definitely spoke to him about veterans allowances.
The Chairman: I had it very much in mind and discussed it with our own 

members, and I thought that this was the only way to do it. They seemed to 
be very favourable to the idea. There seemed to be such a division that I
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thought we would not be able to deal with it unanimously. When you and 
Mr. Gillis came to me and, as I thought, fell in line with what I figured out, 
as I said, I was encouraged. You may have misunderstood me, or I may have 
misunderstood you. Then I went to explain it to Mr. Brooks.

Mr. Brooks: It was the merchant navy veterans that you discussed with 
me.

The Chairman: That is what you may have thought, but actually I was 
more interested in the other matter, because it affects far more people. 
Apparently I did not make myself as clear to Mr. Brooks or Mr. Green as I 
should have. I talked to Mr. Quelch on the telephone.

Mr. Quelch: I came to you in the House and suggested to you that one 
of the Liberal members on the committee should make a recommendation with 
regard to war veterans allowances. I thought it would be better than if one of 
the opposition members did it.

The Chairman: Then I phoned, and explained that it appeared that this 
idea was the only one that would enable this to be done. I went back to our 
own party members again, and they were delighted that we would be able 
to get together on something in this matter. That is the history of it, and I 
appreciate the attitude of all concerned in the matter.

Mr. Henderson: Let us have the ruling.
The Chairman: I am assured by the clerk, and also I have taken advice, 

that there is no direct appeal on my ruling. I do not think that this motion 
should be put by me as chairman of this committee. Actually the appeal is to 
the House itself, just the same as is the case in the committee of the whole 
House. While that is the rule, I do not intend to insist on applying that rule. 
If there is an appeal from my ruling, I will have the committee polled. I am 
trying to do a job and uphold the rules. So I rule that I will not put this 
motion, because I do not think it is within our terms of reference.

Mr. Brook: As I stated before, I do not agree with your ruling, and I sup
pose I have as much right to my opinion as anyone else, and on that ground I 
appeal from your ruling.

The Chairman: I say that there is no direct power to appeal, but I will 
still take the opinion of the committee. Do you want to have a recorded vote?

Mr. Brooks: Yes.
The Chairman: I think it is better that it should be decided here rather 

than on the floor of the House.
Mr. Brooks: I must read up on my rules, but I thought there was an 

appeal.
Mr. Harkness: We certainly had plenty of appeals in the past.
The Chairman: Will you call the roll?
Mr. Jutras: What is the question?
The Chairman: I said that this motion was not within our terms of refer

ence. Therefore I cannot put it to the committee. Mr. Brooks has appealed 
from my ruling and I have asked the clerk to poll the committee.

Mr. Bennett: What do you wish us to say in order to sustain your ruling?
The Chairman: Those in favour of sustaining the ruling of the Chair will 

say “yea”, and those against it will say “nay”.
(A vote was taken at this point.)
The Clerk: The “yeas” were eighteen; and the “nays” nine.
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The Chairman: The question now before us is consideration of our report to 
the House and this is usually done in “camera”. (The committee continued in 
camera).

Whereafter:
Mr. Croll: Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn I would like to express to 

you our thanks for the splendid way in which you have conducted the business 
of the committee.

Mr. Green: Yes, Mr. Chairman, and I wish to associate myself with Mr. 
Croll’s remarks. I think you have demonstrated great restraint throughout 
our meetings.

The Chairman: I thank you all for your generous words and cooperation. 
There is one statement I wish to make. The clerk has drawn to my attention 
the fact that the attendance at this meeting has been most remarkable. The 
clerk tells me that in all his experience he has never seen a committee which 
was so well attended. In one or two cases there was a 100 per cent attendance 
and in general there was an absence of only one or two members. I wish to 
have that statement on the record so that the veterans of Canada will know 
how well and diligently their business was attended to by this committee. I 
thank you again gentlemen for your help and cooperation in the work of this 
committee. It has been a pleasure to work with you.

(The committee is adjourned.)
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