Py i bty

ool piimts el b S il et S
P e e v - Lot e Pt oy
e SRR A - o
e, - - - s s, s 4 - B e s . o >
o ey e o 2 - i . w‘ul."\‘i, . -
SR s eyt g ot e : e e 5 . e e :
o g % e s o s <o v A Ao DAY s S S e oo e - B
5 -y e P I S A W T e S e A i & - s Hin g e oo . - v
e i e, 3 o b . o o e Ci A el bop s “ o o
TSI Sw e o o : b o el s et
Ny e ey o o et S0 ek g " e At Uil
DTSR o i . e e B e R
o e o
B el £ O ¢ v 4
e 3 ety ' - : s :
8 7 oengnd G2 = v u ¢ b Lol A -
3 e A i 1 e P i e e i > prernd
o e A it o e 2 oy A-a8 R p sl
e S : e S derdiostt
ool e o A seanaiy . e
. ] S g ) - e —
el L At Yo A e e
fro ool e S S g  ws  maCeg o A

A s i BTN AR CoNRe
0 b At e




S e

e it




103
H1
33-2

Sk
Al






Second Session
Thirty-third Parliament, 1986

SENATE OF CANADA

Proceedings of the Standing
Senate Committee on

Social Affairs,

Science and
Technology

Chairman:
The Honourable ARTHUR TREMBLAY

Tuesday, November 4, 1986
Tuesday, November 25, 1986

Issue No. 1

Organization meeting
and
First proceedings on:

The subject-matter of Bill C-16 “An Act to Amend the
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1971

FIRST REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE

WITNESSES:

(See back cover)

28519—1

Deuxié¢me session de la
trente-troisiéme législature, 1986

SENAT DU CANADA

Délibérations du Comité
sénatorial permanent des

Affaires sociales,
des sciences et
de la technologie

Président:
L’honorable ARTHUR TREMBLAY

Le mardi 4 novembre 1986
Le mardi 25 novembre 1986

Fascicule n° 1

Réunion d’organisation
et
Premier fascicule concernant:

La teneur du projet de loi C-16 «Loi modifiant la loi de
1971 sur I’assurance-chomage»

PREMIER RAPPORT DU COMITE

TEMOINS:

(Voir 4 I’endos)



THE STANDING SENATE COMMITTEE ON
SOCIAL AFFAIRS, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

The Honourable Arthur Tremblay, Chairman
The Honourable M. Lorne Bonnell, Deputy Chairman

and

The Honourable Senators:

Austin Marsden
Bonnell Marshall
David *Murray
Denis (or Doody)
Giganteés Robertson
Hébert Rousseau

*MacEachen Tremblay

(or Frith)
*Ex Officio Members
(Quorum 4)

Published under authority of the Senate by the
Queen's Printer for Canada

COMITE SENATORIAL PERMANENT
DES AFFAIRES SOCIALES, DES SCIENCES ET DE
LA TECHNOLOGIE

Président: L’honorable Arthur Tremblay
Vice-président: L’honorable M. Lorne Bonnell

et

Les honorables sénateurs:

Austin Marsden
Bonnell Marshall
David *Murray
Denis (ou Doody)
Giganteés Robertson
Hébert Rousseau

*MacEachen Tremblay

(ou Frith)
*Membres d’office
(Quorum 4)

Publié en conformité de 'autorité du Sénat par
I'Imprimeur de la Reine pour le Canada

Available from the Canadian Government Publishing Centre,
Supply and Services Canada, Ottawa, Canada K1A 0S9

En vente: Centre d'édition du gouvernement du Canada,
Approvisionnements et Services Canada, Ottawa, Canada K1A 0S9




25-11-1986 Affaires sociales, sciences et technologie 1:3

ORDER OF REFERENCE ORDRE DE RENVOI
Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate, Extrait des Procés-verbaux du Sénat du mardi 4 novembre
Tuesday, November 4, 1986: 1986:

“With leave of the Senate, «Avec la permission du Sénat,

The Honourable Senator Doody moved, seconded by L’honorable sénateur Doody propose, appuyé par
the Honourable Senator Phillips: I’honorable sénateur Phillips,

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
Science and Technology be authorized to examine the les, des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé a étudier
subject-matter of the Bill C-16, An Act to amend the la teneur du Projet de loi C-16, Loi modifiant la Loi de
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1971, in advance of the 1971 sur I'assurance-chomage, avant que ce projet de loi
said Bill coming before the Senate or any matter relating soit soumis au Sénat ou toute question s’y rattachant.
thereto.

The question being put on the motion, it was— La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.»

Resolved in the affirmative.”

Le greffier du Sénat
Charles A. Lussier
Clerk of the Senate
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS PROCES-VERBAL

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 1986 LE MARDI 4 NOVEMBRE 1986

(1) (1)

[Text] [Traduction)

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day at 9:40 o’clock a.m., pursuant to
Rule 69 of the Senate.

Members of the Committee present: The Honourable Sena-
tors Bonnell, David, Doody, Gigantés, Hébert, Marshall,
Robertson, Rousseau and Tremblay. (9)

Also present: Official Senate reporters.

The Clerk of the Committee presided over the election of a
chairman. .

The Honourable Senator Robertson moved—That the Hon-
ourable Senator Tremblay be appointed Chairman.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Chairman thanked the Committee members for placing
their trust in him.

The Chairman then presided over the election of a Vice-
Chairman.

The Honourable Senator Rousseau moved—That the Hon-
ourable Senator Bonnell be appointed Committee Vice-Chair-
man.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Marshall moved—That a Sub-
committee on Agenda and Procedure be formed and that its
members include the Committee Chairman and Vice-Chair-
man, the Honourable Senator Robertson and two other Sena-
tors and that the quorum of this Sub-committee be set at
three.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Gigantés moved—That the Hon-
ourable Senator Rousseau sit on the Sub-committee on
Agenda and Procedure.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Doody moved—That the Honour-
able Senator Gigantés sit on the Sub-committee on Agenda
and Procedure.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Gigantés moved—That pursuant
to Rule 70, the Chairman be authorized to hold meetings to
receive and authorize the printing of evidence when a quorum
1s not present.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Robertson moved—That the
Chairman be authorized to table a motion to the Senate

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui a4 9 h 40 con-
formément a I'article 69 du Réglement du Sénat.

Membres du Comité présents: Les honorables sénateurs
Bonnell, David, Doody, Gigantés, Hébert, Marshall, Robert-
son, Rousseau et Tremblay, (9)

Sont aussi présents: Les sténographes officielles du Sénat.
Le greffier du Comité préside & ’élection d’un président.

L’honorable sénateur Robertson propose—Que I’honorable
sénateur Tremblay occupe le fauteuil en tant que président du
Comité.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

M. le président remercie les membres du Comité de la con-
fiance qu’ils lui font.

M. le président préside ensuite a I’élection d’un vice-prési-
dent.

L’honorable sénateur Rousseau propose—Que I’honorable
sénateur Bonnell soit vice-président du Comité.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Marshall propose qu’un Sous-comité
du programme et de la procédure soit formé et qu’il soit com-
posé de M. le président du Comité, M. le vice-président du
Comité, de I’honorable sénateur Robertson et de deux autres
sénateurs et que le quorum dudit sous-comité soit fixé a trois
membres.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Gigantés propose que I’honorable
sénateur Rousseau fasse partie du Sous-comité du programme
et de la procédure.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Doody propose—Que I’honorable
sénateur Gigantés fasse partie du Sous-comité du programme
et de la procédure.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Gigantés propose—Que le président,
conformément 4 ’article 70 du Réglement soit autorisé 4 tenir
des réunions pour entendre des témoignages et en autoriser la
publication en I’absence d’un quorum.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Robertson propose—Que le président
soit autorisé 4 présenter au Sénat une motion autorisant le
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authorizing to the Committee to resume its study of child and
elderly benefits.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved—That the budget
examined by the Committee this day relating to the study of
bills and their subject-matter and to the estimates voted by the
general committee be adopted and that the Chairman be
authorized to table this budget for review to the Standing
Committee on Internal Economy, Budgets and Administra-
tion.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Committee took note of the motion adopted by the Sen-
ate on October 30, 1986 authorizing the Standing Senate
Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology to study
and report on the Consultation Paper on Training, issued by
the Department of Employment and Immigration, tabled in
the Senate on December 11, 1984 and the document entitled:
“Employment Opportunities: Preparing Canadians for a Bet-
ter Future”, tabled at the First Ministers’ Conference held in
Regina, Saskatchewan on February 14 and 15, 1985.

The Honourable Senator Marshall moved—That a Sub-
commitee on Training and Employment be established for this
purpose.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved—That the Com-
mittee Chairman and Vice-Chairman, as well as the Honour-
able Senators Gigantés, Robertson and Marsden form the said
Sub-committee and that the Honourable Senators Gigantés
and Robertson be appointed Chairman and Vice-Chairman
respectively; and that the said Sub-committee be authorized to
report from time to time to the Standing Committee.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Committee examined the budget of the Sub-committee
on Training and Employment.

The Honourable Senator Marshal moved—That the budget
of the Sub-committee on Training and Employment be
adopted and that the Chairman of the Standing Committee be
authorized to table the said budget for review to the Standing
Committee on Internal Economy, Budgets and Administra-
tion.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Committee then proceeded to consider the creation of a
Sub-committee on Veterans Affairs.

The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved—That the Chair-
man or another member of the Standing Committee table a
motion to the Senate authorizing the Committee to resume its
study of veterans affairs.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Bonnel moved—That, subject to
the adoption by the Senate of an Order of Reference, a Sub-
committee on Veterans Affairs be created; that the Committee

Comité a poursuivre son étude des prestations aux enfants et
aux personnes agées.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose—Que le budget étu-
dié par le Comité aujourd’hui, ayant trait & ’étude de projets
de loi, la teneur de projets de loi et de prévisons budgétaires
effectués par le comité général, soit adopté, et que le président
soit autorisé a présenter ce budget, pour examen, au Comité
permanent de la régie intérieure, des budgets et de I’adminis-
tration.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Le Comité prend connaissance de la motion que le Sénat a
adoptée le 30 octobre 1986 autorisant le Comité sénatorial per-
manent des affaires sociales, des sciences et de la technologie a
faire enquéte et 4 faire rapport sur le Document d’étude sur la
formation, émis par le ministére de 'Emploi et de I'Immigra-
tion, déposé au Sénat le 11 décembre 1984 et le document inti-
tulé: «Occasions d’emploi: Préparation pour I’avenir», déposé a
la conférence des premiers ministres sur I’économie, tenue a
Régina (Saskatchewan), les 14 et 15 février 1985.

L’honorable sénateur Marshall propose—Qu’un Sous-
comité de la formation et de I’emploi soit établi a cette fin.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose—Que le président et
le vice-président du Comité, ainsi que les honorables sénateurs
Gigantés, Robertson et Marsden soient membres dudit sous-
comité et que I’honorable sénateur Gigantés et Robertson en
soient les président et vice-président respectueusement; et que
ledit sous-comité soit autorisé a faire rapport a I'occasion au
Comité général.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Le Comité étudie le budget du Sous-comité de la formation
et de I’emploi.

L’honorable sénateur Marshall propose—Que le budget du
Sous-comité de la formation et de I’emploi soit adopté et que le
président du Comité général soit autorisé a présenter ledit bud-
get, pour examen, du Comité permanent de la régie intérieure,
des budgets et de ’administration.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Le Comité étudie la question de la formation d’un Sous-
comité des affaires des anciens combattants.

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose—Que le président ou
un autre membre du Comité général présente une motion au
Sénat autorisant le Comité a reprendre 1’étude des affaires des
anciens combattants.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose—Que, sous réserve de
'adoption par le Sénat d’un ordre de renvoi, un Sous-comité
des affaires des anciens combattants soit établi; que le prési-
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Chairman and Vice-Chairman, along with the Honourable
Senators Marshall, David and Gigantés be appointed to the
Sub-committee; that the Honourable Senators Marshall and
Bonnell be appointed Sub-committee Chairman and Vice-
Chairman respectively; and that the Sub-committee be author-
ized to report back from time to time to the Standing Commit-
tee.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Committee then proceeded to study the budget of the
Sub-committee on Veterans Affairs.

The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved—That, subject to
the adoption by the Senate of a motion authorizing the Com-
mittee to resume its study of veterans affairs, the budget of the
Sub-committee on Veterans Affairs be adopted; and that the
Committee Chairman be empowered to table the said budget
for review to the Standing Committee on Internal Economy,
Budgets and Administration.

The Committee considered the question of authorizing the
payment of expenses.

The Honourable Senator Gigantés moved—That the Com-
mittee Chairman or, in his absence, the Vice-Chairman of the
Clerk be empowered to authorize the payment of expenses
incurred by the Committee; and that in the case of sub-com-
mittees, the Sub-committee Chairman or, in his absence, the
Vice-Chairman or Clerk, be empowered to authorize the pay-
ment of expenses incurred by the said Sub-committee.

The Committee Chairman informed the members that in
accordance with Rule 84, he would be tabling to the Senate a
report on the expenses incurred by the Committee and its sub-
committees during the previous session.

The Honourable Senator Robertson asked that a copy of the

draft report on child benefits be distributed to new members
and to any old members who had not yet received one.

The Committee agreed to meet on Tuesday, December 2 to
study the draft of the report on child benefits.

The Honourable Senator David advised the Committee that
he would be suggesting at the December 2 meeting that a full
day be devoted to the study of the report on child benefits.

At 10:20 o’clock a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call
of the Chair.

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 25, 1986
)

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
. and Technology met this day at 11:10 o’clock a.m., the Vice-
Chairman, the Honourable Senator Lorne Bonnell, presiding.

Members of the Committee present: The Honourable Sena-
tors Bonnell, David, Gigantés, Marsden and Rousseau. (5)

Also present: Mr. Donald Macdonald, Research Officer,
Research Branch, Library of Parliament.

In attendance: Official Senate reporters.

dent et le vice-président du Comité ainsi que les honorables
sénateurs Marshall, David et Gigantés en fassent partie; que
les honorables sénateurs Marshall et Bonnell soient les prési-
dent et vice-président respectivement dudit sous-comité; et que
le sous-comité soit autorisé a faire rapport a l'occasion au
Comité.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Le comité étudie le budget du Sous-comité des affaires des
anciens combattants.

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose que, sous réserve de
’adoption par le Sénat d’'une motion autorisant le Comité a
reprendre 1’étude des affaires des anciens combattants, le bud-
get du Sous-comité des affaires des anciens combattants soit
adopté; et que le président du Comité soit autorisé a présenter
ledit budget, pour examen, au Comité permanent de la régie
intérieure, des budgets et de I’administration.

Le Comité étudie la question de l'autorisation du paiement
des comptes.

L’honorable sénateur Gigantés propose—Que le président
du Comité, ou en son absence, le vice-président, ou le greffier
du Comité ait le pouvoir d’autoriser le paiement des comptes
du Comité; et dans le cas des sous-comités, Que le président du
sous-comité, ou en son absence, le vice-président ou le greffier
du sous-comité ait le pouvoir d’autoriser le paiement des comp-
tes dudit sous-comité.

Le président du Comité avise les membres qu’il déposera au
Sénat, conformément 4 I’article 84 du Réglement, un rapport
sur les dépenses encourues par le Comité et ses sous-comités au
cours de la session précédente.

L’honorable sénateur Robertson demande qu’une copie de
I’ébauche du rapport sur les prestations aux enfants soit remise
aux nouveaux membres ainsi qu’aux anciens membres qui n’en
ont pas encore regues.

Le Comité est d’accord pour que le Comité se rencontre le
mardi 2 décembre afin d’étudier ’ébauche du rapport sur les
prestations aux enfants.

L’honorable sénateur David prévient le Comité qu’il sugge-
rera a la séance du 2 décembre que le Comité dévoue une jour-
née entiére i I’étude dudit rapport sur les prestations aux
enfants.

A 10h 20 le Comité suspend ses travaux jusqu’a nouvelle
convocation de la présidence.

LE MARDI 25 NOVEMBRE 1986
(2)

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui 4 11 h 10
sous la présidence de I’honorable sénateur M. Lorne Bonnell,
vice-président.

Membres du Comité présents: Les honorables sénateurs
Bonnell, David, Gigantés, Marsden et Rousseau. (5)

Egalement présents: M. Donald Macdonald, attaché de
recherche au Service de la recherche de la Bibliothéque du
Parlement.

Aussi présents: Les sténographes officiels du Sénat.
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Witnesses:

From the Employment and Immigration Commission:
Mr. Bernard Larose, Chief Actuary, Insurance Secretariat;

Mr. Ken Wyman, Assistant Deputy Minister and Executive
Director, Insurance;

Mr. Joseph J. Verbruggen, Director General, Insurance
Policy.

The Committee undertook its study of the subject-matter of
Bill C-16 intituled: “An Act to amend the Unemployment
Insurance Act, 1971,

Mr. Larose made a statement and, together with the other
witnesses, answered questions.

The Honourable Senator Marsden moved—That certain
tables submitted to the Committee during the meeting be
printed as appendices to the day’s proceedings. (Appendices
SAS-1A4to SAS-1D)

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

Further to a recommendation from the Chairman, it was
agreed—That the Committee would not report on the subject-
matter of Bill C-16, but rather wait until the Bill was referred
to it.

The Honourable Senator David moved—That the Commit-
tee order the printing of 800 copies of the minutes of proceed-
ings and evidence of the day’s meeting.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

At 12:10 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned until 9:30
o’clock a.m. on Tuesday, December 2, 1986.

ATTEST:

Témoins:

De la Commission de I’Emploi et de I'Immigration:
M. Bernard Larose, actuaire en chef, Direction de I’actua-

riat;

M. Ken Wyman, sous-ministre adjoint et directeur exécutif,
Assurance;

M. Joseph J. Verbruggen, directeur général, Politique
d’assurance.

Le Comité entreprend I’étude de la teneur du Projet de loi
C-16 intitulé: «Loi modifiant la loi de 1971 sur I’assurance-
chomage».

M. Larose fait une déclaration et, avec ses témoins, répond
aux questions.

L’honorable sénateur Marsden propose que certains
tableaux remis au Comité 4 la présente séance, soient impri-
més en annexe aux délibérations de ce jour. (Annexes SAS-1A4
a SAS-1D).

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Suite 4 la recommandation de la présidence il est convenu—
Que le Comité ne fasse pas rapport sur la teneur du Projet de
loi C-16 mais que le Comité attende que le Projet de loi lui soit
deéféré.

L’honorable sénateur David propose—Que le Comité fasse
imprimer 800 exemplaires des procés-verbaux et délibérations
de la présente séance.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

A 12h 10 le Comité suspend ses travaux jusqu’au mardi 2
décembre 1986 4 9 h 30.

ATTESTE:

Le greffier du Comité
Denis Bouffard
Clerk of the Committee
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE

Tuesday, November 4, 1986

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology has the honour to present its

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee, which was authorized by the Senate to
incur expenses for the purpose of its examination and consider-
ation of such legislation and other matters as were referred to
it, reports, pursuant to Rule 84, that the expenses incurred by
the Committee during the First Session of the Thirty-third
Parliament are as follows:

1. With respect to its examination and consideration of
legislation and of the Consultation Paper entitled: “Child and
Elderly Benefits”, issued by the Department of National
Health and Welfare, dated January 1985, tabled in the Senate
on the 5th February, 1985:

Transportation and Communications $1,036.12
All Other Expenditures 6.56
$1,042.68

2. With respect to the review and update of the recommen-
dations contained in the Report of the Standing Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Welfare and Science, entitled: “They
served—We care”, tabled in the Senate on the 20th October,
1981:

Professional and Special Services $1,157.54
Transportation and Communications 333.04
All Other Expenditures 206.09

$1,696.67

3. With respect to the study of the Consultation Paper on
Training, issued by the Department of Employment and Immi-
gration, tabled in the Senate on 11th December, 1984 and the
document entitled “Employment Opportunities: Preparing
Canadians for a Better Future”, tabled at the First Ministers’
Conference held in Regina, Saskatchewan, on the 14th and
15th February, 1985:

RAPPORT DU COMITE

Le mardi 4 novembre 1986

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie a I’honneur de présenter son

PREMIER RAPPORT

Votre Comité, qui a été autorisé par le Sénat 4 engager des
dépenses aux fins d’examiner les mesures législatives et autres
questions qui lui ont été déférées, dépose, conformément a
I’article 84 du Réglement, le relevé suivant des dépenses con-
tractées a cette fin par le Comité au cours de la premiére ses-
sion du trente-troisiéme Parlement:

1. Relatif & son étude des mesures législatives et 4 son
enquéte sur le Document d’étude sur les prestations aux
enfants et aux personnes adgées, émis par le ministére de la
Santé nationale et du Bien-étre social, déposé au Sénat le 5
février 1985:

Transports et communications 1036,12 §
Autres dépenses 6,56
1042,68 $

2. Relatif a son étude des recommandations et de la mise a
jour des recommandations contenues dans le rapport du
Comité sénatorial permanent de la santé, du bien-étre et des
sciences, intitulé: «Anciens combattants, nous nous souvenons»,
déposé au Sénat le 20 octobre 1981:

Services professionnels et autres 1157,54 %
Transports et communications 333,04
Autres dépenses 206,09

1 696,67 $

3. Relatif a son enquéte sur le Document d’étude sur la for-
mation, émis par le ministére de I'Emploi et de I'Immigration,
déposé au Sénat le 11 décembre 1984 et le document intitulé:
«Occasions d’emploi: Préparation pour I’avenir», déposé a la
conférence des premiers ministres sur l’économie, tenue a
Regina (Saskatchewan), les 14 et 15 février 1985:

Professional and Special Services $16,080.00 Services professionnels et autres 16 080,00 $
Transportation and Communications 8,678.72 Transports et communications 8 678,72
All Other Expenditures 768.07 Autres dépenses 768,07
$25,526.79 25 526,79 $
Respectfully submitted, Respectueusement soumis,
Le président

Arthur Tremblay

Chairman
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EVIDENCE

Ottawa, Tuesday, November 4, 1986
[Text]
The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science

and Technology met this day at 9.30 a.m. to organize the
activities of the committee.

Mr. Denis Bouffard, Clerk of the Committee: Honourable
senators, pursuant to rule 69, your first order of business is to
select a chairman. I am ready to proceed with nominations.

Senator Robertson: I would move that the Honourable
Senator Tremblay be appointed chairman of this meeting.

Senator Giganteés: I second the motion.

The Clerk of the Committee: It is moved by the Honourable
Senator Robertson, seconded by the Honourable Senator
Gigantes, that the Honourable Senator Tremblay be appointed
Chairman of the committee.

Are there any further nominations?

Is Senator Robertson’s motion agreed to?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Le greffier: L’honorable sénateur Tremblay est élu président
du comité.

Le sénateur Arthur Tremblay (président) occupe le fauteuil.

Le président: Honorables sénateurs, je suis trés sensible a
I’honneur que vous me faites de me reconduire, si I'on peut
dire, dans la fonction de président de ce comité, de fagon una-
nime.

Je suis d’autant plus sensible que la campagne électorale que
j'ai menée a été tres discréte. Je n’ai pas fait beaucoup de porte
a porte, ni embauché de fanfare pour vous convaincre. I would
thank members of the committee for the confidence they are
showing in me by appointing me Chairman of this committee.

That being said, we should now proceed to the items on the
agenda. The first duty of a committee like this after it has
been reconstituted is to deal with the agenda prepared by the
clerk. The second item on our agenda is to elect a deputy
chairman.

Are there any nominations to that effect?

Senator Rousseau: Mr. Chairman, I would propose that
Senator Bonnell be appointed deputy chairman of this commit-
tee.

Senator Doody: I second the motion.

The Chairman: It is proposed by Senator Rousseau that
Senator Bonnell be appointed deputy chairman of this commit-
tee. Are there any further nominations?

There being no further nominations, honourable senators, is
it agreed that Senator Bonnell be appointed deputy chairman
of this committee?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: Honourable senators, the next item on the
agenda concerns the Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure,

or the steering committee. The steering committee will be
composed of the chairman of the committee, the deputy chair-
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Ottawa, le mardi 4 novembre 1986
[Traduction)
Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, de la

science et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui a 9 h 30 pour
organiser les travaux du Comité.

M. Denis Bouffard, greffier du Comité: Honorables séna-
teurs, conformément a I’article 69 du Réglement, le premier
point a I’ordre du jour est I’élection d’un président. Je suis prét
a recevoir les mises en candidature.

Le sénateur Robertson: Je propose que ’honorable sénateur
Tremblay soit nommé président de la réunion.

Le sénateur Gigantés: J’appuie cette motion.
Le greffier du Comité: L’honorable sénateur Robertson,

appuyé par I’honorable sénateur Gigantés, propose que 1’hono-
rable sénateur Tremblay soit nommé président du Comité.

Y a-t-il d’autres mises en candidature?
Est-on d’accord avec la motion du sénateur Robertson?
Des voix: Adopté.

The Clerk: The Honourable Senator Tremblay is therefore
elected Chairman of the Committee.

Senator Arthur Tremblay (President) takes the Chair.

The Chairman: Honourable Senators, I am honoured that
you have chosen to re-elect me so unanimously, if you will, to
the position of Committee Chairman.

I must admit I ran a very low-key campaign. I didn’t do
much door-to-door campaigning or hire a band to convince
you. Je remercie les membres du Comité de la confiance qu’ils
me manifestent en me nommant président de ce comité.

Cela dit, passons aux autres points a I’ordre du jour. La pre-
miére tiche d’un comité comme le ndtre est de liquider I'ordre
du jour préparé par notre greffier. Le deuxiéme point sur cet
ordre du jour est I’élection d’un vice-président.

Y a-t-il des mises en candidature pour ce poste?

Le sénateur Rousseau: Monsieur le président, je propose que
le sénateur Bonnell soit nommé vice-président de ce comité.

Le sénateur Doody: Je I'appuie.

Le président: Il est proposé par le sénateur Rousseau que le
sénateur Bonnell soit nommé vice-président du comité. Y a-t-il
d’autres candidatures?

Je constate que non, honorables sénateurs; étes-vous donc
d’accord pour que le sénateur Bonnell soit nommé vice-prési-
dent de ce comité?

Des voix: Adopté.

Le président: Honorables sénateurs, le point suivant a

'ordre du jour concerne le Sous-comité du réglement et de la
procédure, c’est-a-dire le Comité directeur. Ce comité sera
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man and three other members of this committee. Therefore, I
call for nominations.

Senator Marshall: I would propose that Senator Robertson
be a member of the steering committee.

The Chairman: Is it agreed, honourable senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.
The Chairman: Are there any further proposals?

Le sénateur Rousseau: Monsieur le président, est-ce qu’il y a
possibilité que I'on propose la nomination des sénateurs qui
étaient membres du comité lors de la derniére session?

The Chairman: 1 would remind honourable senators of the
membership of that steering committee before the session was
prorogued. The members were Senators Roberson, Gigantés
and Marchand. Senator Marchand is no longer a member of
this committee.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Je propose que le sénateur Rousseau
remplace le sénateur Marchand.

The Chairman: It is proposed that Senator Rousseau be
appointed a member of the steering committee. Is it agreed,
honourable senators?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Senator Doody: I would propose that Senator Gigantés also
be a member of the steering committee.

The Chairman: Is it agreed, honourable senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: We would now move to Item No. 4 of the
agenda which relates to the authorization to hear witnesses
without having a quorum. Would some member of this com-
mittee propose that motion?

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, I move that the Chair-
man be authorized to hold meetings and to receive and author-
ize the printing of evidence when a quorum is not present.

The Chairman: Is it agreed, honourable senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: Item No. 5 on our agenda concerns the
renewal of the order of reference on child and elderly benefits.
Is it agreed that we continue with our study in this regard?

Senator Robertson: I move that the Chairman be authorized
to proceed with the presentation in the Senate of a motion to
renew the committee’s order of reference authorizing it to con-
tinue with its examination of child and elderly benefits.

The Chairman: Is it agreed, honourable senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: I propose that this afternoon or at the latest
tomorrow, | present a motion to the Senate that we resume our
order of reference. Perhaps Senator Doody could inform me
whether I have to give notice of such a motion?

Senator Doody: Yes.

[Traduction]

formé du président, du vice-président et de trois autres mem-
bres de ce comité. Les candidatures sont ouvertes.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je propose que le sénateur Robertson
soit membre du Comité directeur.

Le président: Etes-vous d’accord, honorables sénateurs?
Des voix: Adopté.
Le président: Y a-t-il d’autres candidatures?

Le sénateur Rousseau: Mr. Chairman, would it be possible
to move to appoint those Senators who were members of the
Committee during the last session?

Le président: Permettez-moi de rappeler aux honorables
sénateurs qu’avant la prorogation de la session les sénateurs
Robertson, Gigantés et Marchand étaient les trois autres mem-
bres de ce comité. Le sénateur Marchand n’en est plus mem-
bre.

Senator Gigantés: 1 propose that Senator Rousseau be
named as a replacement for Senator Marchand.

Le président: Il est proposé que le sénateur Rousseau soit
nommé membre du Comité directeur. Etes-vous d’accord,
honorables sénateurs?

Des voix: Adopté.

Le sénateur Doody: Je propose que le sénateur Gigantés soit
également membre de ce comité.

Le président: Est-on d’accord, honorables sénateurs?

Des voix: Adopté.

Le président: Nous passons maintenant a I'article 4 de
I'ordre du jour qui concerne l'autorisation d’entendre des
témoins sans avoir le quorum. Y a-t-il un membre du Comité
qui le propose?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, j’aimerais pro-
poser que le président soit autorisé a tenir des réunions et a
recevoir des témoignages et 4 en autoriser I'impression en
I’absence de quorum.

Le président: Etes-vous d’accord, honorables sénateurs?
Des voix: D’accord.

Le président: Le 5¢ article a I'ordre du jour porte sur le
renouvellement de notre ordre de renvoi sur les prestations aux
enfants et aux personnes dgées. Acceptez-vous que nous conti-
nuions notre étude de la question?

Le sénateur Robertson: Je propose que le président soit
autorisé A présenter au Sénat une motion visant le renouvelle-
ment de I’ordre de renvoi du Comité I'autorisant & poursuivre
son examen de la question des prestations aux enfants et aux
personnes agées.

Le président: Etes-vous d’accord, honorables sénateurs?
Des voix: D’accord.

Le président: Je propose que cet aprés-midi, ou demain au
plus tard, nous présentions au Sénat une motion visant la
reprise de nos travaux conformément 4 notre ordre de renvoi.
Peut-étre le sénateur Doody pourrait-il me dire si je dois pré-
senter un avis de motion?

Le sénateur Doody: Oui.
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The Chairman: I will therefore give notice of motion this
afternoon and then the motion may be passed tomorrow or in
two day’s time.

Senator Doody: Yes, that will be so if the house is agreeable.

The Chairman: I should like to welcome the deputy chair-
man of the committee.

Honourable senators have before them, in the document
entitled Attachment “A”, two proposals for the wording of the
orders of reference which will be tabled in the Senate regard-
ing child and elderly benefits. Proposal “A” reads as follows:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social
Affairs,Science and Technology be authorized to examine
and report upon the Consultation Paper on Child and Eld-
erly Benefits . . .

and so forth. Proposal “B” reads:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology be authorized to continue the
study undertaken in 1985-86 on the Consultation Paper
on Child and Elderly Benefits . . .

They essentially mean the same thing, but senators might have
a preference for one wording over the other.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, il me semble
que le libellé de la deuxiéme motion est plus prés des faits pro-
jetés et aussi mentionne le travail trés honorable qu’a déja
accompli ce comité.

The Chairman: It is, then, the preference of the committee
to use the wording contained in proposal “B”. In fact, it does
indicate that there is continuity between the work done before
and the work which is to be done from now on. That takes care
of item 5.

We will now look at item 6 on the agenda, which has to do
with the budget of the main committee. The documents relat-
ing to that are supposed to be in Attachment “B” of the docu-
ments circulated to honourable senators. This is simply the
budget that has already been authorized; there is no change to
be made to it.

As honourable senators can see, the main committee has a
very small budget, totalling $9,800. We do have other budgets,
that of the Subcommittee on Training and Employment and
that of the Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, but we will
come to those later on. On page 2 of Attachment “B” there is
an indication of the budget for next year that will be passed by
the Internal Economy Committee. Senators will see that for
the current year to March 31, we have $9,800, and the best
estimate I could establish for the next year is $11,800. The
costs are as presented on page 3: travel expenses, telephone
and telegram costs, postage and freight and so forth.

Item 4 represents an amount with which to pay living and
travelling expenses of witnesses invited to attend before the
committee. As I understood what happened last year respect-
ing the regulations of the Senate on this matter, when wit-
nesses ask to be heard—in other words, when they take the
initiative themselves—we do not pay their travelling or living

[Traduction]

Le président: Je déposerai alors un avis de motion cet aprés-
midi afin qu’elle puisse étre adoptée demain ou dans deux
jours.

Le sénateur Doody: Oui, si la Chambre I’approuve.

Le président: J’aimerais souhaiter la bienvenue au vice-pré-
sident du Comité.

Les honorables sénateurs ont devant eux, dans le document
intitulé Annexe A, deux projets de formulation des ordres de
renvoi qui seront déposés au Sénat au sujet des prestations aux
enfants et aux personnes agées. Le projet A se lit ainsi:

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les, des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé a faire
enquéte et rapport sur le Document d’étude sur les presta-
tions aux enfants et aux personnes agés . . .

et ainsi de suite. Le projet B se lit ainsi:

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les, des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé & pour-
suivre son examen entrepris en 1985-1986 du Document
d’étude sur les prestations aux enfants et aux personnes
dgées. ..

Les deux formulations reviennent essentiellement a la méme
chose, mais les sénateurs pourraient en préférer une a 'autre.

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, the word-
ing of the second motion is closer to the actual facts. It men-
tions the work that the Honourable Senator has already done
for this Committee.

Le président: Le comité préfére donc la formulation du pro-
jet 3. Elle atteste en fait de la continuité entre le travail déja
effectué et celui qui nous attend. L’article 5 est donc réglé.

Passons maintenant a I’article 6 qui porte sur le budget du
comité principal. Les documents connexes devraient se trouver
dans ’Annexe B de la documentation qui vous a été remise. Il
s’agit simplement du budget déja autorisé; aucun changement
n’y a été apporté.

Comme les honorables sénateurs s’en rendront compte, le
comité principal n’est doté que d’un trés petit budget qui
s’éléve a 9 800 $. Nous disposons d’autres budgets, celui du
Sous-comité de la formation et de I’emploi et celui du Sous-
comité des affaires des anciens combattants, mais nous y vien-
drons plus tard. A la page 2 de I’Annexe B figure le montant
provisoire du budget de I’an prochain qu’adoptera le Comité de
la régie interne. Les sénateurs verront que pour I’année en
cours jusqu’au 31 mars prochain, nous disposons de 9 800 $, et
je pense que notre budget se limitera au montant de 11 800 §
'an prochain. Les coits sont répartis a la page 3: frais de
déplacement, de téléphone et de télégramme, de poste et de
transport de marchandises, et ainsi de suite.

L’article 4 représente une somme qui servira a décharger les
témoins invités de leurs frais d’hébergement et déplacement. A
la lumiére de ce qui s’est passé I’an dernier, et d’aprés le Régle-
ment du Sénat les témoins qui demandent & étre entendus, qui,
autrement dit, prennent eux-mémes l'initiative de comparaitre,
ne sont pas dédommagés de leur frais de déplacement ou
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expenses. But when the Senate or the committee itself invites
witnesses, we do take care of such expenses. I do not want to
anticipate, but those who were members of the committee last
year will remember that when we heard witnesses on the
family allowance bill, it was indicated that, when we reached
the stage of writing our report, we might invite the reaction of
some of those witnesses to a number of options that might
appear in our draft report. In that instance, then, we would be
taking the initiative in inviting them as witnesses. It is to cover
that possibility that we would propose to include that $3,000 in
the budget. We are not sure that we will do that, but it is a
possibility. I would like to have senators’ reactions to that
proposalthat I will make to the Internal Economy Committee.

Senator Bonnell: I move the adoption of the budget.
The Chairman: Including that item?

Senator Bonnell: Including that item.

Senator Giganteés: I second the motion.

The Chairman: The others are just routine expenses, but
that was a special one. It is moved by Senator Bonnell and
seconded by Senator Giganteés that this will be the budget to be
submitted to the Internal Economy Committee for the fiscal
year 1986-87. We do not have to adopt the estimates for next
year; this is just an indication to the Internal Economy Com-
mittee.

We now come to item 7 on the agenda relating to the Sub-
committee on Employment and Training. Last week, Senator
Gigantes presented in the Senate the motion which appears on
page 3 of our agenda. That is what I might call the reference
in principle. We now have to decide if we will reconstitute the
subcommittee which we had established last year to conduct
that study.

On the principle of reconstituting the committee, I would
welcome any proposal. After that we could go the further step
to propose the membership of the committee. On the matter of
principle, may I have a motion that we reconstitute a subcom-
mittee of that nature?

Senator Bonnell: I so propose.

The Chairman: It is so moved by Senator Bonnell.

Senator Marshall: Mr. Chairman, on the matter of correct
procedure, I have no objection whatsoever that Senator
Gigantés moved such a motion in the Senate and I welcome his
initiative. As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Veterans
Affairs, as it was previously constituted, I was waiting until the
main committee was reconstituted before assuming that I had
the authority to make a motion in the Senate. On a matter of
procedure, is it legitimate to move a motion, as Senator
Gigantés did, prior to the reconstitution of the committee? I
am merely asking this as a matter of procedure.

[Traduction]

d’hébergement. Par contre, lorsque le Sénat, ou le Comité,
invite des témoins & comparaitre, il doit les défrayer. Je ne
veux pas anticiper, mais ceux d’entre vous qui étaient membres
du comité I'an passé se souviendront que, lorsque nous avons
recueilli la déposition des témoins, lors de I’étude du projet de
loi sur les allocations familiales, il a été recommandé que,
quand nous en serions au stade de la rédaction de notre rap-
port, nous pourrions nous enquérir de la réaction de ces mémes
témoins au sujet d’un certain nombre de choix qui pourraient
figurer dans notre projet de rapport. Nous pourrions donc,
dans ce cas, les inviter comme témoins. C’est pour parer a cette
éventualité que nous proposons d’inclure ce montant de 3 000 $
dans le budget. Nous ne sommes pas sirs que nous ['utilise-
rons, mais c’est une possibilit¢é que nous devons prévoir.
J’aimerais savoir ce que pensent les sénateurs de cette proposi-
tion que je vais faire au Comité de la régie interne.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je propose I’adoption du budget.
Le président: Y compris cet article?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Y compris cet article.

Le sénateur Gigantés: J’appuie cette motion.

Le président: Les autres questions se rapportent d des
dépenses ordinaires. Toutefois, il s’agissait dans ce cas d’une
question spéciale. Le sénateur Bonnell propose, appuyé par le
sénateur Gigantés, que tel sera le budget qui sera présenté au
Comité de la régie interne pour I’année financieére 1986-1987.
Nous n’avons pas 4 adopter les prévisions budgétaires pour ’an
prochain; nous ne faisons ici que donner une indication au
Comité de la régie interne.

Nous en venons a I'article 7 de 1'ordre du jour qui se rap-
porte au sous-comité de I'Emploi et de la Formation. La
semaine passée, le sénateur Gigantés a présenté au Sénat une
motion qui se trouve & la page 3 de notre ordre du jour. C’est
ce que je pourrais appeler la référence de principe. Nous
devons maintenant décider si nous allons reconstituer le sous-
comité qui a été établi I'an passé pour mener cette étude.

Au sujet du principe de la reconstitution du comité, je vous
invite 4 faire une proposition. Aprés quoi, nous pourrons passer
a ’étape suivante, qui consiste a élire les membres du comité.
Sur la question de principe, puis-je avoir une motion en vue de
la reconstitution d’un sous-comité de cette nature?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je fais cette proposition.

Le président: Le sénateur Bonnell fait une motion en ce
sens.

Le sénateur Marshall: Monsieur le président, pour ce qui est
de la procédure correcte, je ne m’objecte nullement a ce que le
sénateur Gigantés fasse une motion de ce genre au Sénat: au
contraire, j’accueille favorablement une telle initiative. En ma
qualité de président du sous-comité des Affaires des anciens
combattants, tel qu'il a été antérieurement constitué, j’atten-
dais que le comité principal soit reconstitué avant de tenir pour
acquis que j’avais l'autorité nécessaire pour présenter une
motion au Sénat. A propos de la procédure: est-il correct de
faire une motion, comme I’a fait le sénateur Gigantés, avant la
reconstitution du comité? Je pose la question du point de vue
procédural.
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Senator Gigantés: Are you asking me, senator?

Senator Marshall: No. I am merely inquiring whether this is
the correct procedure. As chairman of the subcommittee, could
I have made a motion to reconstitute the Veterans Affairs
Committee to continue with its study, prior to the reconstitu-
tion of the main committee? I ask that as a matter of interest.

Senator Gigantés: Senator, my motion was that the docu-
ment, which my subcommittee was studying, be referred to the
full committee. It was not a motion to constitute a subcommit-
tee. When I presented my motion, I said that I intended to
speak provided only that the full committee had been formed;
and only after the full committee was formed did I ask the
Senate to vote on my motion.

Senator Marshall: I believe it is a good idea, because it gives
one an opportunity to start the work. We were adjourned until
October 28. Luckily I was able to move a motion regarding the
reference to the Fisheries Committee; but I wanted to do the
same thing for the Veterans Affairs Committee. From what
you are saying, I guess I could have done so.

The Chairman: Yes, you could have, senator. Senator Bon-
nell will correct me if I am wrong, but in terms of our rules
any senator can present a motion to the Senate to refer any
subject matter to a committee.

Senator Marshall: This was an unusual situation, since we
were prorogued.

The Chairman: Senator Gigantés was in his right to table
that motion; and you had the same right. It was exclusively a
motion to refer a study to a committee.

Senator Marshall: I hope Senator Gigantés will understand
that I asked the question out of interest.

Senator Gigantés: Nothing you could ever do, Senator,
would offend me. You are much too nice and valuable a man
for anyone to take offence.

Senator Marshall: I was simply wondering what the proce-
dure was.

The Chairman: I believe that any senator can do that. It is
up to the Senate to say “Yes” or “No”. In other words, I
understand that you do not have to go through a committee to
present that kind of motion. You can go directly to the Senate.
Is that correct, Senator Bonnell?

Senator Bonnell: You are correct, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Senator Gigantés was right; and you could
have done the same thing, Senator Marshall. The very fact
that you are raising the question concerns what I might call
the psychology of committees. I suspect that members of com-
mittees like to be informed of any intention to refer something
to a committee. It is not a question of having or not having the
right.

Senator Bonnell: Mr. Chairman, I believe Senator Marshall
has presented something that is worth thinking about. It is

[Traduction]
Le sénateur Gigantés: Me posez-vous la question, sénateur?

Le sénateur Marshall: Non. Je demande simplement si cette
initiative est conforme 4 la procédure normale. En qualité de
président du sous-comité, aurais-je été autorisé a présenter une
motion en vue de reconstituer le sous-comité des Affaires des
anciens combattants pour continuer cette étude, avant la
reconstitution du comité principal? La question m’intéresse.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Sénateur, je proposais par ma motion
que ce document, que mon sous-comité étudie, soit renvoyé au
comité plénier. Ce n’était pas une motion en vue de constituer
un sous-comité. Lorsque j’ai présenté ma motion, j’ai dit que je
prendrais la parole seulement si le comité plénier avait été
formé; et ce n’est qu'aprés la constitution du comité plénier
que j’ai demandé au Sénat de mettre ma motion au vote.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je crois que I'idée est bonne, parce
qu’elle nous fournit ’occasion de commencer a travailler. Nous
avons été ajournés jusqu’au 28 octobre. Heureusement, j’ai pu
proposer une motion au sujet de la référence au Comité des
péches; mais je voulais en faire autant pour le Comité des
Affaires des anciens combattants. D’aprés ce que vous dites, il
semble que j’aurais pu le faire.

Le président: Oui, vous auriez pu le faire, sénateur. Le séna-
teur Bonnell me reprendra si j’ai tort, mais notre réglement
autorise un sénateur a présenter au Sénat une motion visant
renvoyer toute question d un comité.

Le sénateur Marshall: Il s’agissait d’une situation anormale,
puisque nous étions en prorogation.

Le président: Le sénateur Gigantés avait raison de déposer
cette motion; et vous aviez le droit de faire de méme. La
motion visait uniquement a renvoyer une étude a un comité.

Le sénateur Marshall: J’espére que le sénateur Gigantes
comprendra que j’ai posé cette question uniquement parce
qu’elle m’intéresse.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Rien de ce que vous puissiez faire,
sénateur, ne saurait m’offenser. Vous étes une personne trop
charmante et trop précieuse pour que quelqu'un se sente
offensé.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je me demandais tout simplement
qu’elle était la procédure.

Le président: Je crois que tout sénateur peut agir ainsi. Il
revient au Sénat de dire: «oui» ou «non». En d’autres termes,
vous n’avez pas 4 passer par l'intermédiaire d’'un comité pour
présenter une motion de ce genre. Vous pouvez vous adresser
directement au Sénat. Est-ce exact, sénateur Bonnell?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Vous avez raison, monsieur le prési-
dent.

Le président: Le sénateur Gigantés avait raison et vous
auriez pu agir de méme, sénateur Marshall. Le fait d’avoir
soulevée cette question reléve de ce que j'appellerais la psycho-
logie des comités. Je crois que les membres du comité aiment
étre informés de toute intention de renvoyer une question a un
comité. La question n’est pas tellement d’avoir ou le droit ou
non.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Monsieur le président, je trouve que le
sénateur Marshall a soulevé une question qui mérite notre
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somewhat different from the point you mentioned, Mr. Chair-
man. What you have said, Mr. Chairman, is correct; but I
believe that Senator Marshall was saying that because we had
not reorganized and we had not held the reorganization meet-
ing that we are holding today, perhaps he would be premature
in bringing forth his motion in the Senate until today’s reor-
ganization meeting was held. The fact of the matter is, or was,
that the committee was formed at the time when Senator Phil-
lips rose in the Senate and named the committee and it was
adopted by the Senate. Whether or not it was reorganized, or
it was decided whom the chairman would be, is not important.
Anything can be referred to it after that. Senator Gigantés
referred a matter to a committee after it was named. I believe
that Senator Marshall was thinking of the organization meet-
ing that would take place today, and perhaps he held off until
today’s meeting. However, he could have done it last week, and
he can certainly deal with it today.

The Chairman: We will now move to the principle of estab-
lishing or re-establishing the Subcommittee on Employment
and Training. We understand the substance of the item. Will
someone please propose a motion on the principle of establish-
ing this subcommittee?

Senator Marshall: Mr. Chairman, I so move.

The Chairman: Senator Marshall moves that a subcommit-
tee be established to study the subject referred to this commit-
tee by the Senate last week. Is it agreed?

Senator Bonnell: Mr. Chairman, I move that the subcom-
mittee be established for that purpose, that Senator Gigantes
be the chairman, that Senator Robertson and Senator Mars-
den be members and that the chairman and deputy chairman
of the full committee be members ex officio.

The Chairman: The proposal is that Senator Gigantés be the
chairman of that subcommittee, and that two other members
be Senator Robertson and Senator Marsden. I would ask
whether the members nominated are prepared to work on that
subcommittee.

Senator Giganteés: On behalf of Senator Marsden, I can say
that she will accept; and so do I.

The Chairman: Do you accept, Senator Robertson?

Senator Robertson: If we choose carefully the times of the
sittings of this committee, I feel that I will be able to help.

The Chairman: So you accept?

Senator Robertson: Yes. I will have to identify with the
chairman the times.

The Chairman: The proposal has been put and the senators
have accepted. Is it agreed?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: Adopted, carried. We come now to the mat-
ter concerning the budget of that subcommittee.

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, this is identical to the
budget approved last year, with the exception of note 3 at the

[Traduction]

attention. Cette question différe quelque peu de celle que vous
avez mentionnée, monsieur le président. Ce que vous avez dit
est juste. Mais le sénateur Marshall disait, je crois, que, parce
que nous n’étions pas réorganisés et que nous n’avions pas tenu
la séance de réorganisation que nous tenons aujourd’hui, il
aurait peut-étre été prématuré de sa part de présenter cette
motion au Sénat. En effet, le comité a été formé au moment ou
le sénateur Phillips s’est levé au Sénat pour en nommer les
membres et que le Sénat I’a adopté. Il n’est pas important de
savoir s'il était ou non réorganisé ou quel en était le président.
Toute question peut ensuite lui étre renvoyée. Le sénateur
Gigantes a renvoyé une question a un comité, aprés sa désigna-
tion. Le sénateur Marshall songeait je crois 4 la séance d’orga-
nisation que nous tenons aujourd’hui et peut-étre a-t-il attendu
jusqu’a cette séance. Mais il aurait pu agir la semaine passée
et il le peut sirement aujourd’hui.

Le président: Passons maintenant a la question de Iétablis-
sement ou encore, du rétablissement du sous-comité de la For-
mation et de I’emploi. Nous comprenons la substance de cette
question. Quelqu’un veut-il faire une motion en ce sens?

Le sénateur Marshall: Monsieur le président, je présente
cette motion.

Le président: Le sénateur Marshall propose qu’un sous-
comité soit formé pour étudier la question que le Sénat a ren-
voyée 4 notre comité la semaine passée. D’accord?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Monsieur le président, je propose
qu’un sous-comité soit établi a ces fins; que le sénateur Gigan-
tés en soit le président; que le sénateur Robertson et la séna-
trice Marsden en soient membres et que le président et vice-
président du comité en soit membres d’office.

Le président: La motion est la suivante: le sénateur Gigantés
soit le président de ce sous-comité et que deux des autres mem-
bres soient le sénateur Robertson et la sénatrice Marsden. Les
membres désignés sont-ils disposés 4 travailler 4 la réalisation
du mandat de ce sous-comité.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Je puis vous assurer, au nom de la
sénatrice Marsden, qu’elle acceptera; quant & moi, j’accepte
également.

Le président: Acceptez-vous, sénateur Robertson?

Le sénateur Robertson: Si nous choisissons soigneusement le
calendrier des séances de ce comité, je pourrai, je crois, vous
étre d’un certain concours.

Le président: Donc, vous acceptez?

Le sénateur Robertson: Oui. Mais il me faudra voir le calen-
drier avec le président.

Le président: La proposition a été faite et les sénateurs ont
accepté. Sommes-nous convenus?

Des voix: D’accord.

Le président: Adopté. Etudions maintenant le budget de ce
sous-comité.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, il est identique
au budget que nous avons approuvé I’an passé, sauf pour la
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bottom, to which I would like to speak afterwards. All that we
are dealing with now is the budget as approved last year.

The Chairman: There are two items, namely, “Professional
and Special Services”, $15,120; “Transportation and Com-
munications”, $8,275; and “Other Expenditures”, $100. On
page three is an explanation of the costs. The largest amount is
$15,120, which is the expense for the research assistant. The
next item is for transportation and communications for Sena-
tor Gigantés and Ms. Dearing who were authorized to go to
Europe to Heidelberg, Dusseldorf, Paris and Vienna. May we
have an explanation on that expenditure?

Senator Gigantés: The trip was approved last year. The
three countries we visited have advanced programs dealing
with the problems of employment and training and the role of
training in helping to enhance employment and productivity of
the entire society by having a better labour force. They have
interesting methods of dealing with such problems. Their prob-
lems are very similar to ours. Germany and Austria also have
interesting methods of dealing with consultations as between
labour and management, with government participation, on
such matters as with labour disputes or excessive wage and
price rises which may affect the economy through inflation. I
would point out that 24 days for two persons at $8,275, is
pretty close to a record for being cheap. It involves staying in
two star hotels in most places. However, I think it is a legiti-
mate exercise.

The Chairman: Is there any comment. If not, there is only
one more thing to mention at the bottom of page 3. It is the
budget for the sub-committee for 1986-87 and 1987-88. For
1986-87 the amount is $41,200, and the same amount for
1987-88. Is that correct?

Senator Giganteés: Yes.

Senator David: Why is there the difference of $41,200 and
$23,495?

Senator Gigantés: Some of the money has already been
spent.

The Chairman: The remainder is for the rest of the year.

Senator Bonnell: As I understand it, we are going to report
by December, 1987. Why do we need a 1988 budget?

Senator Gigantés: It refers to the fiscal year 1987-88
because $3,000 has been allotted for editing and translation, if
necessary. If it does not turn out to be necessry to have, for
example, the French improved, as is sometimes the case, then
that money will not be spent.

The Chairman: Would somebody like to propose this
budget?

Senator Marshall: I will.

The Chairman: So it is proposed by Senator Marshall that
this expense budget will be submitted to the Internal Economy
Committee. Is that agreed?

[Traduction]

note 3 au bas, dont jaimerais parler plus tard. Nous traitons
en somme le budget qui a été approuvé I’an passé.

Le président: Il se compose de deux articles: «Services pro-
fessionnels et spéciaux», 15120 $; «Transport et Communica-
tions», 8 275 §; et «Autres dépenses», 100 $. Ces montants sont
expliqués a la page trois. Le montant principal est de 15 120 §;
il représente les dépenses de 1’adjoint aux recherches. Le mon-
tant suivant se rapporte aux frais de transport et de communi-
cations du sénateur Gigantés et de Mme Dearing, qui ont été
autorisés a4 se rendre en Europe, 4 Heidelberg, Dusseldorf,
Paris et Vienne. Pouvons-nous avoir une explication a ce sujet?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Ce voyage a été approuvé I'an passé.
Les trois pays que nous avons visités avaient des idées avancées
sur ’emploi, la formation et le rdle que cette derniére joue
dans I’amélioration de I’emploi et de la productivité au sein de
la société tout entiére grice a la meilleure qualité de la main-
d’ceuvre. Nous avons relevé dans ces pays des méthodes inté-
ressantes pour résoudre les problémes de ce genre. En somme,
leurs problémes ne différent guére des ndtres. L’Allemagne et
I’Autriche ont aussi des formules intéressantes de consultation
tripartite, c’est-a-dire entre le personnel, la direction et le gou-
vernement, qui servent a étudier une foule de questions comme
les différends ouvriers, les salaires excessifs et les augmenta-
tions de prix qui risquent d’affecter I’économie en y créant de
'inflation. Je vous signale que ce montant de 8 275§ pour
deux personnes pendant 24 jours constitue pratiquement un
record de bon marché. Cela veut dire, dans la plupart des cas,
I’hébergement dans des hdtels deux étoiles. Bref, je crois vrai-
ment que ce voyage a porté fruit.

Le président: Y a-t-il des observations? Sinon, il ne reste
qu’une chose & mentionner en ce qui a trait au bas de la page
3. Il s’agit du budget du sous-comité pour 1986-1987 et 1987-
1988. Pour les deux années, ce budget s’éléve a 41 200 $, n’est-
ce pas?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Oui.

Le sénateur David: Pourquoi y a-t-il cette différence entre
41200 §$ et 23 495 $?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Une partie de I'argent a déja été
dépensée.

Le président: Le reliquat est pour le reste de 'année.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Si je comprends bien, nous allons faire
rapport en décembre 1987. Pourquoi avons-nous besoin d’un
budget pour 19887

Le sénateur Gigantés: Ce budget a trait 4 I’année financiére
1987-1988 parce que 3 000 $ ont été prévus pour défrayer les
travaux d’impression et de traduction dont on peut avoir
besoin. S’il ne s’avére pas nécessaire d’améliorer, par exemple,
le frangais, comme c’est parfois le cas, cet argent ne sera pas
dépensé.

Le président: Quelqu’un aimerait-il proposer ce budget?

Le sénateur Marshall: Je le propose.

Le président: Le sénateur Marshall propose donc que ce
budget de dépenses soit présenté au Comité de la régie inté-
rieure. Plait-il de I’adopter?
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Senator Gigantés: There is a notation on page three to see
the appendix re: Note III. That note says that when I was in
Europe Parliament was prorogued and that I cancelled all the
appointments I could cancel and came back. However, there
were some people who I could see then but I could not see in
January without travelling and expending more money. So I
stayed and I spent $1,277.24 out of my pocket to pay for the
expenses for those interviews. I did not include as part of the
budget. I included it as a separate item with full accounting of
how the money was spent.

The Chairman: Are you sure that it is not included in the
budget for 1986-87?

Senator Gigantés: Yes. This is extra.

The Chairman: The total budget for fiscal year 1986-87 is
$41,200.

Senator Gigantés: This is extra to the $41,200.
Senator Robertson: But could it not be part of the budget?

Senator Gigantés: No, because there is not enought money.
It is an extra expense as a result of the prorogation.

The Chairman: If that is the case, then the budget for 1986-
87 will be approximately $43,000.

Senator Gigantés: Yes, if you approve it.

Senator Marshall: Could the Inter-sessional Committee not
have approved the expenditure?

Senator Gigantés: 1 did not apply to the Inter-sessional
Committee because I was advised that in a sense it is an
increase to the budget and that the preferred way would be to
come to the committee, present the budget for last year and
indicate that the because of prorogation expenses have grown
by $1,277.24. That money came out of my pocket. If members
of the committee agree to submit those expenses to the Inter-
nal Economy Committee with a request that the budget be
increased by that amount so I may be reimbursed, that is fine.
If honourable senators do not agree, then I shall carry the
expense.

Senator Marshall: In view of the circumstances, the only
alternative would have been for Senator Gigantés to return to
Europe again, which would cost extra money. I think that it is
only commonsense that we pass the budget.

The Chairman: So we will present the budget for 1986-87 to
the Internal Economy Committee with the consequence that, if
it is approved, it will be approximately $43,000.

Senator Giganteés: Yes.

The Chairman: You are not forecasting the same amount for
1987/88 as you are for 1986/87?

Senator Gigantés: No, the forecast will remain—

The Chairman: Because as it is presented there, it looks as if
you are simply extrapolating, dollar for dollar, the budget for
1986/87 to 1987/88. I am referring now to the bottom of page

[Traduction]

Le sénateur Gigantés: A la page 3, on nous renvoie a
I'annexe qui traite de la note III. Cette derniére note dit que
lorsque j’étais en Europe, le Parlement a été prorogé, que j’ai
annulé tous les engagements que j’ai pu et que je suis retourné.
Toutefois, je pouvais alors rencontrer certaines personnes que
je n’aurais pu voir autrement en janvier sans occasionner
d’autres déplacements et plus de dépenses. Je suis donc resté et
j'ai payé de ma poche 1 277,24 $ pour défrayer ces entrevues.
Je n’ai pas inclus ces frais dans le budget. J’en ai fait une
rubrique distincte et j’ai présenté un état circonstancié de I'uti-
lisation de cette somme.

Le président: Etes-vous sir que cette rubrique ne figure pas
dans le budget de 1986-1987?

Le sénateur Giganteés: Oui. Ce sont des frais supplémentai-
res.

Le président: Le budget total pour I'année financiére 1986-
1987 est de 41 200 $.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Ces frais s’ajoutent 4 cette somme.

Le sénateur Robertson: Mais ne pourraient-ils pas faire par-
tie du budget?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Non, parce qu’il n’y a pas suffisam-
ment d’argent. Il s’agit d’'une dépense extraordinaire causée
par la prorogation.

Le président: Si tel est le cas, le budget pour 1986-1987 sera
approximativement de 43 000 $.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Oui, si vous I’approuvez.

Le sénateur Marshall: Le comité qui a siégé durant I'inter-
session n’aurait-il pas pu approuver cette dépense?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Je ne le lui ai pas demandé parce
qu'on m’avait informé qu’il s’agissait dans un certain sens
d’une augmentation du budget et qu’il valait mieux se présen-
ter devant le comité, lui soumettre le budget pour I’an dernier
et indiquer qu’en raison de la prorogation, les dépenses avaient
augmenté de 1 277,24 $. J’ai moi-méme payé cette somme. Si
les membres du comité acceptent de soumettre ces dépenses au
Comité de la régie interne tout en demandant que le budget
soit augmenté d’autant pour que je sois remboursé, c’est par-
fait. Si les honorables sénateurs n’acceptent pas cette solution,
je devrai assumer ces dépenses.

Le sénateur Marshall: Dans les circonstances, la seule solu-
tion aurait consisté a ce que le sénateur Gigantés retourne en
Europe, ce qui aurait entrainé des frais supplémentaires. Il est
tout a fait sensé, 4 mon avis, que nous adoptions le budget.

Le président: Nous présenterons donc le budget pour 1986-
1987 au Comité de la régie interne sachant que s’il est
approuvé, il s’élévera a environ 43 000 §.

Le sénateur Gigantes: Oui.

Le président: Vous ne prévoyez pas le méme montant pour
1987-1988 que pour 1986-1987?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Non, la prévision restera . . .

Le président: Car de la fagon dont c’est présenté ici, on
dirait que vous extrapolez simplement dollar par dollar le bud-
get de 1986-1987 pour obtenir celui de 1987-1988. Je vous ren-
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three. The addition of the $1,200 will not mean that you will
extrapolate that amount?

Senator Gigantés: That is true.

The Chairman: The budget for 1987/88 will be $41,200, is
that correct?

Seator Gigantés: Yes, that is what it will be for 1987/88.

The Chairman: Perhaps we should then go to the Internal
Economy Committee with that amount?

Senator Gigantés: What will we forecast for 1987/88 to the
Internal Economy Committee will be $41,200, period. For this
year, the budget approved was $41,200 before prorogation and
we are now asking for an additional $1,277.34.

The Chairman: In any event, we have the approval of the
committee to present that increase to the Internal Economy
Committee?

Senator Gigantés: Yes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the members of the committees for saving me a personal
expenditure of $1,277. I am grateful.

The Chairman: Do we need to return to the Senate for
approval of that item?

Senator Bonnell: No, you do not have to go back to the Sen-
ate, but you do have to go back to the Internal Economy Com-
mittee.

Senator Robertson: Has all of the $41,200 been spent this
year?

Senator Gigantés: What has been expended from that
amount are the expenses that have been incurred up until
prorogation.

Senator Robertson: In that event, the money is there. We
are not over-spending the budget.

Senator Gigantés: The only extra we are asking for is the
$1,277. The other $41,200 is there.

You may also note that the money that had been given to
me to take on the European trip has been returned to the clerk
of the committee, who in turn returned it to Mr. Bourgeau.
With respect to the $1,277, there are receipts for every single
item of that amount and the clerk of the subcommittee has all
of those receipts.

The Chairman: In any event, we will present that to the
Internal Economy Committee.

Senator Bonnell: Of the $41,200 that we voted last year,
how much is left unspent at this moment?

Senator Gigantés: We have spent 7-12th of $41,200, plus
the $7,500 which has not been spent. Therefore you multiply
$41,200 by seven and divide by 12, and then you add on the
$7,500.

Senator Bonnell: Is there any way that we can fit in that
extra expenditure without changing the basic budget of
$41,200?

Senator Gigantés: No sir, because the sessional committee
agreed to pay the research assistant during the prorogation.

[Traduction)

voie maintenant au bas de la page 3. L’addition de 1 200 $ ne
signifiera-t-elle pas que vous extrapolerez cette somme?

Le sénateur Gigantes: C’est vrai.

Le président: Le budget pour 1987-1988 sera de 41 200 §,
n’est-ce pas?

Le sénateur Giganteés: Oui, en effet.

Le président: Nous pourrions peut-étre alors faire part de ce
montant au Comité de la régie interne?

Le sénateur Gigantés: La somme des prévisions pour 1987-
1988, qui sera présentée au Comité de la régie interne, sera de
41 200 $, c’est tout. Pour cette année, le budget approuvé s’éle-
vait 4 41 200 $ avant la prorogation et nous demandons main-
tenant 1 277 34 § de plus.

Le président: De toute facon, le Comité nous a donné I'auto-
risation de soumettre cette augmentation au Comité de la régie
interne?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Oui. Monsieur le président, j’aimerais
remercier les membres des comités de m’épargner une dépense
personnelle de 1 277 $. Je leur en suis reconnaissant.

Le président: Devons-nous aussi faire approuver cette rubri-
que par le Sénat?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Non, ce n’est pas nécessaire, mais vous
devez toutefois vous représenter devant le Comité de la régie
interne.

Le sénateur Robertson: Cette somme de 41 200 $ a-t-elle été
entiérement dépensée cette année?

Le sénateur Gigantés: On n’a imputé & ce montant que les
dépenses faites jusqu’a la prorogation.

Le sénateur Robertson: De toute fagon, I’argent est 1a. Nous
ne dépassons pas le budget.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Nous ne demandons que le supplé-
ment de 1 277 $. Nous avons déja les 41 200 $.

Vous pouvez aussi noter que I’argent qui m’avait été remis
pour le voyage en Europe a été remboursé au greffier du
Comité, qui, 4 son tour, 'a remis & M. Bourgeau. Quant aux
1 277 8, j’ai des regus pour chaque dépense effectuée et le gref-
fier du sous-comité les a tous en main.

Le président: De toute fagon, nous le présenterons au
Comité de la régie interne.

Le sénateur Bonnell: De cette somme de 41 200 $§ que nous
avons votée I’an dernier, combien reste-t-il 4 I’heure actuelle?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Nous en avons dépensé les 7/12 et il
restait 7 500 $. Vous multipliez donc 41 200 $ par 7 et le divi-
sez par 12 et vous ajoutez ensuite 7 500 $.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Pourrait-on insérer cette dépense sup-
plémentaire sans modifier le budget initial de 41 $200 $?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Non, monsieur, parce que le Comité
qui a siégé hors session a accepté de payer ’attaché de recher-
che pendant la prorogation.
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Senator Bonnell: I see, and her salary has used up all of the
funds that were left?

The Chairman: Honourable senators, the clerk has some
information for the committee.

The Clerk of the Committee: On the last page of the attach-
ments, there is an indication that the subcommittee spent
$25,526.

The Chairman: We have a document about that. That is
included in the actual expenses at the end of this last session.

The Clerk of the Committee: Some of these funds would
have been spent in the previous fiscal year. However, that
would have been a small amount, I believe.

Senator Marshall: Mr. Chairman, I do not think we need to
worry. The budget that was approved prior to the prorogation
was $41,200. The Chairman of each committee will have to go
back to the subcommittee on budgets of the Internal Economy
Committee and present the same budgets or a changed budget.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, all you have to do is, instead of sub-
mitting a budget of 41,200, you will be submitting a budget for
$41,200 plus the $1,277 and explain that to the subcommittee
on budgets.

The Chairman: I am still not clear in my mind with respect
to the question raised by Senator Bonnell which was: How
much of the budget has been spent in the current year up to
the end of the session?

Senator Gigantes: If you give me two minutes, I will do the
calculation.

The Chairman: Yes, but that information is supposed to be
on the document marked “Attachment E”. As the other com-
mittees have done, I am supposed to present a first report of
this committee showing the expenses already expended up to
the end of the last session. Is that not the meaning of that
document?

The Clerk of the Committee: These are the total expendi-
tures for the whole session since 1984. The subcommittee only
started in late 1985.

Senator Marshall: I don’t think that that is relevant,
because the budget was approved for this fiscal year and that
budget was $41,200. Prorogation intervened, therefore we
must reapply as a matter of course to fulfill the rules of parlia-
ment. All we are doing is increasing that budget by $1,277
and, regardless of what has been spent previously, the whole
amount would have been spent in any event if prorogation had
not intervened.

The Chairman: Very well.

Senator Gigantés: The amount that has been spent is
$25,000.

The Chairman: I would not be surprised if the matter was
raised by the Internal Economy Committee. In principle, the
clerk is telling me that that is not the case, but is our first
report with respect to expenses at the end of the session sup-
posed to cover the whole session, which would mean overlap-
ping two fiscal years, or is in only meant to cover the current
fiscal year? That is the point I am asking. If it does correspond

[Traduction)

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je vois, et son traitement a épuisé tous
les fonds qui restaient?

Le président: Honorables sénateurs, le greffier a quelques
renseignements a vous transmettre.

Le greffier du comité: A la derniére page des piéces jointes,
on indique que le sous-comité a dépensé 25 526 $.

Le président: Nous avons un document & ce sujet. Cela fait
partie des dépenses réelles effectuées 4 la fin de la derniére ses-
sion.

Le greffier du comité: Une partie de ces fonds aurait été
dépensée au cours de I'année financiére précédente, mais en
serait un petit montant, je crois.

Le sénateur Marshall: Monsieur le président, je ne pense
pas qu’il y ait lieu de s’inquiéter. Le budget qui a été approuvé
avant la prorogation était de 41 200 $. Le président de chaque
comité devra se représenter devant le sous-comité des budgets
du Comité de la régie interne et soumettre les mémes budgets
ou un budget modifié. Par conséquent, monsieur le président,
au lieu de présenter un budget de 41 200 $ vous n’avez qu’a
soumettre un budget de 41 200 $ plus 1277 $ et en donner la
justification au sous-comité des budgets.

Le président: Je ne comprends toujours pas bien la question
soulevée par le sénateur Bonnell. Quelle partie du budget avait
été dépensée au cours de I'année actuelle jusqu’a la fin de la
session?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Si vous m’accordez deux minutes, je
ferai le calcul.

Le président: Oui, mais ce renseignement est censé figurer
dans le document intitulé «Annexe E». Comme les autres comi-
tés l'ont fait, je dois présenter un premier rapport de ce comité
montrant les dépenses faites jusqu’'a la fin de la derniére ses-
sion. N’est-ce pas le sens de ce document?

Le greffier du comité: Il s’agit des dépenses totales pour
toute la session depuis 1984. Le sous-comité n’a commencé
qu’a la fin de 1985.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je ne pense pas que ce soit pertinent,
parce que le budget a été approuvé pour cette année financiére
et il était de 41 200 $. Comme il y a eu prorogation des Cham-
bres, il nous faut présenter le budget 4 nouveau pour satisfaire
au Réglement du Parlement. A toutes fins pratiques, il s’agit
d’augmenter le budget de 1277 $, mais quelles que soient les
sommes déja dépensées on aurait complétement épuisé ce bud-
get de toute fagon s’il n’y avait pas eu prorogation.

Le président: Treés bien.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Le montant déja dépensé est de
25000 $.

Le président: Cela ne m’étonnerait pas que la question soit
soulevée au Comité de la régie interne. En principe, le greffier
m’informe que ce n’est pas le cas, mais serions-nous censés
faire état de nos dépenses pour I'ensemble de la session dans
notre premier rapport 4 la fin de la session, dans lequel cas il y
aurait chevauchement sur les deux années financiéres, ou doit-
on s’en tenir aux dépenses de I’année financiére en. cours?
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only to the current fiscal year, which would mean the last ses-
sion from the first of April 1986 to the end of September 1986,
the amount should be the difference between what you are ask-
ing for the rest of the year and the total budget of $41,200.
You are asking for $23,000 for the rest of the year, therefore
$41,000 less $23,000 leaves $18,000, and that is the amount
we should have spent. In Appendix E for this subcommittee,
the figure I have is $25,000. I think there is something that we
need to clarify there.

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, we will clarify it and tell
them what we have done—

The Chairman: In other words, I would not like to be asked
the question by the Internal Economy Committee without hav-
ing the answer ready.

Senator Gigantés: It will be clearly stated that what is left—

The Chairman: Yes, what was left is the period correspond-
ing to the $25,000 mentioned in Appendix E.

Senator Gigantés: Yes.

Senator Bonnell: Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a good
idea if Senator Gigantés went with you to the Internal
Economy Committee in order to help explain the details.

The Chairman: Yes, of course, I assumed that he would, but
I am just telling him that we should be ready with an answer
to that question, if that question is, in fact, raised.

This having been discussed, we now have the permission of
the committee to go with those documents to the Internal
Economy Committee.

With respect to the subcommittee on Veterans, I understand
that Senator Marshall is planning to present that motion this
afternoon. Senator Marshall, in the name of the committee, I
thank you for telling us that you are planning to present that
motion to the Senate before doing so.

Senator Bonnell: Mr. Chairman, as you know, Senator Mar-
shall does not need our approval. He can do it without our
approval, but I think we would like to give him our full sup-
port, and I would like to ask him to do it as soon as possible. I
just want Senator Marshall to know that he has our support.

The Chairman: Is there any objection to Senator Marshall
presenting that motion to the Senate?

Hon. Senators: No.

The Chairman: Very well. The Clerk has introduced another
item following what we hope will be the authorization of the
Senate for the reference of the subject matter. Is it premature
to introduce this, or should we wait?

Senator Bonnell: I think it is premature since we have not
received a reference from the Senate to strike a subcommittee.
I would leave the part dealing with the chairman and the
deputy chairman until we have received a reference from the
Senate.

[Traduction)

Voila la question que je me pose. Si notre rapport ne doit cou-
vrir que ’année financiére en cours, en I'occurrence la session
qui vient de se terminer, c’est-a-dire du 1¢ avril 4 la fin de sep-
tembre 1986, le montant sur lequel nous devons nous pronon-
cer devrait étre I’équivalent de la différence entre la somme
requise pour le reste de ’année et le budget total de 41 200 $.
Vous demandez 23 000 $ pour le reste de I’année. Or, 41 000 $
moins 23 000 $, cela fait 18 000 $. Voila le montant que nous
devrions avoir dépensé. Dans I’Annexe E, on mentionne
25000 $ pour ce sous-comité. Il foudrait peut-étre clarifier la
situation.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, nous allons
expliquer ce qui a été fait . . .

Le président: Autrement dit, je n’aimerais pas que le Comité
de la régie intérieure me pose la question si je n’ai pas déja une
réponse préte a donner.

Le sénateur Gigantés: On mentionnera clairement combien
il reste . . .

Le président: Oui, combien il reste pour la période afin qu’il
y ait cohérence avec les 25 000 $§ mentionnés a I’Annexe E.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Exactement.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Monsieur le président, il serait peut-
étre bon que le sénateur Gigantés vous accompagne au Comité
de la régie interne pour donner les explications voulues.

Le président: Oui, bien siir, je présume qu’il le fera, mais je
lui dis tout simplement que nous ferions mieux d’avoir une
réponse préte, si la question est effectivement posée.

La discussion ayant eu lieu, nous avons maintenant la per-
mission du Comité de présenter ces documents au Comité de la
régie interne.

En ce qui concerne le Sous-comité des affaires des anciens
combattants, je crois comprendre que le sénateur Marshall a
I'intention de présenter cette motion cet aprés-midi. Sénateur
Marshall, au nom des membres du Comité, je vous remercie de
nous informer d’avance que vous avez I'intention de présenter
cette motion au Sénat.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Monsieur le président, comme vous le
savez, le sénateur Marshall n’a pas besoin de notre autorisa-
tion. Il peut le faire de son propre chef, mais je lui signale qu’il
a notre appui et je lui demande de présenter cette motion aus-
sitdt que possible. Je veux simplement que le sénateur Mar-
shall sache qu’il a notre appui.

Le président: Quelqu’un a-t-il objection a ce que le sénateur
Marshall présente cette motion au Sénat?

Des voix: Non.

Le président: Trés bien. Le greffier annonce un autre point
qui sera suivi, espérons-le, d’un ordre de renvoi qui sera voté
par le Sénat. Est-il trop t6t pour présenter cette motion ou
devrions-nous attendre?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je crois qu’il est trop tot vu que nous
n’avons pas encore été mandatés par le Sénat pour former un
sous-comité. Je reporterais la question de la nomination d’un
président et d’un vice-président jusqu’a I'adoption d’un ordre
de renvoi par le Sénat.
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The Chairman: I am conscious of that, but I should like to
ask Senator Marshall if whether he had done what Senator
Gigante>s did—which he had the right to do—that would
have allowed him to meet sooner. that would help Senator
Marshall get on with his study. In principle, you are right,
because we cannot strike a subcommittee until we have
received a reference.

Senator Marshall, would it create a problem if we struck the
subcommittee after we have received a reference? Would that
create problems?

Senator Marshall: With respect to the budget, yes, Mr.
Chairman. The budget has been prepared; it is the same as the
last one. We spent $244 then, and I would be presenting a
budget for the same amount. But we have to wait until the
subcommittee has been struck, and I do not know if we could
get the budget through before the Christmas recess.

Senator Bonnell: Why not give notice when the Senate
meets today and speak on your motion on Thursday?

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, I am not as familiar with
the rules as the rest of you are, but is it possible to do some-
thing conditionally? Could we not approve Senator Marshall’s
budget on the condition that a reference is made to the com-
mittee? We could deal with it now if that were the case.

Senator Bonnell: I would be happy with that.

Senator Gigantés: That would assist Senator Marshall in
getting an early start.

Senator Marshall: I do not know when the subcommittee on
budgets is going to meet. I do not know if a meeting has been
scheduled for this week regarding other budgets, but I think
that would solve the problem. At least then I can appear before
the subcommittee on budgets.

Senator Bonnell: I move that Senator Marshall’s budget for
the Subcommittee on Veterans Affairs be approved if a refer-
ence is made again during this session.

Senator Marshall: I have had a motion prepared for that
purpose.

Senator Bonnell: Then the subject will be referred to us
automatically. I move that membership of the committee be
the same as in the last session, that the chairman be the same
and that the budget be the same.

The Chairman: Subject to what?

Senator Bonnell: Subject to the matter being referred to the
subcommittee.

The Chairman: We will take note of that.

The Clerk of the Committee: And the same deputy chair-
man?

Senator Bonnell: I do not know about that.
Senator Gigantés: Does that suit Senator Marshall?

[Traduction]

Le président: J’en suis conscient, mais j’aimerais bien savoir
si le sénateur Marshall a, 4 I'instar du sénateur Gigantés—
comme il avait d’ailleurs le droit de le faire—fait le nécessaire
pour que nous puissions nous réunir plus tét. Cela aiderait le
sénateur Marshall & amorcer son étude. Vous avez raison, en
principe, car nous ne pouvons former un sous-comité tant que
nous n’avons pas recu de mandat a cette fin.

Sénateur Marshall, auriez-vous objection & ce que nous for-
mions le sous-comité seulement aprés avoir regu ’ordre de ren-
voi? Cela poserait-il des problémes?

Le sénateur Marshall: En ce qui concerne le budget, oui,
monsieur le président. Le budget est déja prét, c’est le méme
que le dernier. Une somme de 2448 a déja été dépensée et le
budget global que je présenterais serait du méme montant que
le dernier. Mais nous devons attendre que le sous-comité soit
formé, et en 'occurrence, j'ignore si nous pourrons faire adop-
ter le budget avant les vacances de Noégl.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Pourquoi ne pas donner avis de la
motion lorsque le Sénat se réunira aujourd’hui et déposer votre
motion jeudi?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, je ne connais
pas aussi bien le réglement que vous tous, mais peut-on adop-
ter une motion sous condition? Ne pourrions-nous pas approu-
ver le budget du sénateur Marshall a la condition qu’un ordre
de renvoi soit donné 4 ce comité? Nous pourrions alors adopter
ce point dés maintenant.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Cela me conviendrait.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Cela aiderait le sénateur Marshall a
commencer son étude au plus tot.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je ne sais pas quand le Sous-comité
des budgets se réunira. Je ne sais si une séance a été prévue
pour cette semaine pour I’étude des autres budgets, mais je
crois que cette solution réglerait le probléme. Du moins, d ce
moment, je pourrais comparaitre devant le Sous-comité des
budgets.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je propose que le budget du sénateur
Marshall pour le Sous-comité des affaires des anciens combat-
tants soit adopté si un ordre de renvoi lui est confié¢ pendant la
session.

Le sénateur Marshall: J’avais déja une motion de préte a
cette fin.

Le sénateur Bonnell: L’étude nous sera donc renvoyée auto-
matiquement. Je propose que la composition du comité soit la
méme qu’au cours de la derniére session, et que le président et
le budget demeurent inchangés.

Le président: A condition que?

Le sénateur Bonnell: A condition que ’étude soit renvoyée
au sous-comité.

Le président: Nous en prenons bonne note.
Le greffier du comité: Et qu’en est-il du vice-président?

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je ne sais pas.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Cela convient-il au sénateur Mar-
shall?

—
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Senator Marshall: Yes. That allows me to proceed.

The Chairman: That is what I had in mind. We do not want
to delay your work.

Is it agreed?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: The membership of the previous subcommit-
tee was as follows: Senator Marshall, Senator Bonnell, Senator
David, Senator Gigantés and Senator Le Moyne.

Senator Marshall: I believe Senator David replaced someone
who was unable to attend one meeting. Senator David agreed
to do that, but the membership list was not changed after that
one meeting

The Chairman: Senator Le Moyne will not serve on that
committee during this session. The Subcommittee on Veterans
Affairs will have the same number of senators as the Subcom-
mittee on Training and Employment.

We will attempt to bring your budget before the Standing
Committee on Internal Economy, Budgets and Administration
later this week.

Senator Marshall: That committee is scheduled to meet
Thursday morning.

The Chairman: Fine. You can give notice today.

Senator Gigantés: Will I present my budget at the same
time?
The Chairman: Yes, that will be later this week.

Senator Marshall: If I could do that tomorrow, it would be
better.

The Chairman: I think that the Standing Committee on
Internal Economy, Budgets and Administration will not pass
your budget if a reference has not been made.

Senator Marshall: That is fine, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: I do not know if the Internal Economy Com-
mittee will accept your budget on condition.

Senator Bonnell: The members of that committee will not
accept it unless there has been a reference made by the Senate.

Senator Marshall: Then we will give notice today.

The Chairman: That would be better.

Senator Bonnell: I do not think anyone would speak out
against veterans this week, bearing in mind that November 11
is fast approaching. I think the motion will be passed quickly.
No one would turn that down this week.

The Chairman: The next item on the agenda relates to the
certification of accounts.

Senator Giganteés: I so move, Mr. Chairman.

The Clerk of the Committee: And in the case of subcommit-
tees, the chairman of the subcommittees.

[Traduction)

Le sénateur Marshall: Oui, cela me permet de passer a
’action.

Le président: Telle était mon intention. Nous ne voulons pas
retarder vos travaux.

D’accord?
Des voix: D’accord.

Le président: La composition du défunt Sous-comité était la
suivante: les sénateurs Marshall, Bonnell, David, Gigantés et
Le Moyne.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je crois que le sénateur David rem-
plagait quelqu’un qui n’avait pu assister 4 la réunion. . Le
sénateur David a accepté d’assister a cette séance, mais la liste
des membres n’a pas été changée pour autant.

Le président: Le sénateur Le Moyne ne sera pas membre de
ce comité au cours de la présente session. Le Sous-comité des
affaires des anciens combattants sera formé du méme nombre
de sénateurs que le Sous-comité de la formation et de I’emploi.

Nous essaierons de présenter notre budget devant le Comité
permanent de la régie interne, des budgets et de ’'administra-
tion un peu plus tard cette semaine.

Le sénateur Marshall: Ce comité doit se réunir jeudi matin.

Le président: Trés bien. Vous pouvez donner avis de votre
motion aujourd’hui.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Pourrais-je présenter mon budget en
méme temps?

Le président: Oui, ce sera un peu plus tard cette semaine.

Le sénateur Marshall: Je préférais le faire demain.

Le président: Je crois que le Comité permanent de la régie
interne, des budgets et de I’'administration n’adoptera pas votre
budget s’il n’y a pas d’ordre de renvoi.

Le sénateur Marshall: Trés bien, moniseur le président.

Le président: Je ne sais pas si le Comité de la régie interne
acceptera d’adopter votre budget sous condition.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Les membres de ce comité n’accepte-
ront pas de le faire tant qu’un ordre de renvoi n’aura pas été
signifié par le Sénat.

Le sénateur Marshall: Nous donnerons donc avis de la
motion aujourd’hui.

Le président: Il vaudrait mieux.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je ne crois pas que quiconque oserait
critiquer les anciens combattants cette semaine, d’autant plus
que le 11 novembre approche a grand pas. Je crois que cette
motion va étre rapidement adoptée. Personne n’oserait s’y
opposer cette semaine.

Le président: L’article suivant d 'ordre du jour a trait a la
certification des comptes.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Je propose cette motion, monsieur le
président.

Le greffier du Comité: Et dans le cas des sous-comités, cette
tiche incomberait au président.
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The Chairman: Is that agreed?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.
The Chairman: Carried.

The last item on the agenda relates to the tabling of the
report of expenditures incurred during the last session. I think
we have the answer to the question I was asking; it is for the
session, so, by definition, it will cover two fiscal years.

The next item on the agenda is under the heading “Other
Business”.

Senator Robertson: Mr. Chairman, what time have we been
given for our regular meetings?

The Chairman: The same time as today.
Senator Robertson: At 9.30 a.m.?

The Chairman: Tuesday at 9.30, or 9 o’clock, if we want to
start earlier, but we have to adjourn before 11 o’clock because
there is another committee.

Senator Robertson: Well, we should be aware that Senator
Marshall will be away from November 13 until November 27.

Senator Marshall: November 13 until November 25. That is
the Fisheries Committee.

The Chairman: And you will not be back for Tuesday morn-
ing?
Senator Marshall: Well, if November 25 is not on a Tues-

day, we will not be back then. I think it falls on a Wednesday,
if I am not mistaken.

The Chairman: I am not sure if November 25 is a Tuesday.

Senator Bonnell: I think the Senate will be adjourned until
November 27.

Senator Marshall: Yes, I think the Senate will be adjourn-
ing.

Senator Robertson: The Senate is adjourning, but some of
the other committees will be meeting.

Senator Bonnell: We have one study, the one we have to be
here for. We will not be meeting until you come back, any
way; thre won’t be anything to study.

Senator Marshall: We will be missing one week, it seems to
me, according to the schedule. We will be missing the week
after next week.

The Chairman: Subject to the approval of the order of refer-
ence by the Senate on child benefits and elderly benefits, and
we will get that, I suppose, this week, the main item for our
next meeting is the first draft report of the work which has
been done during the summer by the research people, Mrs.
Baker and Mr. Wrobel. Before closing this meeting I would
like to table that document so that you will have time to read
it. The only question is: When do we start to study that draft
report? If you look at it, you will see that it is of substance; it
contains nearly 100 pages.

[Traduction]
Le président: Etes-vous d’accord?

Des voix: D’accord.
Le président: La motion est adoptée.

Le dernier point a I’ordre du jour a trait au dépot du rapport
des dépenses faites au cours de la derniére session. Je crois que
nous avons ici la réponse a la question que j’ai posée: ce rap-
port porte sur la session donc, par définition, sur deux années
financiéres.

Le point suivant a I’ordre du jour a pour titre «Autres ques-
tions».

Le sénateur Robertson: Monsieur le président, 4 quelle
heure tiendrons-nous nos séances ordinaires?

Le président: A la méme heure qu’aujourd’hui.
Le sénateur Robertson: A 9 h 30?

Le président: Le mardi & 9 h 30, ou 9 heures, si nous vou-
lons, mais nous devons suspendre nos travaux avant 11 heures,
un autre comité siégeant dans cette salle & ce moment-la.

Le sénateur Robertson: Je crois qu’il faudrait signaler que le
sénateur Marshall sera absent du 13 au 27 novembre.

Le sénateur Marshall: Du 13 au 25 novembre. Il s’agit du
Comité des péches.

Le président: Vous ne serez donc pas de retour pour la
séance de mardi matin.

Le sénateur Marshall: Si le 25 novembre ne tombe pas un
mardi, nous ne serons pas de retour. Je crois que le 25 est un
mercredi, si je ne m’abuse.

Le président: Je crois que le 25 novembre tombe un mardi.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Je crois que le Sénat suspendra ses tra-
vaux jusqu’au 27 novembre.

Le sénateur Marshall: Oui, le Sénat va suspendre ses tra-
vaux.

Le sénateur Robertson: Le Sénat ne siégera pas, mais cer-
tains autres comités vont le faire.

Le sénateur Bonnell: Nous n’avons qu’une question a étu-
dier, celle qui requiert notre présence. Nous ne nous réunirons
pas avant que vous reveniez, de toute fagon, car il n’y aura rien
a étudier.

Le sénateur Marshall: Nous allons manquer une semaine il
me semble selon notre horaire, la semaine aprés la semaine
prochaine.

Le président: Sous réserve de I’approbation par le Sénat du
mandat 4 I’égard des prestations aux enfants et aux personnes
Agées—approbation que nous obtiendrons je présume cette
semaine—Ile principal point 4 I'ordre du jour de notre pro-
chaine séance sera la premiére ébauche du rapport relatif aux
travaux qu’ont effectués pendant I’été nos recherchistes, M™
Baker et M. Marion Wrobel. Nous avons ce document en main
et je voudrais, avant de clore la séance, le déposer de sorte que
nous ayons le temps de le lire. Il ne reste qu’a savoir que quand
nous allons entreprendre 1’étude de ce projet de rapport. Vous
pourrez constater qu'il est assez substantiel, il compte prés de
100 pages.




25-11-1986

Affaires sociales, sciences et technologie 1523

[Text]

Senator Robertson: Mr. Chairman, are you asking that the
draft report just be tabled at this committee for our study? Is
that what you are asking this morning?

The Chairman: Yes, so that you will have it during the
adjournment. November 25 is a Tuesday, so our next meeting
as a full committee will be on December 2 to start the study
and the discussion of the draft report that will be tabled today.
Do you have copies for everyone?

The Clerk of the Committee: Yes.

The Chairman: In the meantime, we will have to read it and
then wait until all the members are available to start the dis-
cussion of that very important document.

Senator David: Mr. Chairman, will we receive the report in
French soon?

The Chairman: The report is now ready in the two official
languages, and we will start to study that not in two weeks
from now, but on December 2. Is that agreeable?

Senator Marshall: Yes.

The Chairman: I do not see the necessity of having a steer-
ing committee meeting in the meantime. The only problem is
that we start that study—-

Senator David: Do you think, Mr. Chairman, that we can
actually go through such a document, in two and a half hours?

The Chairman: Oh, no; we need longer than that.

Senator David: I am afraid that a short meeting will not
give us time for an in-depth discussion of that document. Perh-
pas we could have a one-day meeting to carry on our discus-
sion in depth.

The Chairman: We could discuss that at the next meeting,
because having read the document we will be in a better posi-
tion to decide how to give it the attention it obvviously needs.

Senator David: Actually, this is not a new document; it is
the one we received in English in September.

The Chairman: Yes, it is the same, but the French version
has not been available until now. In any event copies in both
languages can now be distributed to honourable senators. As
there is no other business, the meeting is adjourned.

The committee adjourned.

Ottawa, Tuesday, November 25, 1986

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day at 11 a.m. to study the subject
matter of Bill C-16, to amend the Unemployment Insurance
Act, 1971.

Senator M. Lorne Bonnell (Deputy Chairman) in the Chair.

[Traduction)

Le sénateur Robertson: Monsieur le président, demandez-
vous qu’on dépose le projet de rapport ce matin aux fins de
notre étude? Est-ce cela que vous voulez faire?

Le président: Oui, je voudrais simplement qu’il soit déposé
de sorte que nous puissions en prendre connaissance d’ici & ce
que nous reprenions nos travaux. Le 25 novembre est un
mardi, nous tiendrons donc notre prochaine séance le 2 décem-
bre, date a laquelle nous entamerons I’étude et la discussion du
projet de rapport qui va étre déposé aujourd’hui. Avons-nous
des exemplaires pour tout le monde?

Le greffier du comité: Oui

Le président: Nous allons entre-temps en prendre connais-
sance et attendrons que tous les membres soient présents pour
entreprendre la discussion de ce trés important document.

Le sénateur David: Monsieur le président, allons-nous rece-
voir la version frangaise du rapport bientdt?

Le président: Nous disposons des versions frangaise et
anglaise du rapport et entreprendrons notre étude non pas dans
deux semaines, mais le 2 décembre. Les honorables sénateurs
sont-ils d’accord?

Le sénateur Marshall: Bien sir.

Le président: Je ne crois pas qu’il soit nécessaire de tenir
une séance du comité directeur entre-temps. Le seul probléme
est que nous entamons cette étude . . .

Le sénateur David: Croyez-vous, monsieur le président, que
nous pouvons examiner ce document en deux heures et demie?
Ne croyez-vous pas. . .

Le président: Oh non, c’est une tdche plus exhaustive que
cela.

Le sénateur David: J’ai bien peur que nous n’ayons pas le
temps d’examiner 4 fond ce document au cours d’une courte
séance et je me demande si nous ne pourrions pas nous réunir
une journée compléte de fagon a I’étudier en détail.

Le président: Nous pourrions en discuter a la prochaine
séance. Chacun aura a4 ce moment-1a eu le temps de lire le
document et sera mieux en mesure de déterminer de quelle
fagon nous procéderons pour I’étudier a fond et lui accorder
toute I’attention nécessaire.

Le sénateur David: Mais ce n’est pas un nouveau document,
nous en avons regu la version anglaise en septembre.

Le président: C’est le méme document, mais nous n’avons
regu la version frangaise qu’hier. En tout état de cause il est
maintenant disponible dans les deux langues. Comme il n’y a
pas d’autres points 4 I’ordre du jour, le Comité suspend ses tra-
vaux.

Le Comité suspend ses travaux.

Ottawa, le mardi 25 novembre 1986

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui & 11 heures
pour examiner la teneur du projet de loi C-16 qui vise & modi-
fier la Loi de 1971 sur I’assurance-chdmage.

Le sénateur M. Lorne Bonnell (président suppléant) occupe
le fauteuil.
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The Deputy Chairman: Honourable senators, our chairman
is unable to be here this morning because he is ill. Conse-
quently, as your deputy chairman, I will chair the meeting.

We have with us this morning Mr. J. L. B. Larose, Chief
Actuary, Insurance Group, Employment and Immigration
Commission. Mr. K. Wyman, the Executive Director of Insur-
ance, is at another meeting and will be a little late getting
here. Perhaps we could start by asking Mr. Larose to give us
an outline of Bill C-16, which was referred to us for pre-study
last week.

Mr. J.L.B. Larose, Chief Actuary, Insurance Group,
Employment and Immigration Commission: Bill C-16 is fairly
straightforward. It is almost identical to Bill C-52, which was
adopted in May of 1985. The bill contains three clauses. The
first clause is to retain the 10-week to 14-week variable
entrance requirement for one more year. If that is not done,
the entrance requirement will become fixed at 14-weeks from
January 4, 1987. As a consequence of that, up to roughly
200,000 claimants might not be able to qualify for benefits
during 1987.

Clause 2 of the bill would freeze the employee’s rate of pre-
mium at the current level of 2.35 per cent of insurable earnings
for the year 1987, but at the same time, the employer’s rate of
premium would also be frozen at 3.29 per cent during 1987,
because the government does not want to put an additional
financial load on employers, particularly on small businesses,
thereby inhibiting the creation of new jobs or the momentum
of the ongoing economic recovery. Nevertheless, the 2.35 per
cent for employees and the 3.29 per cent for employers should
still yield a sizeable surplus during 1987 so that the existing
cumulative deficit in the account will be reduced substantially.

I would conclude my explanation on that note; if you have
any questions, I will try to answer them.

Senator Gigantés: Would you be prepared to talk more
widely on unemployment insurance rather than on this specific
bill? We seem to have been using unemployment insurance for
all kinds of purposes it was not designed for according to, say,
the actuarial view. For instance, we have used it as an income
support system, and there are people who say that things
would become much more rational if all income support sys-
tems were subsumed under one system—such as the negative
income tax of the kind Macdonald proposes—and all of this
were under general revenue rather than using these columns in
which, in effect, a tax is collected by the government—as it is
with the unemployment insurance benefits—and spent by the
government. Why should we continue with the fiction that it is
a separate kind of fund, when all of us know that in very tough
circumstances the government will have to kick in and help?
What is the advantage of having these different ledgers?
Shouldn’t we really be looking at the fundamental issue of how
we protect people against misery without destroying work
incentives overall?

Mr. Larose: I do not have the authority at this time to com-
ment on the policy aspect of the program. Given that an

[Traduction]

Le président suppléant: Honorables sénateurs, notre prési-
dent a di s’absenter ce matin pour des raisons de santé. Par
conséquent, en ma qualité de président suppléant, je vais prési-
der la séance.

Nous avons avec nous ce matin M. J. L. B. Larose, actuaire
en chef, Groupe de I’assurance, Commission de 'Emploi et de
I’Immigration. M. K. Wyman, directeur exécutif, Assurance,
qui assiste actuellement 4 une autre réunion, sera avec nous un
peu plus tard. Peut-étre pourrions-nous commencer par
demander & M. Larose de nous donner un apergu du projet de
loi C-16, qui nous a été renvoyé la semaine derniére pour que
nous en fassions une étude préliminaire.

M. J. L. B. Larose, actuaire en chef, Groupe de I’assurance,
Commission de PEmploi et de PImmigration: Le projet de loi
C-16 n’a rien de complexe. Il est presque identique au projet
de loi C-52 adopté en mai 1985. Il comporte trois articles. Le
premier vise a prolonger d’un an I'application de la disposition
qui permet de faire varier entre 10 et 14 semaines le nombre
minimal de semaines d’emploi assurable en fonction des condi-
tions régionales. Sans une telle mesure, cette période serait
fixée a 14 semaines a compter du 4 janvier 1987. Ce qui aurait
pour effet de priver quelque 200 000 prestataires de leurs pres-
tations au cours de la prochaine année.

L’article 2 du projet de loi vise & maintenir le taux de cotisa-
tion des employés a son niveau actuel de 2,35 p. 100 des rému-
nérations assurables pour 1987. Par la méme occasion, le
tauxde cotisation des employeurs sera également maintenu a
3,29 p. 100 pour 1987, afin d’éviter d’imposer un fardeau
financier de plus aux employeurs, en particulier aux petites
entreprises, qui aurait pour effet de ralentir la création
d’emplois ou la reprise économique en cours. Quoi qu’il en soit,
ces taux de cotisation vont quand méme permettre au gouver-
nement de réaliser un surplus suffisant pour pouvoir réduire
sensiblement le déficit cumulatif actuel.

Jaimerais conclure mes explications la-dessus. Si vous avez
des questions, je vais essayer d’y répondre.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Auriez-vous objection 4 ce que nous
parlions un peu plus de I’assurance-chdmage en général plutét
que de nous limiter aux dispositions de ce projet de loi précis?
Il semble que I’assurance-chdmage serve a diverses fins qui, du
point de vue actuariel, ne sont pas nécessairement les siennes.
Il n’est pas rare, par exemple, qu’elle tienne lieu de systéme de
soutien du revenu. A cet égard, certains prétendent qu’il serait
beaucoup plus rationnel de fusionner en un seul systéme tous
les programmes de soutien du revenu—comme I'impét sur le
revenu négatif, proposé par M. Macdonald—et ne pas faire de
distinction entre les fonds alloués 4 chacun de ces programmes,
puisque nous savons trés bien que 1’argent pergu par le gouver-
nement au titre, par exemple, de I'assurance-chomage, ne suf-
fit pas toujours a répondre a la demande. Le gouvernement
doit alors puiser ailleurs le montant nécessaire pour financer le
versement des prestations d’assurance-chomage. Quel est alors
I’avantage d’établir une distinction aussi artificielle? Ne serait-
il pas plus logique de trouver d’abord des moyens de protéger
la population contre la misére sans encourager I’oisiveté?

M. Larose: Je ne suis pas autorisé, pour le moment, 4 me
prononcer sur la politique gouvernementale en matiére d’assu-




25-11-1986

Affaires sociales, sciences et technologie 1225

[Text]

important report will be submitted to Parliament at the end of
this month, it would be preferable, I suppose, for any com-
ments pertaining to policy decisions to be delayed until the
report of the commission of inquiry on UIC has been submit-
ted to Parliament at the end of November or the early part of
December.

However, for your information I will clarify the financing
provisions under the UIC program as they stand now. Approx-
imately 75 per cent of program costs are now financed by pre-
miums from employees and employers. Those premiums are,
under the act, supposed to finance the first two phases of regu-
lar benefits, all special benefits and the cost of administration.
The government, under the act, has to finance the third phase
of regular benefits and fishing benefits. This is called the statu-
tory share of the government; it is defined very precisely in the
act. So the premiums from employees and employers can be
used only for the purposes for which they were intended,
namely, the financing of unemployment insurance benefits
during the first two phases, work-sharing benefits, special ben-
efits and the cost of administration; they could not be used for
any purposes not specified in the act.

Senator Gigantés: But there are two things involved here:
there is the spirit of these regulations, and of this original act
that you talk about, and there is the letter of the law. We have
trampled all over the spirit—and properly so in my view—
while trying to use words that would allow us to maintain that
we would obey the letter. The fact is that we have used unem-
ployment insurance for purposes other than those that were
thought of at the beginning, when unemployment was not the
major scourge it is now. We have since been using it in such a
way that we are shutting our eyes to the spirit of the original
act. It has been used as an income support program where
other income support programs might do better. We have
trampled all over the spirit of the act and it is not being
applied as was originally intended.

Mr. Larose: It is quite true that the original act has under-
gone several changes over the years since 1940. There were
substantial amendments to the act, I believe, in the late 1940s.
In the mid-1950s, seasonal benefits were introduced. In 1971
we introduced the Unemployment Insurance Act, which, as
you know, did change the program substantially by introduc-
ing new types of benefits and by generally enriching the pro-
gram and making it fall more in line with the needs of the
unemployed during the 1970s.

As yoﬁ know, there were amendments made in the 1970s
with Bill C-27 in 1977 and Bill C-69 in 1976. Other bills were
introduced early in the 1980s.

I suppose this is precisely what the commission of inquiry is
looking into and reporting on. The report will be issued, I
believe, at the end of this month.

Senator Gigantés: Am I correct in saying that we should not
be considering this bill at all until we have seen what the com-

[Traduction)

rance-chdmage, étant donné qu’un important rapport doit étre
déposé devant le Parlement a la fin du mois. Il serait préféra-
ble, je crois, d’attendre que la commission chargée d’enquéter
sur I’assurance-chomage dépose son rapport, a la fin de novem-
bre ou au début de décembre, avant de formuler quelques com-
mentaires que ce soit a ce sujet.

Jaimerais cependant préciser, a titre d’information, qu’en
vertu des dispositions actuelles relatives au financement du
programme d’a.-c., les primes versées par les employés et les
employeurs financent environ 75 p. 100 des coiits de ce pro-
gramme. En fait, ces primes suffisent a financer les deux pre-
miéres étapes du versement des prestations ordinaires ainsi que
I’ensemble des prestations spéciales et les frais d’administra-
tion. Selon la loi, le gouvernement doit financer la troisiéme
étape du versement des prestations ordinaires de méme que le
versement des prestations aux pécheurs. Cette contribution,
qui est définie trés précisément dans la loi, constitue ce qu’on
appelle la part statutaire du gouvernement. Donc, les primes
versées par les employés et les employeurs servent exclusive-
ment a financer le versement des prestations d’assurance-cho-
mage au cours des deux premiéres étapes, les prestations de
partage de travail, les prestations spéciales et les frais d’admi-
nistration. Elles ne peuvent servir 4 d’autres fins que celles pré-
cisées dans la loi.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Mais il y a une différence entre
’esprit de ce réglement et de la loi initiale dont vous parlez, et
la lettre. Nous faisons fi—fort pertinemment, & mon avis—de
I’esprit de la loi, mais nous essayons de nous donner I'illusion
que nous en respectons la lettre. Le fait est que I’assurance-
chomage sert a4 d’autres fins que celles prévues au départ,
avant que le chomage ne prenne les proportions actuelles.
Nous lui avons donné depuis une telle orientation, que nous ne
pouvons plus dire que nous respectons ’esprit de la loi initiale.
Nous en avons fait un programme de soutien du revenu, alors
que d’autres programmes du genre feraient beaucoup mieux
I'affaire. Nous avons outrepassé I’esprit de la loi, de sorte que
nous en avons oublié les objectifs initiaux.

M. Larose: Il est vrai que la loi initiale a subi plusieurs
changements depuis 1940. Des modifications importantes y ont
notamment été apportées 4 la fin des années 40. Au milieu des
années 50, nous avons créé les prestations saisonniéres. En
1971, nous avons déposé la Loi sur I’assurance-chdmage qui,
comme vous le savez, a transformé sensiblement le programme
en créant de nouveaux types de prestations et en apportant des
améliorations générales plus conformes aux besoins des ché-
meurs dans les années 70.

Comme vous le savez, d’autres modifications ont été appor-
tées dans les années 70 avec le dépdt du projet de loi C-27 en
1977 et du projet de loi C-69 en 1976. La loi a aussi subi
d’autres changements au début des années 80.

Je suppose que c’est précisément la-dessus que la commis-
sion d’enquéte, dont le rapport doit étre déposé a la fin du
mois, va se prononcer.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Dois-je en déduire que nous ne
devrions tout simplement pas nous pencher sur ce projet de loi
avant de connaitre les conclusions de la commission d’enquéte?
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mission of inquiry has to say? We seem to be looking at some-
thing that may well turn out to be built of sand.

Mr. Larose: Another purpose of this short bill, senator, is to
maintain the status quo for one more year in connection with
two very important clauses under the program. One deals with
the eligibility requirements—namely, the minimum number of
insurable weeks of employment that are necessary to qualify
for benefits or to establish a benefit period. The other main-
tains the status quo with regard to the premium rates for one
more year.

The minister wants to provide sufficient time for the con-
sideration of recommendations that will, undoubtedly, be
included in the Forget Report. Until then the status quo is
being maintained in connection with those two very important
aspects.

Senator Gigantés: It mentions 121 months, which is 10
years and one month.

Mr. Larose: Yes.

Senator Gigantés: We are maintaining the status quo tem-
porarily until we receive the Forget Report, and “temporarily”
seems to mean 10 years.

Mr. Larose: The first clause would extend what we call the
variable insurance requirement, the VIR, by another 12
months. It would extend it from 109 to 121 months. It is an
extension of 12 months from January 5, 1987 to January 5,
1988.

Senator Giganteés: On the first page of the bill it states:

During the period of one hundred and twenty-one
months that begins on December 4, 1977, . . .
What is the meaning of that?

Mr. Larose: The previous clause would have read, “During
the period of 109 months that begins on December 4 . . .~

Senator Gigantés: I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you very much.

Senator Marsden: I should like to ask about the second
provision under clause 1(2) which refers to sub-section 17(7).
If T understand it correctly, a similar section is included in the
existing act, that is, that the Governor in Council, subject to an
affirmative resolution of Parliament, now has the power to
extend the months mentioned above. Why then is the govern-
ment putting forward a new bill instead of using that power?

Mr. Larose: It is correct to say that under the existing legis-
lation there is provision to make that extension by way of Gov-
ernor-in-Council approval and, very importantly, affirmative
resolution of Parliament.

This is not the first time that this particular provision of the
act has been extended. I think it has been extended some five
or six times since it was introduced in 1977 through Bill C-27
and others. I am attempting to find the list of bills that have
been enacted since then.

[Traduction)
Peut-étre, en effet, sommes-nous en train de travailler absolu-
ment pour rien.

M. Larose: Puis-je me permettre de vous signaler que ce
petit projet de loi ne vise qu’a prolonger d’un an I'application
de deux dispositions trés importantes du programme d’assu-
rance-chdmage. L’une porte sur les exigences d’admissibilité,
en l'occurrence, le nombre minimal de semaines de travail
assurable nécessaires pour étre admissible aux prestations ou
pour établir la durée de la période ouvrant droit & des presta-
tions. L’autre vise & maintenir pour un an encore les taux de
cotisation actuels.

22

Le ministre veut se réserver suffisamment de temps pour
étudier les recommandations que ne manqueront pas de formu-
ler les auteurs du rapport Forget. D’ici 14, ces deux dispositions
vont demeurer inchangées.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Il est fait mention d’une période de
121 mois, c’est-a-dire 10 ans et un mois.

M. Larose: C’est exact.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Lorsque vous dites que vous allez
maintenir temporairement le statu quo jusqu’au dépét du rap-
port Forget, vous entendez par «temporairement» dix ans.

M. Larose: Le premier article a pour effet de prolonger d’un
autre 12 mois I'application de ce que nous appellons le facteur
de variation régionale. La période d’application de cette dispo-
sition va donc passer de 109 a4 121 mois. Il s’agit d’une prolon-
gation de 12 mois qui s’étend du 5 janvier 1987 au 5 janvier
1988.

Le sénateur Gigantés: A la premiére page du projet de loi, il
est indiqué que:
«Pendant la période de cent vingt et un mois qui com-
mence le 4 décembre 1977, .. »
Qu’est-ce que cela veut dire?

M. Larose: L’ancien article disait: «Pendant la période de
cent neuf mois qui commence le 4 décembre . . . ».

Le sénateur Gigantés: Je n’ai plus d’autres questions, mon-
sieur le président. Je vous remercie beaucoup.

Le sénateur Marsden: J’aimerais poser une question au sujet
de la disposition 1(2) portant sur le paragraphe 17(7). Si je
comprends bien, il existe un article semblable dans la loi
actuelle. Donc, le gouverneur en conseil peut, sous réserve
d’une résolution affirmative du Parlement, prolonger la
période en question. Pourquoi alors le gouvernement n’a-t-il
pas exercé ce pouvoir plutdt que de déposer un nouveau projet
de loi?

M. Larose: I est exact de dire qu’une disposition de la loi
actuelle prévoit cette extension par suite de I'approbation du
gouverneur en conseil et, je le souligne, d’une résolution affir-
mative du Parlement.

Ce n’est pas la premiére fois qu'une extension semblable est
accordée. Je crois qu'on en a accordé une cing ou six fois
depuis I'adoption du projet de loi C-27 en 1977 et d’autres pro-
jets de loi. J'essaie de trouver la liste des lois qui ont été pro-
mulguées depuis lors.
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In any case, it was probably found to be more practical or
convenient to accomplish this particular amendment to the
legislation through a short piece of legislation rather than
going through what might boil down to the same debate in
Parliament regarding the affirmative resolution of Parliament.
In any case, this has been done about five or six times since
1977. The government of the day has always chosen to use a
short bill to make that particular extension.

Senator Marsden: Why do we have that section, since it has
never been used and since on this occasion, as you have pointed
out, the Forget Commission is about to report and complete
the first major review in a decade.

Mr. Larose: That has been in place since 1977.

Incidentally, the subclause which you were questioning is
really a consequential amendment to clause 1(1). In other
words, having amended or extended this period from 109 to
121, you also have to carry consequential amendments in sub-
section 17(7) of the act.

Senator Marsden: I understand. Perhaps you can tell us,
however, why we have this particular form of consequential
amendment? We might have had one which said, simply,
“Drop that provision”. You are arguing that on traditional
grounds this has been included. I wonder if you could explain
the rational grounds for its inclusion. Is it in any way necessary
to the legislation proper?

Mr. Larose: I can only speculate on this and perhaps I
should not be doing so; but it could perhaps be argued that at
the time this particular clause was included in the act in 1977,
it might not have been expected to last beyond the period origi-
nally provided for.

As you know, the rate of unemployment has gone up since
that particular period and, consequently, the government of
the day felt a responsibility to extend that period so that the
variable insurance requirement, which, incidentally, measures
the difficulties of finding or keeping unemployment across the
country, would be maintained during the current years.

Senator Marsden: Your department has more experience
than anyone else in this country regarding the difficulties of
unemployment and its insurance in all parts of this country.
Can you tell me whether the CEIC has done any studies or has
expressed any views, of either a defined or a wider nature, with
respect to this question of variable entry requirements? In
other words, do you think that in the current employment and
labour market situation in this country we should permanently
entrench the variable entrance requirement into our unemploy-
ment insurance scheme? In 1977, the arguments were that it
should be temporary, that it was undesirable, that it should be
uniform all across the country. Does the evidence you have
support that view or would you now offer the contrary view?

Mr. Larose: Again, senator, you are asking me to comment
on whether the current provisions of the act should or should
not be maintained. I would prefer not to comment on the
policy aspect of the progam until the report of the Forget
Commission has been submitted.

[Traduction)

De toute fagon, probablement a-t-on considéré plus pratique
ou commode de procéder au moyen d’un court projet de loi
plutdt que par un processus qui aurait pu aboutir au méme
sempiternel débat au Parlement concernant la résolution affir-
mative. On a procédé de cette fagon cing ou six fois depuis
1977. Le gouvernement de I’époque a toujours préféré accorder
cette extension par I'intermédiaire d’un court projet de loi.

Le sénateur Marsden: Je me demande pourquoi cet article
existe puisqu’il n’a jamais été appliqué d’autant plus, comme
vous ’avez signalé, que la Commission Forget est sur le point
de déposer son rapport aux termes de la pemiére étude impor-
tante de la question depuis une décennie.

M. Larose: Cette mesure est en vigueur depuis 1977.

Soit dit en passant, le paragraphe que vous mettez en ques-
tion est en fait un amendement corrélatif au paragraphe 1(1).
En d’autres termes, en faisant passer cette période de 109 a
121 jours, vous devez également adopter des amendments cor-
rélatifs au paragraphe 17(7) de la loi.

Le sénateur Marsden: Je vois. Peut-étre pourriez-vous nous
dire cependant pourquoi nous apportons cette forme particu-
liére d’amendement corrélatif? Nous aurions pu en adopter un
qui abrogerait simplement cette disposition. Or, vous soutenez
que c’est depuis toujours sous-entendu. Pourriez-vous nous
expliquer pourquoi? Est-ce absolument nécessaire?

M. Larose: Je ne le sais pas exactement et peut-étre ne
devrais-je pas faire de supposition, mais au moment ou cette
disposition a été incluse dans la loi en 1977, peut-étre ne
s’attendait-on pas 4 ce qu’on en prolonge I'application au-dela
de la période originalement prévue.

Comme vous le savez, le taux de chomage a grimpé depuis
lors et, en conséqunce, le gouvernement de I’époque s’est senti
obligé de prolonger cette période de sorte que les diverses exi-
gences relatives 4 I’assurance-chdmage qui, soit dit en passant,
tiennent compte de la difficulté 4 trouver ou a garder un
emploi, seront maintenues au cours de ces années.

Le sénateur Marsden: Votre ministére connait plus que tout
autre au pays les difficultés que posent le chomage et I'assu-
rance-chdmage dans toutes les régions du pays. Pourriez-vous
me dire si la CEIC a effectué des études ou a exprimé une opi-
nion définie ou générale concernant la question des facteurs de
variation régionale? En d’autres termes croyez-vous, étant
donné la situation actuelle de I’emploi et du marché du travail
dans le pays, que nous devrions inclure en permanence des con-
ditions d’admissibilité variables dans notre régime d’assurance-
chdmage? En 1977, on soutenait que ces dispositions devaient
étre temporaires, que le régime devait étre uniforme dans tout
le pays. D’aprés ce que vous savez, que préconise-t-on a I’heure
actuelle?

M. Larose: Vous me demandez de nouveau, madame la
sénatrice, d’indiquer si les dispositions actuelles de la loi
devraient ou ne devraient pas étre maintenues. Je préférerais
ne pas commenter sur cet aspect de politique avant que la
Commission Forget ait déposé son rapport.
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Senator Marsden: Mr. Chairman, I phrased my question
badly. I was trying to put it so that the witness did not have to
give an opinion of either a personal or departmental nature.
That is why I asked if he had done any studies, if he had any
evidence of the impact of a uniform entrance requirement as
opposed to a variable one.

Mr. Larose: I am so sorry, senator, I misunderstood your
question. As I was saying in my short opening remarks, if
clause 1 were not adopted, the current variable entrance
requirement of 10 to 14 weeks, depending on the regional rate
of unemployment, would be changed to a fixed 14-week
requirement across the country. The consequence of that
would be that as many as 200,000 claimants would not be able
to establish a claim during 1987. The financial impact of that
would be of the order of over half a billion dollars, and the
concentration of the reduction in benefits, or of the number of
claimants affected by a fixed 14-week entrance requirement,
would be found in the Atlantic provinces for the most part, fol-
lowed by a slightly higher than average number in British
Columbia and in Quebec. In the rest of the country the impact
would be much lower than average, simply because the
employment opportunities are probably superior in those areas
than they are in the maritimes, in B.C. and in Quebec.

Senator Marsden: I remember when the CEIC was strug-
gling with the question of inducing workers to move to the jobs
rather than to stay in the region where employment opportuni-
ties were very low. Presumably, the fixed entrance requirement
has an impact upon that. In other words, if it were to be raised
to a uniform 14-week entry period, there would be a great deal
more migration across the country. Has that been considered
in relation to the offsetting costs of support for migration?

Mr. Larose: Studies might have been conducted along those
lines, but I am not aware of them or of their results.

Senator Marsden: Therefore, the CEIC has not reversed its
position that movement towards work is more desirable than
staying in a region of low demand?

Mr. Larose: As senators are aware, we do provide for the
mobility of workers mobility grants to enable them to move
from the low employment to the higher employment regions.
This would be used to avoid the sorts of results that are not
desirable.

Senator Marsden: I wonder if you have balanced the costs
on either side in that respect?

Mr. Larose: I am not aware of that particular aspect of the
program, so I do not think I can answer that question.

Senator Marsden: Would you be kind enough to refer me to
the technical expert in your department who would be able to
answer that question? In terms of the costs of unemployment
insurance and what the country faces, it would be interesting,

[Traduction)

Le sénateur Marsden: Monsieur le président, j'ai mal for-
mulé ma question. Je voulais la formuler de fagon a ce que le
témoin n’ait pas a donner sa propre opinion ou celle de son
ministére. C’est pourquoi je lui ai demandé s'il avait effectué
des études ou entendu des commentaires concernant l'inci-
dence de conditions d’admissibilité uniformes par opposition a
des conditions variables.

M. Larose: Je suis désolé, madame la sénatrice, d’avoir mal
compris votre questions. Comme je I’ai dit dans ma déclaration
préliminaire, si 'article I n’était pas adopté, les conditions
d’admissibilité actuelles de 10 a 14 semaines, qui sont fonction
du taux régional de chomage, seraient remplacées par une exi-
gence fixe de 14 semaines pour tout le pays. En conséquence,
200 000 prestataires perdraient leur droit aux prestations en
1987. Cette mesure permettrait d’épargner plus d’un demi mil-
liard de dollars. Par ailleurs, ce sont surtout les citoyens des
provinces de I’Atlantique, et, dans une proportion légérement
supérieure 4 la moyenne de ceux de la Colombie-Britannique
et du Québec qui subiraient une réduction des prestations par
suite de I’adoption d’une condition d’admissibilité fixe de 14
semaines. Cette mesure aurait une incidence bien inférieure a
la moyenne dans les autres provinces du pays, simplement
parce que les débouchés y sont probablement plus considéra-
bles que dans les Maritimes, en Colombie-Britannique et au
Québec.

Le sénateur Marsden: Je me rappelle que la CEIC s’est 4 un
moment donné demandée si elle devait forcer les travailleurs a
se déplacer pour trouver un emploi plutdt qu’a rester dans la
région ou les débouchés étaient rares. Selon toute vraisem-
blance, cette mesure aurait une incidence d ce titre. En
d’autres termes, si I'on appliquait une période d’admissibilité
uniforme de 14 semaines il y aurait beaucoup plus de migra-
tion 4 I'intérieur du pays. A-t-on pris en considération les coiits
inhérents a cette migration?

M. Larose: Peut-étre a-t-on effectué des études a ce sujet,
mais je ne le sais pas.

Le sénateur Marsden: En conséquence, la CEIC maintient
toujours qu’il est préférable d’inciter les travailleurs a se dépla-
cer plutdt que de demeurer dans une région ou les débouchés
sont rares?

M. Larose: Comme les sénateurs le savent, nous offrons une
indemnisation pour les travailleurs qui sont appelés a se dépla-
cer pour trouver un emploi, sous forme de subventions a la
mobilité, afin de leur permettre de quitter leur région, ou le
taux de chomage est élevé, pour se rendre dans une région ou il
est inférieur. On peut ainsi éviter les résultats qui en sont pas
souhaitables.

Le sénateur Marsden: Je me demande si vous avez évalué
les coiits de ces deux possibilités?

M. Larose: Je ne connais pas cet aspect particulier du pro-
gramme et ne suis donc pas en mesure de répondre a la ques-
tion.

Le sénateur Marsden: Seriez-vous assez aimable pour
m’indiquer 4 qui m’adresser afin d’obtenir une réponse? Pour
ce qui est des coiits de I’assurance-chdmage et de la situation
au pays, il serait intéressant, de fait, de savoir si I’épargne que
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indeed, to know whether the large sum that you said would be
a consequence if this bill were not passed would be offset by
mobility grants. There may be no relationship, but I would be
curious to know if there is.

Mr. Larose: I do not think there is a relationship between
the two, or, at least, that such a relationship as you are sug-
gesting is being examined in quite that light. There is a pro-
gram which tries to offset the negative implication of the vari-
able entrance requirement, but it is not done in the sort of
systematic way that you have described.

Senator Marsden: I do not have in front of me a copy of the
Forget report and I have forgotten the terms of that inquiry.
Was that commission asked explicitly to look at the question of
the variable entrance requirement and the impact upon the
labour markets in low demand parts of our economy?

Mr. Larose: If I may, I will ask Mr. Wyman to reply to that
question.

Mr. Kenneth Wyman, Executive Director, Insurance,
Employment and Immigration Commission: The mandate of
the Forget Commission was very broad. It was not specifically
asked to look at that one item, but certainly the mandate given
to the commissioners gave them ample scope to examine that
area if they so wished.

Senator Marsden: Do you know whether they did examine
it? I am not asking for their conclusions, but do you know if
they looked at that area?

Mr. Wyman: I don’t know. We have not yet received the
report so I don’t know whether that area was addressed. As I
say, however, the mandate was certainly quite broad enough
and gave the commissioners ample opportunity to do so.

The Deputy Chairman: Honourable senators, the two wit-
nesses who have just joined usare Mr. Ken Wyman, Executive
Director of Insurance, and Mr. Joseph Verbruggen, Director
General of Insurance Policy. I now call upon Senator David.

Le sénateur David: Monsieur Larose, j’aimerais savoir pour-
quoi a I'article 61(1) ou il y a un amendement et ou si je vous
ai bien compris, 'on avait gelé au méme taux qu’en 1986, les
cotisations de 1987 pour les employés et les employeurs. Pour-
quoi a-t-on cru bon de redéfinir le 2.35 p. 100 des rémunéra-
tions pour les employés, sans redéfinir le 3.9 p. 100 des
employeurs?

M. Larose: Monsieur le président, la législation en cours
prévoit que le taux des employeurs sera égal 4 1.4 fois le taux
des employés. Donc, automatiquement, en établissant un taux
de 2.35 p. 100 pour les employés, on a évidemment le taux de
3.29 p. 100 pour les employeurs.

Le sénateur David: Mais, puisque c’est gelé au méme taux,
la méme loi fait qu’il fallait redéfinir le taux des employés pour
arriver a celui des employeurs. Ce gel devait étre inscrit dans
la loi. Cet article était indispensable.

M. Larose: L’article 64(1) de la loi prévoit déja que le taux
des employeurs sera 1.4, et donc, que I'on n’avait pas besoin de
fixer ou de spécifier celui de I'employeur, non plus évidem-

[Traduction)

pourrait réaliser le gouvernement si ce projet de loi n’était pas
adopté ne servirait pas a octroyer des subventions a la mobilité.
Peut-étre n’y a-t-il pas de lien de cause a effet entre ces deux
mesures, mais je serais curieuse de le savoir.

M. Larose: Je ne crois pas qu’il y ait de lieu de cause a effet
entre ces deux questions ou, du moins, que la question ait été
envisagée sous cette angle. Il existe un programme qui essaie
de compenser pour I'incidence négative du facdeur de variation
régionale, mais il n’est pas appliqué de la fagon systématique
que vous avez décrite.

Le sénateur Marsden: Je n’ai pas d’exemplaire du rapport
de la commission Forget en main et en ai oublié le mandat.
Cette commission était-elle chargée explicitement d’étudier la
question du facteur de variation régionale et de son incidence
sur le marché du travail dans les secteurs de notre économie a
faible demande?

M. Larose: J'aimerais demander & M. Wyman de répondre
a cette question.

M. Kenneth Wyman, Directeur exécutif, Assurance, Com-
mission de ’emploi et de immigration: La commission Forget
avait un mandat trés vaste. Elle n’était pas précisément char-
gée d’étudier un seul point, mais elle disposait certainement de
toute la latitude voulue pour examiner cette question si elle le
désirait.

Le sénateur Marsden: Savez-vous si elle I’a étudiée? Je ne
veux pas connaitre ses conclusions, mais simplement savoir si
elle a étudié la question?

M. Wyman: Je ne sais pas. Nous n’avons pas encore regu
son rapport et je ne sais donc pas si elle s’est penchée sur ce
point. Je le répéte, toutefois, son mandat était certainement
assez large pour qu’elle effectue cette étude.

Le vice-président: Honorables sénateurs, deux autres
témoins viennent de se joindre 4 nous. M. Ken Wyman, est
directeur exécutif de Iassurance et M. Joseph Verbruggen,
directeur général de la politique d’assurance. La parole est
maintenant au sénateur David.

Senator David: Mr. Larose, I would like to know why sec-
tion 61(1) has been amended, or rather, if I understood your
correctly, why the rate of employer and employee contribu-
tions for 1987 have been frozen at the 1986 rate. Why was it
thought desirable to redefine the 2.35 per cent premium on
wages without redefining the 3.29 per cent contributed by the
employers?

Mr. Larose: Mr. Chairman, the Act currently in force pro-
vides that the employers’ rate shall be equal to 1.4 times the
employees’ rate, so by setting 2.35 per cent as the rate for
employees, you automatically get a rate of 3.29 per cent for
the employers.

Senator David: But since it’s frozen at the same rate, the
same legislation requires that the employers’ rate be reached
by redefining the employees’ rate, and this freeze ought to be
spelled out in the legislation, that section was indispensable.

Mr. Larose: Section 64(1) of the current Act already pro-
vides that the employers’ rate shall be 1.4 times the employees’
rate, so there is no need to set, or to specify, if you will, the
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ment, d’amender I’article 64(1) qui demeure tel quel. En fait le
seul changement qui était nécessaire consistait 4 étendre la
période du gel de 1986 pour une autre année, en fonction seu-
lement du taux de prime des employés, et conséquemment, a
Iarticle 64(1), le taux des employeurs demeurerait incidem-
ment le méme.

Le sénateur David: Mais si je vous ai bien compris, le taux
des employés aussi a été gelé, et est le méme qu’en 19867

M. Larose: Exactement.

Le sénateur David: A ce moment-la comment se lisait I’arti-
cle 62 de lancienne loi? Cela devait étre un taux de 2.35,
j’imagine?

M. Larose: Oui, I'article de la loi présentement en vigueur et
qui a été amendé par le projet de loi C-52 adopté au mois de
mai 1985, se lisait comme suit. Je n’ai que le texte anglais et si
vous me le permettez . . .

62.1 Notwithstanding section 62, the rate of premium
that persons employed in insurable employment will be
required to pay in 1986 is 2.35 per cent of insurable earn-
ings in that year.

Alors, c’est 1a la clause courante, et celle-ci est amendéeen . . .

Le sénateur David: . .. en ajoutant le mot 19877
M. Larose: Oui.

Le sénateur David: C’est la seule différence?

M. Larose: Voila.

Le sénateur David: Merci.

Le sénateur Rousseau: Je ne sais qui d’entre nous répondra
mais j’aimerais savoir si depuis ce gel, il y a eu des emplois de
créés. Aussi combien d’emplois ont été préservés. Est-ce qu’on
est parvenu a recueillir des chiffres 1a-dessus? Combien
d’emplois ont été créés et combien ont été préservés depuis le
gel?

M. Larose: La question touche a ce que I’on pourrait appeler
la macro-économie. Lorsqu’une cotisation obligatoire n’est pas
augmentée, lorsqu’on ne préléve pas de I’argent du secteur de
I’économie, cet argent, en demeurant dans 1’économie, aug-
mente le pouvoir d’achat des particuliers et aussi permet aux
employeurs de ne pas augmenter leur coiit de production et de
créer de nouveaux emplois. Je ne sais pas s’il y a des économis-
tes ici qui pourraient évaluer I'impact du gel. L’an dernier
cause du gel un montant d’environ 650 millions de dollars n’a
pas été prélevé a cause du gel. Cela a certainement eu pour
effet, ou bien de maintenir des emplois, ou bien de créer de
nouveaux emplois. Je n’ai pas a la portée de la main le nombre
d’emplois qui pourrait correspondre a4 un certain montant
d’argent qui n’est pas prélevé de I’économie. Malheureuse-
ment, je n’ai pas ce chiffre. On pourrait peut-étre vous le four-
nir plus tard.

Le sénateur Rousseau: Il serait intéressant d’avoir plus de
précision sur les effets du gel, a savoir si c’est rentable ou non,
si cela crée de I'emploi, ou en préserve.

M. Larose: Il n’y a pas eu d’étude précise la-dessus; d’ail-

leurs elle ne pourrait pas se faire avant plusieurs années, avant
d’avoir tous les chiffres de 1986. Le gel est présentement en

[Traduction]

employers’ rate, and obviously there is equally no need to
amend section 64(1), which remains as is. The only change
that was necessary was to extend the term of the 1986 freeze
for another year, and with respect to the employees’ rate only,
because as a result of section 64(1) the employers’ rate would
stay the same.

Senator David: But if I understood you correctly, the
employees’ rate is also frozen and is the same as in 1986.

Mr. Larose: Precisely.

Senator David: Well, in that case, how did section 62 of the
old Act read? The rate must have been fixed at 2.35, I imag-
ine?

Mr. Larose: Yes, the section in the current Act, which inci-
dentally was amended by Bill C-52, passed in May 1985, read
as follows. I only have the English version, and if you will all-
low me—

Nonobstant I’article 62, les personnes exergant un
emploi assurable devront verser en 1986 2,35 p. 100 de
leurs gains assurables de I’année en cours.

Therefore we have the clause as it now stands.
Senator David: Without mentioning 1987?
Mr. Larose: That’s right.

Senator David: And that’s the only difference?
Mr. Larose: Yes.
Senator David: Thank you.

Senator Rousseau: I'm not sure who can answer this ques-
tion, but I would imagine that some jobs have been created
since the freeze. Excactly how many jobs have been saved or
created since the freeze was imposed?

Mr. Larose: Your question involves macroeconomics. When
mandatory contributions are not increased, or when no money
is collected from the economic sector, then this money, by
remaining in circulation in the economy, increases the pur-
chasing power of individuals and enables employers to keep
production costs in check and create new jobs. I don’t know
whether there are any economists here among us who could
attempt to gauge the impact of this measure, but last year, the
freeze represented a total of about $ 650 million in contribu-
tions that were not collected. This certainly had some kind of
effect, either in terms of saving jobs or creating new ones, but I
can’t tell you offhand the exact number that corresponds to
this amount. Unfortunately, I don’t have these figures with
me. However, I could perhaps get them for you.

Senator Rousseau: It would be interesting to have them, for
information purposes, so as to have a better idea of whether or
not the freeze is beneficial, that if it creates or saves jobs.

Mr. Larose: No specific study has been made and one could
not be done for several more years, at least until we have the
complete figures for 1986. The freeze is presently in effect but
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cours. Il est généralement reconnu que des emplois auraient
peut-étre été éliminés ou n’auraient pas été créés, et si on avait
prélevé un montant d’environ six 4 700 millions de dollars de
plus de I’économie. Je pense que c’est généralement reconnu
par les économistes qu’un tel phénoméne se produit présente-
ment.

Le sénateur Rousseau: Merci, monsieur.

The Deputy Chairman: While we have the executive director
with us, perhaps he could answer the question that Senator
Marsden asked earlier as to why, in clause 1(2) subsection
17(7) of the act is repealed and a new subsection (7) sub-
stituted therefor. Why has that been put back in when it is not
needed and is never used? The subsection says:

(7) The Commission may, with the approval of the
Governor in Council and subject to affirmative resolution
of Parliament, extend the period of one hundred and
twenty-one months . . .

Why do we need that subsection? We have an act going
through rather than a resolution, and I would think that we
would have an act going through the next time, if we wished to
change it.

Mr. Wyman: To the best of my knowledge, this is the way it
has been done over the past six or seven years, and it was felt
appropriate to continue doing it that way rather than take the
other route. Perhaps Mr. Verbruggen can add to what I have
said.

Mr. Joseph J. Verbruggen, Director General, Insurance
Policy, Employment and Immigration Commission: I believe
the intent of the government in 1977 before this section came
into effect, was to increase the entrance requirement to a flat
14 weeks. As a result of the parliamentary system, the commit-
tee system, it was then modified to include this item on the
variable entrance requirement. It has been maintained from
year to year pending a variety of reviews that we have under-
gone over the past several years. You will recall that there was
an internal review in 1981, and presently there is the Forget
Commission. The assumption has always been that those
reviews or royal commissions might make significant recom-
mendations in this area relative to the entrance requirement.
So it is pending the outcome of those studies and/or acceptance
of the recommendation that this is being maintained.

The Deputy Chairman: But that does not answer the ques-
tion for me. It does not make it any better. In fact, it just con-
fuses me more than ever. The subsection says:

(7) The Commission may, with the approval of the
Governor in Council and subject to affirmative resolution
of Parliament, extend the period of one hundred and
twenty-one months . . .

We are speaking of the period mentioned at the top of page 2
of the bill. It has nothing to do with the 14 days, other than the
extension of that time. It merely changes the period. Why do
we have to have that as a resolution and the approval of the
Governor in Council—you have to have both in order to
change that—when each time you change it you bring in an

[Traduction)

it is generally acknowledged that some jobs would have been
cut or not even created it between $ 6 and $ 7 million had been
taken out of the economy. I think economists generally accept
this fact.

Senator Rousseau: Thank you.

Le vice-président: Puisque le directeur exécutif se trouve
encore parmi nous, il pourrait peut-étre répondre au sénateur
Marsden qui a demandé plus tot pourquoi le paragrahe 1(2)
abroge le paragraphe 17(7) et lui substitue un nouveau para-
graphe (7). Pourquoi a-t-on réinséré cette disposition qui est
superflue et n’est jamais utilisée? Le paragraphe stipule:

«(7) La Commission peut, avec I’approbation du gou-
verneur en conseil et sous réserve de résolution affirmative
du Parlement, prolonger la période de cent vingt et un
mois . . .

Qu’avons-nous besoin de ce paragraphe? Nous adoptons ici un
projet de loi, non une résolution, et je pense qu’il en sera ainsi
la prochaine fois que nous projetterons de modifier la loi.

M. Wyman: Si je me souviens bien, c’est ainsi qu’on a pro-
cédé les six ou sept derniéres années et nous avons jugé qu’il
était préférable de recourir a cette formule plutét que d’en
adopter une autre. M. Verbruggen a peut-étre un mot a ajou-

ter a ce sujet.

M. Joseph J. Verbruggen, directeur général, politique
d’assurance, Commission de Pemploi et de Pimmigration:
L’intention du gouvernement était, je crois, en 1977, avant que
cet article ne prenne effet, de porter la période d’admissibilité
a 14 semaines. Le Parlement et le Comité ont ensuite modifié
cette disposition pour que cette période varie selon les régions.
Ce facteur de variation a été maintenu d’année en année dans
le cadre des révisions successives qui ont été apportées au fil
des ans. Vous vous souviendrez qu’il y a eu une révision interne
en 1981 et qu'il y a actuellement, la Commission Forget. On a
toujours espéré que ces révisions ou Commissions royales ame-
nent d’importantes recommandations en ce qui concerne le
maintien ou non de conditions d’admissibilité variables. Aussi,
ce n’est qu’en attendant le résultat de ces études et ou I’appro-
bation des recommandations que nous maintenons ce paragra-
phe.

Le vice-président: Mais cela ne répond pas & ma question.
Cela ne m’éclaire pas. En réalité, ma confusion est encore plus
grande. Le paragraphe stipule:

«(7) La Commission peut, avec I’approbation du gou-
verneur en conseil et sous réserve de résolution affirmative
du Parlement, prolonger la période de cent vingt et un
mois prévue au paragraphe (6).»

Nous parlons ici de la période mentionnée au bas de la page 2
du projet de loi. Cela ne concerne les 14 semaines que pour
autant que la période d’admissibilité est consernée. On ne fait
qu’en prolonger I'application. Pourquoi nous faut-il pour cela
une résolution et I’approbation du gouverneur en conseil—il
vous faut les deux pour modifier une telle disposition—puis-
que, chaque fois que vous la modifiez, vous présentez plutdt un
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act of Parliament instead? Why do we have to keep including
this subsection? Is it because we did so before?

Mr. Verbruggen: Mr. Chairman, for clarification, are you
asking why this is done by the commission with the approval of
the Governor in Council—

The Deputy Chairman: By a resolution. If you are going to
keep making legislation, then we do not need this subsection.

Mr. Verbruggen: It is my understanding that, if you were to
follow this process, it would be just as cumbersome as intro-
ducing legislation; and, since you need legislation anyway for
the fixing of the rate, this is included so as not to have a sepa-
rate process.

Senator Marsden: Then why include this in the bill?

The Deputy Chairman: Why include it at all?

Senator Marsden: Why not leave it out this time?

Mr. Verbruggen: Then it becomes an automatic 14 weeks.

The Deputy Chairman: No, no; it has nothing to do with the
14 weeks. It just extends the period of 121 months.

Mr. Verbruggen: You have to extend the period mentioned
before, under subsection (6).

The Deputy Chairman: We are doing that by act of Parlia-
ment, not by resolution.

Mr. Verbruggen: If you did it by resolution, you would have
a separate process from the rest of the bill.

The Deputy Chairman: If we did it by resolution, we would
have to have an order in council and also a resolution of Parlia-
ment.

Mr. Verbruggen: That’s right.

The Deputy Chairman: We have never done it that way in
the past. We now have an act of Parliament being considered,
and, since we are only going to do it for the year and we have a
report being brought in during the year that will revamp the
whole system, why do we keep including this subsection? We
might as well pass an act of Parliament rather than a resolu-
tion of Parliament. The Governor in Council cannot do any-
thing without the approval of Parliament. I do not really
understand the necessity for this subsection. It seems to me
that we are wasting words and making this bill sound com-
plicated. It is verbose. It sounds like some lawyer has put in
extra words because he gets paid by the word.

Mr. Verbruggen: Quite so; and your point is: why is it not
simply left to Parliament to do it every time?

The Deputy Chairman: And do it right. I have some further
questions. You probably have some statistics showing the num-
ber of people, particularly in the Atlantic region, who are

[Traduction)
projet de loi au Parlement? Pourquoi nous faut-il toujours
insérer ce paragraphe? Est-ce parce que nous avons agi ainsi
par le passé?

M. Verbruggen: Monsieur le président, pourriez-vous préci-
ser si vous voulez savoir pourquoi la Commission procéde ainsi,
sur approbation du gouverneur en conseil . . .

Le vice-président: Au moyen d’une résolution. Si vous
escomptez procéder par voie législative, alors, nous n’avons pas
besoin de ce paragraphe.

M. Verbruggen: Si je comprends bien, vous voulez dire que
cette solution serait tout aussi compliquée que de présenter un
nouveau projet de loi et étant donné que, de toute fagon, il faut
une mesure législative pour fixer le taux, on inclut ce paragra-
phe pour ne pas avoir a faire les deux.

Le sénateur Marsden: Alors pourquoi insérer ce paragraphe
au présent projet de loi?

Le vice-président: Quel est sa raison d’étre, tout simple-
ment?

Le sénateur Marsden: Pourquoi ne pas I'exclure, cette fois-
ci?

M. Verbruggen: La période d’admissibilité serait alors inva-
riablement de 14 semaines.

Le vice-président: Non, non; ceci n’a rien a voir avec ces 14
semaines. La disposition ne fait qu’en prolonger 'application
au-dela de 121 mois.

M. Verbruggen: Vous devez prolonger la période mentionnée
plus t6t, au paragraphe (6).

Le vice-président: Nous procédons ici par voie législative et
non par résolution.

M. Verbruggen: Si vous procédiez par résolution, vous
auriez recours a un processus différent de celui qui est utilisé
pour le reste du projet de loi.

Le vice-président: Si nous procédions par résolution, il nous
faudrait un arrété en conseil et aussi une résolution du Parle-
ment.

M. Verbruggen: C’est juste.

Le vice-président: Nous n’avons jamais procédé ainsi par le
passé. Nous étudions en ce moment une loi du Parlement et
comme cette mesure ne s’applique qu’a I’année en cours et que
nous aurons cette année un rapport qui réformera tout le
régime, pourquoi conserver ce paragraphe? Autant adopter
une loi du Parlement plutét qu’une résolution du Parlement.
Le gouverneur en conseil ne peut rien faire sans 'approbation
du Parlement. Je ne comprends vraiment pas la nécessité de ce
paragraphe. Il me semble que ce sont des mots inutiles, qui
compliquent inutilement ce projet de loi. C’est du verbiage. Ce
doit étre les juristes qui ont ajouté ces mots; ils doivent étre
payés au mot.

M. Verbruggen: Bon, trés bien. En somme, vous vous
demandez pourquoi on n’a pas toujours laissé le Parlement en
statuer?

Le vice-président: Comme il se doit. J’ai d’autres questions
a poser. Vous avez probablement des chiffres nous renseignant
sur le nombre de gens, en particulier dans la région Atlantique,
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drawing unemployment insurance at the present time—not
who are unemployed but who are drawing unemployment
insurance. Do you have those statistics?

Mr. Larose: | believe Mr. Verbruggen has those statistics.

The Deputy Chairman: Also a breakdown for each of the
provinces—or are they done by region rather than by prov-
ince?

Mr. Verbruggen: By province. The number of beneficiaries
by province in 1985.

The Deputy Chairman: We would like the statistics for
1986. For example, do you know how many people actually
drew benefits in October, 19867

Mr. Verbruggen: I do not have that figure in front of me.

The Deputy Chairman: What is the most recent figure that
you have?

Mr. Verbruggen: I have 1985, the full year.

The Deputy Chairman: Does that sheet that you are holding
cover all the provinces?

Mr. Verbruggen: Yes.

The Deputy Chairman: May we have a copy of it so that we
can include it in our records?

Mr. Verbruggen: Certainly.

The Deputy Chairman: Do you have statistics on how many
people pay into the Unemployment Insurance Plan?

Mr. Larose: I may have an estimate of the insured popula-
tion, but you are asking for the number of individuals, are you
not?

The Deputy Chairman: Let us suppose that 125,000 people
live in Prince Edward Island. Of those 125,000 people, how
many bought unemployment insurance stamps last year?

Mr. Larose: According to the national average, 97 per cent
of paid workers across the country are covered by the Unem-
ployment Insurance Program. That is the group that would
have to pay premiums.

The Deputy Chairman: The trouble with that statistic is
that, because of the size of our country, the average, for exam-
ple, for Toronto-Scarborough would not be the same as the
average for Atlantic Canada.

Mr. Larose: But all paid workers who earn at least the mini-
mum insurable earnings limit, or who work at least 15 hours
per week: for the same employer, would have deducted from
their pay the cost of the premium. They are automatically cov-
ered by the program.

The Deputy Chairman: Do you know what percentage of the
people, for example, of the Atlantic provinces work?

Mr. Larose: I do not have those figures with me.

The Deputy Chairman: Do you have any figures to show
how much is paid out in unemployment insurance benefits to
each of the provinces? For example, how much did Newfound-
land receive for 1985?

[Traduction)

qui touchent actuellement des prestations d’assurance-chd-
mage—non pas ceux qui sont en chdmage, mais ceux qui reti-
rent de I’assurance-chdmage. Avez-vous des chiffres?

M. Larose: Je crois que M. Verbruggen les a.

Le vice-président: Avez-vous aussi une ventilation par pro-
vince—ou ces chiffres sont-ils établis par région plutdt que par
province?

M. Verbruggen: Par province. Le nombre de bénéficiaires,
par province, en 1985.

Le vice-président: Nous aimerions connaitre ces chiffres
pour 1986. Par exemple, savez-vous exactement combien de
personnes ont retiré des prestations en octobre 19867

M. Verbruggen: Non, je n’ai pas ce renseignement.

Le vice-président: Quel est, sur ce point, le dernier chiffre
dont vous disposez?

M. Verbruggen: J'ai les chiffres de 1985, pour I’année
entiére.

Le vice-président: Cette feuille que vous tenez s’applique-t-
elle a toute les provinces?

M. Verbruggen: Oui.

Le vice-président: Pouvons-nous en avoir une copie pour
I’annexer au compte rendu?

M. Verbruggen: Certainement.

Le vice-président: Savez-vous combien de personnes ont
contribué au régime d’assurance-chomage?

M. Larose: Je puis avoir un estimé de la population assurée,
mais vous me demandez combien de personnes, n’est-ce pas?

Le vice-président: Supposons que 125000 personnes rési-
dent dans I'Ile-du-Prince-Edouard. De ce nombre, combien ont
acheté des timbres d’assurance-chdmage I’an passé?

M. Larose: D’aprés la moyenne nationale, 97 p. 100 des tra-
vailleurs rémunérés du Canada seraient couverts par le régime
d’assurance-chdmage. Ce sont ceux qui auraient normalement
a verser des cotisations.

Le vice-président: L’inconvénient de ce renseignement sta-
tistique c’est que vu les dimensions du pays, la moyenne, par
exemple, pour Toronto Scarborough ne serait pas la méme que
celle qui vaudrait pour la région Atlantique.

M. Larose: Mais tous les travailleurs rémunérés qui gagnent
au moins le minimum assurable, ou qui travaillent au moins 15
heures par semaine pour le méme employeur, doivent payer
une cotisation qui est déduite de leur salaire. Ils sont automati-
quement couverts par le régime.

Le vice-président: Connaissez-vous, par exemple, le pour-
centage de travailleurs dans les provinces atlantiques?

M. Larose: Je ne dispose pas de ce renseignement.

Le vice-président: Pouvez-vous nous dire le montant global
de prestations d’assurance-chdmage qui sont versées dans cha-
que province? Par exemple, combien les chomeurs de Terre-
Neuve ont-ils regu en 1985?
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Mr. Verbruggen: I can give you the correct figure for New-
foundland for 1985 and a forecasted figure for 1986.

The Deputy Chairman: Do you have that statistic for each of
the provinces?

Mr. Verbruggen: Yes. Shall we have it copied as well?

The Deputy Chairman: Yes, and we will append it to today’s
proceedings.

Mr. Verbruggen: It shows the benefit payments by province
from 1979 to 1986 forecasted.

The Deputy Chairman: Do you have statistics on the rate of
unemployment for those provinces for that same period?

Mr. Verbruggen: I believe so, but let me check.

The Deputy Chairman: These documents will come in handy
when we review the Forget report.

Mr. Verbruggen: I do not have the unemployment rate by
province. However, we should have that information and I can
send it to you.

The Deputy Chairman: Would you see that the clerk gets a
copy of those statistics, so that they can be appended to the
record.

Mr. Verbruggen: Yes.

The Deputy Chairman: It seems to me that unemployment
insurance is based on how much one draws out and how much
one pays in. Can you give us the average payments made in the
different provinces? For example, somebody in Prince Edward
Island may withdraw per fortnight $200 whereas somebody in
central Ontario may be withdrawing $400 per fortnight. Can
you give us some statistics on average pay for each province?

Mr. Verbruggen: We have the average weekly benefit by
province from 1979 through to 1985.

The Deputy Chairman: May we have a copy of that docu-
ment as well?

Mr. Verbruggen: Yes.

The Deputy Chairman: It seems that fishermen are on a dif-
ferent program than the ordinary labourer. Do these figures
that we have include the statistics on fishermen or are those
statistics separate?

Mr. Verbruggen: I can show you what we paid out in fishing
benefits.

The Deputy Chairman: By province?

Mr. Verbruggen: I do not have it broken down in that way,
but I can get you that information. I am not sure whether fish-
ing benefits are broken down by province or by regions—for
example, the Atlantic region and the Pacific region. I shall try
to send you statistics for each province.

The Deputy Chairman: Will those statistics include freshwa-
ter fishing? Are those fishermen on the same system?

[Traduction)

M. Verbruggen: Dans le cas de Terre-Neuve, je puis vous
donner le chiffre exact pour 1985 et une prévision pour 1986.

Le vice-président: Possédez-vous les statistiques pour cha-
cune des provinces?

M. Verbruggen: Oui, désirez-vous en obtenir copie?

Le vice-président: Oui; nous les annexerons aux délibéra-
tions d’aujourd’hui.

M. Verbruggen: On y trouve le montant des prestations ver-
sées par province, de 1979 4 1985, et un estimé pour 1986.

Le vice-président: Possédez-vous des statistiques sur le taux
de chdmage dans ces provinces pour la méme période?

M. Verbruggen: Je le crois, mais je vérifie.

Le vice-président: Ces documents nous seront utiles au
moment d’examiner le rapport Forget.

M. Verbruggen: Je n’ai pas ici les taux de chomage par pro-
vince, mais nous devrions pouvoir les obtenir et vous les com-
muniquer.

Le vice-président: Voudriez-vous veiller a ce que le greffier
obtienne ces statistiques afin qu’il puisse les annexer aux déli-
bérations?

M. Verbruggen: Trés bien.

Le vice-président: Il me semble que les prestations d’assu-
rance-chdmage sont déterminées en fonction des cotisations.
Connaissez-vous la moyenne des prestations versées dans les
diverses provinces? Par exemple, un résident de I'lle-du-
Prince-Edouard pourrait retirer 200 $ pour 15 jours tandis
qu’un résident du centre de 'Ontario pourrait retirer 400 $
pour la méme période. Pouvez-vous nous donner quelques sta-
tistiques sur les versements moyens dans chacune des provin-
ces?

M. Verbruggen: Nous connaissons la prestation hebdoma-
daire moyenne pour chacune des provinces, de 1979 a 1985.

Le vice-président: Pourrions-nous obtenir un exemplaire de
ce document aussi?

M. Verbruggen: Oui.

Le vice-président: Il me semble que les pécheurs sont assu-
jettis & un régime différent des autres travailleurs. Ces statisti-
ques comprennent-elles les données relatives aux pécheurs ou
sont-elles compilées a part?

M. Verbruggen: Je peux vous dire ce que nous avons versé
en prestations aux pécheurs.

Le vice-président: Par province?

M. Verbruggen: Nos données ne sont pas ventilées de cette
fagon, mais je pourrais vous communiquer cette information.
Je ne sais trop si les prestations versées aux pécheurs sont ven-
tilées par province ou par région, la région de I’Atlantique et la
région du Pacifique, par exemple. J'essaierai toutefois de vous
communiquer les statistiques relatives a chaque province.

Le vice-président: Ces statistiques visent-elles également les
pécheurs d’eau douce? Ces pécheurs sont-ils assujettis au
méme régime?
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Mr. Verbruggen: Yes, they are. If we have the information
on a by-province basis, it will be factored out.

The Deputy Chairman: Perhaps we could have a motion that
the documents showing these statistics be appended to today’s
proceedings.

Senator Marsden: I so move.

Senator David: I second the motion.

The Deputy Chairman: Is it agreed?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

(For text of documents, see Appendix p. 1A:1.)

The Deputy Chairman: Perhaps at this point we should
adjourn. When we receive the bill, we can report it without
amendment, if we so choose. Are there any comments?

Senator Marsden: I have two questions. One relates to
unemployment insurance. Perhaps while the witnesses are still
here they might give us some suggestions as to what the com-
mittee should do when it receives the Forget report. I am sure
that a Senate committee will be as interested as the House of
Commons committee in holding discussions on the matter. Per-
haps we could discuss how that might take place.

I have a second, unrelated request. I would like to ask when
we will get back to our report on child benefits. Mr. Chairman,
when is that matter scheduled on the agenda for this commit-
tee?

Senator David: I understand that that is on the agenda for
the beginning of December.

Senator Marsden: Very well, Mr. Chairman.

The Deputy Chairman: Senator Marsden, were you asking
when the Forget report will be before this committee?

Senator Marsden: No. I was asking, when it comes, how we
will be discussing it. In other words, will the representatives of
the EIC be prepared to return and discuss with us, for exam-
ple, some of the technical aspects of that report if we take it as
a subject matter for this committee, which seems to me to be
highly likely? It is also highly likely that there will be technical
matters in that report on which we will need some help. I
would like to ask what the plan is for this committee, Mr.
Chairman.

The Deputy Chairman: As you deputy chairman, 1 would
say that the report will probably be tabled before Parliament.
When that is done, it can be referred to this committee. When
that is done, we will ask the minister responsible either to
appear before us in person or to send his officials to explain the
report. At that time, the officials will then be allowed to come
back to answer whatever questions we want to ask them; if we
had questions on policy, I am sure that the minister himself
would be prepared to come before us and answer those. Gen-
tlemen, is that not the way it will work?

[Traduction)

M. Verbruggen: Oui. Si nous disposons de ces renseigne-
ments pour chaque province, les statistiques le refléteront.

Le vice-président: Peut-étre pourrait-on proposer une
motion pour que ces documents statistiques soient annexés aux
délibérations d’aujourd’hui.

Le sénateur Marsden: Je le propose.

Le sénateur David: J’appuie.

Le vice-président: Etes-vous d’accord?

Des voix: D’accord.

(Pour les documents, se reporter a la page 1 A:1 de l'annexe.)

Le vice-président: Peut-étre pourrions-nous maintenant
lever la séance et attendre d’étre saisis du projet de loi. Nous
pourrons ensuite, si nous le voulons, en faire rapport sans
amendement. Avez-vous des commentaires?

Le sénateur Marsden: Je voudrais poser deux questions. La
premiére porte sur l'assurance-chdmage. Pendant que les
témoins sont encore parmi nous, peut-étre pourraient-ils nous
donner quelques idées sur ce que le Comité pourrait faire
lorsqu’il recevra le rapport de la commission Forget. Je suis
siire qu'un comité sénatorial sera tout aussi désireux qu’un
comité de la Chambre des communes de discuter de la ques-
tion. Peut-étre pourrions-nous discuter de la fagon dont nous
pourrions procéder.

J’ai une seconde question, sans aucun rapport avec la pre-
miere. J’aimerais savoir & quel moment nous reprendrons I’éla-
boration de notre rapport sur les prestations aux enfants. Mon-
sieur le président, quand I’étude de cette question est-elle
prévue au programme du Comité?

Le sénateur David: Il me semble qu’elle figure & 'ordre du
jour des réunions du début de décembre.

Le sénateur Marsden: Trés bien, monsieur le président.

Le vice-président: Sénatrice Marsden, vouliez-vous savoir
quel moment le rapport Forget serait déposé devant le Comité?

Le sénateur Marsden: Non. Je me demandais comment nous
allions procéder lorsque nous en serons saisis. Autrement dit,
les représentants de la commission de ’Emploi et de I'Immi-
gration accepteront-ils de revenir discuter avec nous de cer-
tains aspects techniques du rapport, par exemple, si notre
Comité regoit le mandat de I’étudier, ce qui me semble trés
probable. Tout comme il est fort probable que nous devrons
étre éclairés sur des points techniques qu’exposera le rapport.
J’aimerais demander comment le Comité entend procéder,
monsieur le président.

Le vice-président: En ma qualité de vice-président du
Comité aujourd’hui, je vous dirais que le rapport sera proba-
blement déposé devant le Parlement. Aprés quoi, il peut étre
renvoyé 4 notre comité. Une fois cela fait, nous demanderons
au ministre responsable de comparaitre devant nous ou bien de
déléguer ses représentants pour nous expliquer le rapport. A ce
moment, ses représentants pourront revenir et répondre a toute
question que nous voudrons bien leur poser et, si nous voulons
des détails sur la politique, je suis sir que le ministre lui-méme
sera disposé a venir nous les donner. N’est-ce pas ainsi que I’on
procede, messieurs?
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Mr. Wyman: Precisely, Mr. Chairman.

The Deputy Chairman: Therefore, we will look forward to
having you return, gentlemen, with all of your statistics and all
the answers to all of our problems. Perhaps at that time you
gentlemen can tell us why we are having two reports instead of
one and why Mr. Forget’s company is getting a new contract
and whether or not there is any conflict of interest. However,
we will not ask you those questions today. We will leave those
questions for later.

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for being here this morn-
ing. Honourable senators, turning to some other business of
the committee, at the last meeting apparently we neglected to
pass a motion with regard to the number of copies of proceed-
ings to be printed. The clerk tells me that, if we do not pass
such a motion, we will have no copies of today’s proceedings. I
would think ordinarily 1,000 copies would be appropriate,k but
perhaps for today’s proceedings 800 copies would be sufficient.

Senator David: I so move, Mr. Chairman.

The Deputy Chairman: It is moved by Senator David,
seconded by Senator Rousseau, that we print 800 copies of the
Minutes of Proceedings of today. Is that agreed?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.
The Deputy Chairman: Carried.

Next Tuesday, we meet again at 9.30 a.m. Perhaps we could
now discuss the legislation that is before the committee,
including the matter that you mentioned, Senator Marsden.

Senator Marsden: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I understand that is
on the agenda for next Tuesday. We were asked to comment
on the September version of the draft report on child benefits
and I have some proposed changes to make to pages 11 to 14
of that draft report. May I distribute those amendments infor-
mally to the members of the committee who are here today,
Mr. Chairman, or would you prefer me to distribute them at
the next meeting?

The Deputy Chairman: I would say you could distribute
them informally to the members who are here.

Senator Marsden: Mr. Chairman, I will do that and also
bring them with me again next week.

The Deputy Chairman: If it is possible next week, perhaps
we should have a brief report from the Subcommittee on
Employment and Training by way of an update to see how
they are doing.

The Clerk of the Committee: Very well, Mr. Chairman.

The 'Deputy Chairman: We also need a report from the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Child Benefits.

[Traduction)]
M. Wyman: Tout 4 fait, monsieur le président.

Le vice-président: Nous espérons donc vous revoir bientot
messieurs, avec toutes vos statistiques et les réponses voulues a
nos problémes. Peut-étre qu’d ce moment pourriez-vous nous
expliquer pourquoi on nous a soumis deux rapports au lieu
d’un, pourquoi I’entreprise de M. Forget s’est vu impartir un
nouveau contrat et s’il y a conflit d’intéréts. Toutefois, je ne
vous poserai pas ces questions aujourd’hui-méme, je les garde-
rai pour un autre moment.

Je vous remercie beaucoup, messieurs, d’avoir comparu ce
matin. Honorables sénateurs, pour passer & un autre point, il
semblerait qu’a notre derniére réunion, nous avons négligé
d’adopter une motion prévoyant le nombre d’exemplaires de
procés-verbaux a publier. Le greffier m’apprend que si nous
n’adoptions pas une motion a cette fin, il sera impossible de
publier nos délibérations d’aujourd’hui. Normalement, il me
semblerait que 1 000 exemplaires suffiraient, mais je crois que
800 exemplaires feront I’affaire aujourd’hui.

Le sénateur David: Je le propose, monsieur le président.

Le vice-président: Sur motion du sénateur David, appuyée
par la sénatrice Rousseau, il est proposé d’imprimer 800 exem-
plaires du proces-verbal et des délibérations d’aujourd’hui.
Etes-vous d’accord?

Des voix: D’accord.
Le vice-président: Motion adoptée.

Nous nous rencontrerons de nouveau mardi prochain a 9 h
30. Peut-étre devrions-nous maintenant discuter du projet de
loi dont nous avons été saisis, ainsi que de la question que vous
avez soulevée, sénatrice Marsden.

Le sénateur Marsden: Justement, monsieur le président, elle
figure 4 I'ordre du jour de la réunion de mardi prochain. On
nous a demandé de commenter la version du rapport sur les
prestations aux enfants de septembre dernier, et j’aimerais pro-
poser des modifications aux pages 11 et 14 de ce projet de rap-
port. Me permettez-vous de faire circuler officieusement le
texte de ces modifications aux membres du Comité qui sont
présents aujourd’hui, monsieur le président, ou préférez-vous
que j’attende a la prochaine réunion?

Le vice-président: Je ne vois pas pourquoi vous ne pourriez
pas les distribuer officieusement aux membres qui sont ici pré-
sents.

Le sénateur Marsden: En fait, monsieur le président, je crois
que c’est ce que je ferai, mais les rapporterai la semaine pro-
chaine.

Le vice-président: Si c’est possible la semaine prochaine,
devrions-nous essayer d’obtenir du sous-comité sur I’'emploi et
la formation un bref rapport d’étape.

Le greffier du Comité: Trés bien, monsieur le président.

Le vice-président: Ainsi qu'un rapport du président du sous-
comité sur les prestations aux enfants.
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Honourable senators, if there is nothing else to discuss this Honorables sénateurs, s’il ne reste aucune autre question a
morning, | am prepared to entertain a motion for adjourn- Il'ordre du jour de ce matin, je suis disposé a recevoir une
ment. motion d’ajournement.

The committee adjourned. Le comité ajourne ses travaux.
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APPENDIX/ANNEXE “SAS 1-B”

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE/TAUX DE CHOMAGE

1985 198 1983 1982 1981 1980
Nfld/T.-N. 213 205 18.8 16.8 1359 13.5
P.E.1:/L.PL=E. 312 12.8 1252 17259 1102 10.6
N.S./N.-E. 15.8 Jise | 1552 132 10.2 =T
N.B./N.-B. §5.2 14559 14.8 14.0 11.5 11.0
Quebec/Québec 11.8 12.8 13.9 13.8 10.3 9.8
Ontario 8.0 9.1 10.4 9.8 6.6 6.8
Manitoba 8l 8.3 9.4 8.5 29 5ed
Sask. g 8.0 Ty 652 4.7 4.4
Alberta 10.1 ¥z 10.8 ¥ bits) Dol
B.C./C.-B. 14.2 1.7 1338 3 [ 6.7 6.8
Canada 1055 11.5 1515 11.0 VAo 7.5

Source:. Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey.

Statistique Canada, enquéte sur la population active.
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APPENDIX/ANNEXE “SAS 1-C”
AVERAGE WEEKLY BENEFIT
PRESTATIONS HEBDOMADAIRES MOYENNES
(%)

1985 1984 1983 1982 1981
Nfld/T.-N. 161:39 153.09 146.55 135.69 123467
P.E.I./1.P.-E. 158.44 150.57 181537 130.66 118.49
N.S./N.-E. 160.98 150.60 142.18 132.09 120.56
N.B./N.-B. 166.64 158.12 149.02 136.93 125572
Quebec/Québec 168.76 157.14 150.70 141.01 129.19
Ontario 171.04 160.79 154.87 145.08 130.67
Manitoba 168.52 157.28 150.90 143.42 130.14
Sask. 173.28 166.87 160.58 150.95 ¥57:05
Alberta 184.31 180.04 173.12 163.41 148.89
B.C:/E:-B. 178%37 170.88 163.49 156.73 142.66
Yukon 201.62 190.04 180.60 169.44 1535.38
N.W.T./T.N.-0. 194.12 183.41 173:82 158.40 149.89
Outside Canada/ 206.47 193.40 188.82 166.00 154.61
Extérieur du Canada ;
Canada 170.96 161.62 154.88 144.60 130.45
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APPENDIX/ANNEXE “SAS 1-D”

PAYMENT OF FISHING BENEFITS
PAYMENTS DE PRESTATIONS DE PECHE
($ MILLIONS)

1985 1984 1983 1982 1981
Nfld/T.-N. 63.5 57.3 53 5 42.0 370
Rk b./1.P.-E) 1550 125t 105 8.7 1:4
N.S./N.-E. 38.4 3632 2985 2257 188
N.B./N.-B. 16.0 14.8 12:3 10.3 8.7
Quebec/Québec 14.4 13:3 12:0 10.1 N9
Ontario .4 22l 252 1 1.4
Manitoba a2 7 158 8 0.74
Sask. 31 09 0.06 06 0.05
Alberta «1 11 0.04 04 0.01
B.C./C.-B. 29.6 2551 20.8 14.1 10.9

Canada 179.8 163.4 141.8 111.9 92.4
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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate,
Thursday, October 30, 1986:

“The Honourable Senator Gigantés moved, seconded
by the Honourable Senator Nurgitz:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology be authorized to study and report
upon the Consultation Paper on Training issued by the
Department of Employment and Immigration, tabled in
the Senate on 11th December, 1984 and the document
entitled “Employment Opportunities Preparting Canadi-
ans for a Better Future” tabled at the First Ministers
Conference held in Regina, Saskatchewan on 14th and
15th February, 1985.

That the papers and evidence taken on the subject and
the work accomplished during the 1st Session of the 33rd
Parliament be referred to the Committee and

That the Committee report no later than December 1,
1987.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate,
Tuesday, November 4, 1986:

“With leave of the Senate,
The Honourable Senator Doody moved, seconded by
the Honourable Senator Phillips:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology be authorized to examine the
subject-matter of the Bill C-16, An Act to amend the
Unemployment Insurance Act, 1971, in advance of the
said Bill coming before the Senate or any matter relating
thereto.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate,
Tuesday, December 16, 1986:

“Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the Senate resumed
the debate on the motion of the Honourable Senator Mar-
shall, seconded by the Honourable Senator Phillips:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology be authorized to examine and
report upon the Document entitled: “A Study Team
Report to the Task Force on Program Review (Nielsen
Task Force)—Service to the Public—Veterans”, dated
May 1985, tabled in the Senate on 12th March, 1986, and
also matters arising from the report as well as any sub-
jects of interest to the present and future requirements of
Canada’s veterans; and

That the Committee present its report no later than 1st
September, 1987.

After debate, and—
The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”
Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate,
Tuesday, April 7, 1987:

ORDRES DE RENVOI

Extrait des Procés-verbaux du Sénat du jeudi 30 octobre
1986:

«L’honorable sénateur Gigantés propose, appuyé par
I’honorable sénateur Nurgitz,

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé a faire
enquéte et rapport sur le Document d’étude sur la forma-
tion émis par le ministére de ’Emploi et de I'Immigration
déposé au Sénat le 11 décembre, 1984 et le document inti-
tulé, «Occasion d’emploi. Préparation pour I’avenir,
déposé a la conférence des premiers ministres sur I’écono-
mie, tenue 4 Regina, (Saskatchewan), les 14 et 15 février
1985;

Que les documents et témoignages recueillis & ce sujet
et les travaux accomplis au cours de la 1™ session du 33¢
Parlement soient déférés au Comité, et

Que le Comité fasse rapport au plus tard le 1 décem-
bre 1987.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.»

Extrait des Procés-verbaux du Sénat du mardi 4 novembre
1986:

«Avec la permission du Sénat,
L’honorable sénateur Doody propose, appuyé par
I’honorable sénateur Phillips.

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les, des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé a étudier
la teneur du Projet de loi C-16. Loi modifiant la Loi de
1971 sur I’assurance-chémage, avant que ce projet de loi
soit soumis au Sénat ou toute question s’y rattachant.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Extrait des Procés-verbaux du Sénat du mardi 16 décembre
1986:

«Suivant I’Ordre du jour, le Sénat reprend le débat sur
la motion de I’honorable sénateur Marshall, appuyé par
’honorable sénateur Phillips,

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les, des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé a étudier
le document intitulé: «Rapport du Groupe de travail
chargé de I’examen des programmes (Groupe de travail
Nielsen)—Service au public—Anciens combattants», en
date du mois de mai 1985, déposé au Sénat le 12 mars
1986, ainsi que toutes questions connexes et tous sujets
ayant trait aux besoins présents et futurs des anciens com-
battants du Canada et a en faire rapport: et

Que le Comité présente son rapport au plus tard le 1
septembre 1987.

Aprés débat,
La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.»

Extrait des Procés-verbaux du Sénat du mardi 7 avril 1987:
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“Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the Senate resumed
the debate on the motion of the Honourable Senator
Doyle, seconded by the Honourable Senator Barootes, for
the second reading of the Bill S-6, An Act to amend the
Food and Drugs Act.

After debate, and—

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Bill was then read the second time.

The Honourable Senator Doyle moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Barootes, that the Bill be referred to
the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

«Suivant I'Ordre du jour, le Sénat reprend le débat sur
la motion de I’honorable sénateur Doyle, appuyé par
I’honorable sénateur Barootes, tendant 4 la deuxiéme lec-
ture du Projet de loi S-6, Loi modifiant la Loi des ali-
ments et drogues.

Aprés débat,

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Le projet de loi est alors lu la deuxiéme fois.

L’honorable sénateur Doyle propose, appuyé par
I’honorable sénateur Barootes que le projet de loi soit
déféré au Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les des sciences et de la technologie.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.»

Le greffier du Sénat
Charles A. Lussier
Clerk of the Senate
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PROCES-VERBAUX MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

LE VENDREDI 19 DECEMBRE 1986 FRIDAY, DECEMBER 19, 1986

(7) (7

[Texte] [Translation]

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui 4 12 h 55, a
huis clos, sous la présidence de I’honorable sénateur Arthur
Tremblay, président.

Membres du comité présents: Les honorables sénateurs
Denis, Gigantés, Marshall, Robertson, Rousseau et Tremblay.
(6)

Autre sénateur présent: L’honorable sénateur Petten.

Aussi présents: Les sténographes officiels du Sénat.

Le comité reprend I’étude de la teneur du Projet de loi C-16
intitulé: «Loi modifiant la Loi de 1971 sur I’assurance-ché-
magenr.

Le président explique au comité qu’aucune motion autori-
sant le président de faire rapport au Sénat sur I'ordre de renvoi
ci-haut mentionné n’a été adoptée lors de sa séance du 25
novembre dernier.

L’honorable sénateur Gigantés propose,—Que le comité
fasse rapport au Sénat recommandant au Sénat de considérer
favorablement le Projet de loi C-16 lorsqu'’il le recevra apres la
troisiéme lecture de ce projet de loi 4 la Chambre des commu-
nes.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

A 12h 57 le comité suspend ses travaux jusqu’d nouvelle
convocation de la présidence.

TUESDAY, MAY 5, 1987
(15)

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day at 9:40 a.m., the Chairman, the
Honourable Senator Arthur Tremblay, presiding.

Members of the Committee present: The Honourable Sena-
tors Gigantés, Hébert, Marsden, Rousseau, Spivak and Trem-
blay. (6)

Other Senators present: The Honourable Senators Doyle
and Haidasz.

In attendance: Dr. Maureen Baker, Research Officer,
Research Branch, Library of Parliament.

Also in attendance: The Official Reporters of the Senate.
Witnesses:

From the Department of National Health and Welfare:
Dr. A. J. Liston, Assistant Deputy Minister, Health Protec-
tion Branch;

Mr. Barry L. Smith, Chief, Food Regulatory Affairs, Food
Directorate, Health Protection Branch.

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day in camera at 12:55 p.m., the
Chairman, the Honourable Senator Arthur Tremblay, presid-
ing.

Members of the Committee present: The Honourable Sena-
tors Denis, Gigantés, Marshall, Robertson, Rousseau and
Tremblay. (6)

Present but not of the Committee: The Honourable Senator
Petten.

In attendance: Official Senate reporters.

The Committee resumed its consideration of the subject-
matter of Bill C-16, intituled “An Act to amend the Unem-
ployment Insurance Act, 1971,

The Chairman explained to the Committee that it had not
passed a motion authorizing the Chairman to report to the
Senate on the above-mentioned order of reference at its meet-
ing of November 25 last.

Therefore, the Honourable Senator Gigantés moved—

That the Committee report to the Senate and recommend
that it give favourable consideration to Bill C-16 when said bill
is referred to the Senate following third reading in the House
of Commons.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

The Committee adjourned at 12:57 p.m.

LE MARDI 5 MAI 1987
(15)

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui 4 9 h 40,
sous la présidence de I'honorable sénateur Arthur Trembaly,
président,

Membres du comité présents: Les honorables sénateurs
Gigantés, Hébert, Marsden, Rousseau, Spivak et Trembaly.
(6)

Autres sénateurs présents: Les honorables sénateurs Doyle
et Haidasz.

Est également présente: M™ Maureen Baker, attachée de
recherce au Service de recherche de la Bibliothéque du Parle-
ment.

Sont aussi présents: Les sténographes officiels du Sénat.

Témoins:

Du ministére de la Santé nationale et du Bien-étre social:
M. A. J. Liston, sous-ministre adjoint, Direction générale de
la protection de la santé.
M. Barry L. Smith, chef, Politique de réglementation,
Direction des aliments, Direction générale de la protection
de la santé.
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The Honourable Senator Rousseau moved,—THAT the
Committee proceed to consider item 3 on this day’s agenda,
which concerns the examination of Bill S-6.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Committee proceeded to examine Bill S-6, An Act to
amend the Food and Drugs Act.

Dr. Liston made a statement and, with Mr. Smith, answered
questions.

The Honourable Senator Gigantés moved,—THAT the
Chairman report Bill S-6 to the Senate without amendment.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

With respect to the printing of this day’s proceedings:

It was agreed,—THAT the Committee print only the evi-
dence relating to the examination of Bill S-6.

The Honourable Senator Spivak moved, —THAT the Com-
mittee print 800 copies of this days proceedings.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

At 11:00 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the
Chair.

ATTEST:

L’honorable sénateur Rousseau propose,—QUE le comité
entreprenne d’abord I’étude du 3¢ article 4 1'ordre du jour, qui
a rapport a I’étude du Projet de loi S-6.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

Le comité entreprend I’étude du Projet de loi S-6, Loi modi- -
fiant la Loi des aliments et drogues.

M. Liston fait une déclaration et lui et M. Smith répondent
aux questions.

L’honorable sénateur Gigantés propose,—QUE le président
fasse rapport au Sénat sur le Projet de loi S-6 sans amende-
ment.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

En ce qui concerne I'impression des délibérations de ce jour:

Il est décidé, —QUE seul le témoignage ayant rapport au
Projet de loi S-6 soit imprimé.

L’honorable sénateur Spivak propose,—QUE le Comité
fasse imprimer 800 exemplaires des délibérations de ce jour.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

A 11h00 le comité suspend ses travaux jusqu’a nouvelle
convocation du président.

ATTESTE:

Le greffier du comité
Denis Bouffard

Clerk of the Committee
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE

THURSDAY, November 27, 1986

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology has the honour to present its

SECOND REPORT

Your Committee, which was authorized by the Senate on
October 30, 1986, to study and report upon the Consultation
Paper on Training, and the document entitled “Employment
Opportunities: Preparing Canadians for a Better Future”,
respectfully requests that it, or any subcommittee so author-
ized by the Committee, be empowered (i) to adjourn from
place to place within and outside Canada for the purpose of
such study; and (ii) that it be authorized to engage the services
of such counsel and technical, clerical and other personnel as
may be necessary for the purpose of such study.

Pursuant to Section 2:07 of the “Procedural Guidelines for
the Financial Operation of Senate Committees”, the budget
submitted to the Standing Committee on Internal Economy,
Budgets and Administration and the report thereon of that
Committee are appended to this report.

Respectfully submitted,
M. LORNE BONNELL
Deputy Chairman

APPENDIX( A) TO THE REPORT

THE STANDING SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL
AFFAIRS SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRAINING AND
EMPLOYMENT

APPLICATION FOR BUDGET AUTHORIZATION FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR OCTOBER 1, 1986 TO MARCH 31,
1987

Authority

1. Extract from the Minutes of Proceedings of the Senate,
Thursday, 30th October 1986:

“Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the Honourable Sena-
tor Gigantés moved, seconded by the Honourable Senator
Nurgitz:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology be authorized to study and report
upon. the Consultation Paper on Training, issued by the
Department of Employment and Immigration, tabled in
the Senate on 11" December, 1984, and the document
entitled “Employment Opportunities: Preparing Canadi-
ans for a Better Future”, tabled at the First Ministers’
Conference held in Regina, Saskatchewan, on 14* and
15" February, 1985:

That the papers and evidence taken on the subject and the
work accomplished during the 1* Session of the 33" Par-
liament be referred to the Committee; and

RAPPORT DU COMITE

Le JEUDI 27 novembre 1986

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie a I’honneur de présenter son

DEUXIEME RAPPORT

Votre Comité, qui a été autorisé par le Sénat le 30 octobre
1986 a faire enquéte et rapport sur le Document d’étude sur la
formation et le document intitulé: «Occasions d’emploi: Prépa-
ration pour I’avenir», demande respectueusement que le
Comité ou tout sous-comité ainsi autorisé par le Comité, puisse
(i) se transporter d’un endroit a ’autre au Canada et a I'étran-
ger aux fins de son enquéte; et (ii) qu’il soit autorisé a retenir
les services d'avocats, de conseillers techniques et de tout autre
personnel jugé nécessaire aux fins de son enquéte.

Conformément a I'article 2:07 des «Directives régissant le
financement des Comités du Sénat», le budget présenté au
comité permanent de la régie intérieure, des budgets et de
I’administration ainsi que le rapport qui s’y rattache sont
annexés au présent rapport.

Respectueusement soumis,
Le vice-président
M. LORNE BONNELL

(APPENDIX A)

LE COMITE SENATORIAL PERMANENT DES
AFFAIRES SOCIALES, DES SCIENCES ET DE LA
TECHNOLOGIE

SOUS-COMITE SUR LA FORMATION ET L’EMPLOI

DEMANDE D’AUTORISATION DE BUDGET POUR
L’ANNEE FISCALE - ler OCTOBRE 1986 au 31 MARS
1987

Autorisation

1. Extrait des Proces-verbaux du Sénat, le jeudi 30 octobre
1986:

«Suivant 1'Ordre du jour, I’honorable sénateur Gigantes
propose, appuyé par I’honorable sénateur Nurgitz,

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales,
des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé a faire
enquéte et rapport sur le Document d’étude sur la forma-
tion, émis par le ministére de 'Emploi et de I'Immigra-
tion, déposé au Sénat le 11 décembre 1984 et le document
intitulé: «Occasions d’emploi: Préparation pour I’avenir»,
déposé a la conférence des premiers ministres sur I’écono-
mie, tenue 4 Regina (Saskatchewan), les 14 et 15 février
1985;

Que les documents et témoignages recueillis 4 ce sujet et
les travaux accomplis au cours de la lre session du 33e
Parlement soient déférés au Comité; et
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That the Committee report no later than December 1,
1987.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.”
CHARLES A. LUSSIER

The Clerk of the Senate

2. Extract from the Minutes of Proceedings of the Standing
Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Tech-
nology, Tuesday, 4" November, 1986:

“That a Subcommittee on Training and Employment be
established for the purpose of examining the above order
or reference, that it be composed of the Chairman and
Deputy Chairman and the Honourable Senators Gigantés,
Marsden, Robertson; that three members shall constitute
a quorum; the Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the
Subcommittee be the Honourable Senators Gigantés and
Robertson respectively; and that the 'said Subcommittee
have power to report from time to time to the Committee.

The question being put on the motion, it was agreed to.”

DENIS BOUFFARD
Clerk of the Committee

SUMMARY
Professional and Other Services $ 15,120.00
Transportation and Communications 8,275.00
Other Expenditures 100.00
TOTAL $ 23,495.00
The foregoing budget was approved by the Committee on
the day of 1986

The undersigned or their alternates will be in attendance on
the date that this Budget is being considered.

Chairman of the Standing Senate Committee on Social
Affairs, Science and Technology

Chairman of the Subcommittee on Training and Employment
Approved by:

Chairman of the Standing Senate Committee on Internal
Economy, Budgets and Administration

EXPLANATION OF COSTS

A. Professional and Special
Services

|. Research Assistant (contract)
25.2 weeks at $600.00
a week = $ 15,120.00

Que le Comité fasse rapport au plus tard le ler décembre
1987.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.»

Le greffier du Sénat
CHARLES A. LUSSIER

2. Extrait du Proceés-verbaux du Comité sénatorial perma-
nent des affaires sociales, des sciences, et de la technologie,
le mardi 4 novembre 1986:

«Qu’un Sous-comité sur la formation et I’emploi soit établi
afin d’étudier I'ordre de renvoi ci-haut mentionné; que les
membres dudit sous-comité soient le président et le vice-
président du Comité et les honorables sénateurs Gigantés,
Mardsen et Robertson; que trois membres du sous-comité
constituent un quorum; que le président et le vice- prési-
dent du sous-comité soient les honorables sénateurs
Gigantés et Robertson respectivement, et que ledit sous-
comité soit autorisé a faire rapport 4 I'occasion au
Comité.

La question, mise aux voix, est adoptée.«

Le greffier du Comité
DENIS BOUFFARD
SOMMAIRE
Services professionnels et spéciaux 15 120,00 $
Transport et communication 8 275,00 $
Autres dépenses 100,00 $
TOTAL 23 495,00 $

Le budget ci-dessus a été approuvé par le Comité  jour du

mois de  1986.

Le soussignés ou leurs remplagants assisteront 4 la séance au
cours de laquelle le présent budget sera étudié.

Président du Comité sénatorial permanent des Affaires socia-
les, Sciences et Technologie

Président du Sous-comité sur la formation et 'emploi
Approuvé par:

Président du Comité sénatorial permanent de la Régie inté-
rieure, des budgets et de I'administration

EXPLICATIONS DES ITEMS
BUDGETAIRES

A. Services professionnels
et spéciaux

1. Assistant(e) recherchiste
(contrat) 25.2 semaines

a 600,00 $ par semaine
R 15 120,00 $
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B. Transportation and
Communications

To Europe:

Heidelberg, Bonn,

Dusseldorf, Berlin,

Paris and Vienna

- 24 days

- DND f{light to and
from Lahr (Germany)

- Two (2) participants
(Chairman and
Researcher)

1. Per diem:
(a) 24 days at $60.00 =3

(b) 22 days at $60.00 =

1,440.00
1,320.00
2. Hotel:
(a) 23 nights at $90.00 =
(b) 21 nights at $90.00 =

2,070.00
1,890.00

3. Travel:

Two (2) Eurail passes for
three (3) weeks at $462.50 =

Airfare Dusseldorf/ Berlin
return X 2 at $315.00 =

925.00

630.00

(See appendix - Note 11) $ 8,275.00

C. Other expenditures
Luncheon meetings $ 100.00

(See appendix - Note 111)

TOTAL § 23,495.00

FOR INFORMATION PURPOSES ONLY

Budget approved for 1985-1986 $ 10,800.00
Budget approved for 1986-1987 41,200.00
Budget forecast for 1987-1988 41,200.00
(April Ist, 1987 to December Ist, 1987)

Professional and Special Services 15,120.00
Transportation and Commu 8,275.00

All Other Expenditures 100.00
TOTAL $ 23,495.00

APPENDIX (B) TO THE REPORT
THURSDAY, November 27, 1986

The Standing Committee on Internal Economy, Budgets
and Administration has examined and approved the budget

B. Transport et
communication

En Europe:

Heidelberg, Bonn,

Dusseldorf, Berlin

Paris et Vienne

- 24 jours

- Vol du ministére
de la défense nationale
allée/retour (Lahr,
Allemagne)

- Deux (2) personnes
(Président et
recherchiste).

1) Indemnités journaliéres:

a) 24 jours a 60,00 $ 1 440,00 $
b) 22 jours a 60,00 $ 1 320,00 $
2) Hotel:
a) 23 nuits a 90,00 $ 2 070,00 $
b) 21 nuits a 90,00 $ 1 890,00 $
3) Transport:
Deux (2) laissez-passer
Eurail
Trois (3) semaines
a 462,50 $ 925,00 $
Vol pour Dusseldorf/ Berlin
aller/retour X 2 a 315,00 $ 630,00 $
8 275,00 $
C. Autres dépenses
Déjeuners-causeries 100,00 $
TOTAL 23 495,00 $
A TITRE DE RENSEIGNEMENT SEULEMENT
Budget approuvé pour 1985-1986 10 800,00 $
Budget approuvé pour 1986-1987 41 200,00 $
Prévisions budgétaires pour 1987-1988 41 200,00 $
(1¢r avril 1987 au 1¢* décembre 1987)
Services professionnels et autres 15 120,00 $
Transport et communications 8 275,00
Autres dépenses 100,00
23 495,00 $

ANNEXE (B)
Le JEUDI 27 novembre 1986

Le Comité permanent de la régie intérieure, des budgets et
de 'administration a examiné et approuvé le budget qui lui a
été présenté par le président du Comité sénatorial permanent



2:10

Social Affairs, Science and Technology

5-5-1987

presented to it by the Chairman of the Standing Senate Com-
mittee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology for the pro-
posed expenditures of the said Committee with respect to its
study of the Consultation Paper on Training, and the docu-
ment entitled “Employment Opportunities: Preparing Canadi-
ans for a Better Future”, as authorized by the Senate on Octo-
ber 30, 1986. The said budget is as follows:

Professional and Other Services $15,120.00
Transportation and Communications 8,275.00
All Other Expenditures 100.00
$23,495.00
Respectfully submitted,
GUY CHARBONNEAU,
Chairman.

FRIDAY, December 19, 1986

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology has the honour to present its

THIRD REPORT

Your Committee, to which was referred the subject-matter
of the Bill C-16, intituled: “An Act to amend the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act, 1971”, has, in obedience to the Order of
Reference of Tuesday, November 4, 1986, examined and con-
sidered the said subject-matter.

On Tuesday, November 25th, 1986 the Committee heard
from senior officials from the Commission of Employment and
Immigration.

Your Committee now reports that it recommends that the
Bill C-16, when examined by the Senate, be favourably con-
sidered.

TUESDAY, March 31, 1987

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology has the honour to present its

FOURTH REPORT

Your Committee, which was authorized by the Senate on
December 16, 1986, to examine and report upon the Document
entitled: “A Study Team Report to the Task Force on Pro-
gram Review (Nielsen Task Force)—Service to the Public—
Veterans”, dated May 1985, tabled in the Senate on 12th
March, 1986, and also matters arising from the report as well
as any subjects of interest to the present and future require-
ments of Canada’s veterans, respectfully requests that the date
of presenting its final report be extended from Ist September
1987 to no later than 31st March 1988.

des affaires sociales, des sciences et de la technologie concer-
nant les dépenses projetées dudit Comité pour son enquéte du
Document d’étude sur la formation, et le document intitulé:
«Occasions d’emploi: Préparation pour I'avenir», tel qu'autorisé
par le Sénat le 30 octobre 1986. Ledit budget se lit comme
suit:

Services professionnels et autres 15120,00 $
Transport et communications 8 275,00
Autres dépenses 100,00
23495%
Respectueusement soumis,
Le président,
GUY CHARBONNEAU.

Le VENDREDI 19 décembre 1986

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie a I’honneur de présenter son

TROISIEME RAPPORT

Votre Comité, auquel a été déféré la teneur du Projet de loi
C-16, intitulé: «Loi modifiant la Loi de 1971 sur I'assurance-
chomage», a, conformément a 'ordre de renvoi du mardi 4
novembre 1986, étudié la teneur dudit Projet de loi.

A sa séance du mardi 25 novembre 1986, votre Comité a
entendu des hauts-fonctionnaires de la Commission de
I’Emploi et de I'lmmigration.

Votre Comité recommande que, lorsqu’il étudiera le Projet
de loi C-16, le Sénat le considére favorablement.

Le MARDI 31 mars 1987

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie a I’honneur de présenter son

QUATRIEME RAPPORT

Votre Comité, qui a été autorisé par le Sénat le 16 décembre
1986 a étudier le document intitulé: «Rapport du Groupe de
travail chargé de I’examen des programmes (Groupe de travail
Nielsen)—Service au public—Anciens combattants», en date
du mois de mai 1985, déposé au Sénat le 12 mars 1986, ainsi
que toutes questions connexes et tous sujets ayant trait aux
besoins présents et futurs des anciens combattants du Canada
et 4 en faire rapport, demande respectueusement que la date
de présentation de son rapport final soit reportée du 1< sep-
tembre 1987 au 31 mars 1988 au plus tard.
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TUESDAY, May 5, 1986

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology has the honour to present its

FIFTH REPORT

Your Committee, to which was referred Bill S-6, An Act to
amend the Food and Drugs Act, has, in obedience to the Order
of Reference of Tuesday, April 7, 1987, examined the said Bill
and now reports the same without amendment.

Respectfully submitted,

ARTHUR TREMBLAY
Chairman

Le MARDI 5 mai 1987

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie a I’honneur de présenter son

CINQUIEME RAPPORT

Votre Comité, auquel a été déféré le Projet de loi S-6, Loi
modifiant la Loi des aliments et drogues, a, conformément a
I'ordre de renvoi du mardi 7 avril 1987, étudié ledit projet de
loi et en fait maintenant rapport sans amendement.

Respectueusement soumis,

Le président,
ARTHUR TREMBLAY.
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EVIDENCE

Ottawa, Friday, December 19, 1986
[Text]

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day at 12.50 p.m. to examine the sub-
ject-matter of Bill C-16, to amend the Unemployment Insur-
ance Act, 1971.

Senator Arthur Tremblay (Chairman) in the Chair.

The Chairman: Honourable senators, about three or four
weeks ago the subject-matter of Bill C-16 was referred to our
committee for pre-study. The committee has met and witnesses
have appeared before the committee. Senator Bonnell was
chairing the committee on that occasion in my absence. For
one reason or another the report of the pre-study was not
tabled before today. Senator Gigantés was present at that
meeting. I spoke to Senator Bonnell yesterday, and it is our
perception that there is not problem in our proceeding at this
meeting with the proper motion for the adoption of a report
which would read as follows:

Your Committee, to which was referred the subject-
matter of Bill C-16, intituled:—
And so forth:

On Tuesday, November 25, 1986 the Committed heard
from senior officials from the Commission of Employment
and Immigration.

Your Committee now reports that it recommends that
the Bill C-16, when examined by the Senate, be favour-
ably considered.

That is the standard wording of a report of that kind. As the
report has to be tabled before the bill is considered in the
Chamber—which could take place this afternoon—after con-
sultation with Senator Petten and others we are meeting at this
moment to consider the motion.

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of
the motion.

The Chairman: There is no need to have a seconder. Will
those in favour of the motion please signify?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Chairman: Will those against the motion please signify?
I see no hand raised against it. The motion is adopted.

Senator Gigantés: Mr. Chairman, I move the adjournment
of this meeting.

The Chairman: I will table the committee’s report at the
commencement of this afternoon’s sitting of the Senate and
everything will be in order. The meeting is adjourned.

The committee adjourned.

Ottawa, le mardi 5 mai 1987.

Le comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui 4 9 h 30
pour étudier la teneur du projet de loi S-6, Loi modifiant la
Loi des aliments et drogues.

Le président: La séance est ouverte. Mesdames et messieurs,
’ordre du jour est assez chargé. Malheureusement, un change-

TEMOIGNAGES

Ottawa, le vendredi 19 décembre 1986
[Traduction]

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui 4 12 h 50
pour examiner la teneur du projet de loi C-16, Loi modifiant la
Loi de 1971 sur ’assurance-chdmage.

Le sénateur Arthur Tremblay (président) occupe le fauteuil.

Le président: Honorables sénateurs, il y a trois ou quatre
semaines, le projet de loi C-16 a été renvoyé 4 notre comité
pour étude préalable. Le comité s’est réuni et a entendu des
témoins. C’est le sénateur Bonnell qui a occupé le fauteuil de
la présidence en mon absence. Pour différentes raisons, le rap-
port de I’étude préalable n’a pas été déposé avant aujourd’hui.
Le sénateur Gigantés assistait a cette séance. D’aprés I’entre-
tien que j’ai eu hier avec le sénateur Bonnell, nous estimons
que rien ne s’oppose a ce que nous adoptions dés maintenant
ledit rapport. Voici la motion & cet effet:

Votre comité, & qui a été déféré le projet de loi C-16,
intitulé: . . .
Et ainsi de suite:
Le mardi 25 novembre 1986, le comité a entendu les
représentants de la Commission de ’emploi et de I'immi-
gration.

Le comité fait maintenant rapport et recommande que
le projet de loi C-16 soit accueilli favorablement par le
Sénat.

C’est la formule habituelle pour un rapport de ce genre.
Comme il doit étre déposé avant que le Sénat ne puisse étudier
le projet de loi—ce qui pourrait se faire cet aprés-midi—aprés
consultation avec le sénateur Petten et d’autres, nous nous réu-
nissons en ce moment pour étudier cette motion.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, je propose
’adoption de la motion.

Le président: Il n’est pas nécessaire que I'un d’entre vous
I’appuie. Quels sont ceux qui sont en faveur de la motion?

Des voix: D’accord.

Le président: Quels sont ceux qui sont contre? Je ne vois
aucune main levée. La motion est adoptée.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Monsieur le président, je propose la
levée de la séance.

Le président: Je vais déposer le rapport du comité au début
de la séance du Sénat de cet aprés-midi, et tout sera en ordre.

La séance est levée.

Ottawa, Tuesday, May 5, 1987

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day at 9:30 a.m. to examine the sub-
ject-matter of Bill S-6, An Act to amend the Food and Drug
Act.

The Chairman: The meeting will now come to order. Ladies
and gentlemen, we have a rather heavy agenda today and
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ment de la piéce ol nous devions siéger nous a fait perdre
quelques minutes. De toute fagon, nous allons procéder avec
célérité. Vous avez sous les yeux I'ordre du jour qui est pro-
posé. Prenant acte du fait que nos témoins au sujet du projet
de loi S-6 sont présents, je vous suggére que nous modifions
’ordre du jour et que nous commencions d’emblée par I’étude
du projet de loi S-6. Est-ce que vous étes d’accord?

Le sénateur Rousseau: Nous sommes d’accord monsieur le
président.

Le président: Nous commencerons donc par cet item, c’est-
a-dire I’étude de la teneur du projet de loi S-6. Monsieur Lis-
ton, voulez-vous présenter celui qui vous accompagne. Bien
entendu, je vous souhaite la bienvenue et je vous remercie
d’étre venu nous expliquer les coordonnées du projet de loi S-6.

Dr. A.J. Liston, sous-ministre adjoint, Direction générale
de la protection de la santé: Je vous remercie monsieur le pré-
sident. Monsieur Barry Smith est avec moi ce matin et il oeuvre
4 la direction de aliments, politique de réglementation. Ce
matin, nous espérons vous donner un apercu de la version des
standards tels qu’ils existent selon la Loi des aliments et
drogues.

The question of food standards under the Food and Drugs
Act established the composition and the identity for a wide
range of foods that are consumed by Canadians. The basic
purpose of the standards is to specify or to allow ingredients
for such products as bread, coffee, flour and margarine in a
manner which will protect consumers from fraudulent and
deceptive marketing practices and to meet consumer expecta-
tions as they purchase these standard products. The genesis of
the issue, the so-called special light beer issue, which triggered
examination of food standards under the Food and Drugs Act
revolves around the marketing of a light beer product which
contained a higher percentage of alcohol than the composi-
tional standard allowed for. The litigation—and I do not pro-
pose to go into the details of it—culminated in the Supreme
Court decision of December 1979, which ruled that two sec-
tions of the Food Drugs Act were ultra vires Parliament inso-
far as malt liquor standards—that is, beer standards—were
concerned and that criminal law power did not apply to recipe
type food standards which involved no health or food safety
components. Therefore, it relied primarily on economic or
fraud considerations. Consequently, this decision jeopardized,
not only the validity of the malt liquor standards or the beer
standards found in the food and drugs regulations, but also a
variety of other comparable standards. Examples are ground
beef, cnriqhed bread, ice cream, salad dressing, sausages,
strawberry jam, etc. You will recognize these as standard food
commodities which the consumer would expect to obtain, and
the compositional standards are to ensure their quality and
familiarity.

While striking down section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act
insofar as it applied to the malt liquor standards, the Supreme
Court decision re-affirmed that regulating the safety aspects of

[Traduction]

unfortunately, we have lost some time by having to change
rooms. However, I hope we can now proceed promptly. You
have the proposed agenda before you. I see that the witnesses
scheduled to testify on Bill S-6 are here, so I would suggest
that we amend the agenda and begin by examining Bill S-6. Is
everyone in agreement?

Senator Rousseau: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: We will therefore begin by this item, namely
the consideration of the subject-matter of Bill S-6. Mr. Liston,
would you kindly introduce the people who are here with you.
Of course, I would like to welcome everyone and thank them
for coming here to explain the ramifications of Bill S-6.

Dr. A. J. Liston, Assistant Deputy Minister, Health Protec-
tion Branch: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With me this morn-
ing is Barry Smith who is with the Food Regulatory Affairs,
Food Directorate. We hope this morning to give you an over-
view of existing standards under the Food and Drug Act.

Les normes alimentaires établies en vertu de la Loi des ali-
ments et drogues prescrivent la composition d’une multitude
d’aliments consommés par les Canadiens, ainsi que la nécessité
d’identifier les ingrédients entrant dans la composition de ces
aliments. Les normes ont essentiellement pour but de spécifier
les ingrédients pouvant entrer dans la composition de produits
tels que le pain, le café, la farine et la margarine, de maniére a
protéger le consommateur contre toute pratique commerciale
frauduleuse ou trompeuse et 4 faire en sorte que ces denrées de
base répondent aux attentes du consommateur. La question qui
est 4 origine de I’examen des normes alimentaires établies en
vertu de la Loi des aliments et drogues concerne la mise en
marché d’une biére légére dont la teneur en alcool était supé-
rieure au pourcentage autorisé par les normes relatives a la
composition. Le litige—et je n’ai pas 'intention d’entrer dans
les détails—s’est terminé par une décision de la Cour supréme,
qui, en décembre 1979, a statué que deux articles de la Loi des
aliments et drogues outrepassaient 'autorité conférée au Par-
lement pour ce qui est des normes relatives a la biére et que le
droit criminel ne pouvait étre invoqué pour justifier les normes
alimentaires relatives aux ingrédients entrant dans la composi-
tion d’'un aliment lorsque ceux-ci ne posaient aucun risque
pour la santé. Ces normes étaient par conséquent fondées prin-
cipalement sur des considérations économiques, visant a préve-
nir la fraude. Cette décision mettait en doute la validité, non
seulement des normes relatives a la biére, établies en vertu du
Reéglement des aliments et drogues, mais de toute une gamme
de normes semblables, dont celles relatives au beeuf haché, au
pain enrichi, 4 la créme glacée, aux vinaigrettes, aux saucisses
et 4 la confiture aux fraises. Vous reconnaitrez 1a des denrées
de base dont la composition est assujettie & certaines normes
destinées a faire en sorte que le consommateur soit sir de leur
qualité et des ingrédients entrant dans leur composition.

Tout en déclarant inconstitutionnel I’article 6 de la Loi des
aliments et drogues en tant qu’il s’applique aux normes relati-
ves 4 la biére, la Cour supréme a réaffirmé que la réglementa-
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foods was a legitimate execise of the criminal law and, there-
fore, could be applied nationally. Thus, health related aspects
of food standards—that is, those provisions which would deal
with food additives, microbiological contaminants, etc.—were
not affected by the Supreme Court decision. The problem
created by the Supreme Court decision was thoroughly
reviewed by an interdepartmental committee, and a number of
different options were considered in terms of re-establishing a
nationally consistent system of food standards. In March 1986
ministers agreed that a nationally consistent system of food
standards be retained in Canada, subject to limitations
imposed on federal authority by the light beer decision of the
Supreme Court. Cabinet directed that the Department of Jus-
tice draft an amendment to section 6 of the Food and Drugs
Act by inserting an appropriate trade and commerce limita-
tion. This amendment would have the effect of revalidating the
jeopardized standards if the standardized product involved
moved in interprovincial trade.

Cabinet also decided that the Ministers of National Health
and Welfare and Consumer and Corporate Affairs, in consul-
tation with the Ministers of Agriculture and Fisheries and
Oceans, should initiate further discussions with the provinces
to foster the evolution of a nationally consistent system of food
standards. Such consultations have recently been carried out
with the provinces and, once again, all provinces have signalled
an interest in maintaining a nationally consistent system. Most
of the provinces have indicated that referencing of federal
standards will be considered as the first option, as it is prob-
ably the least difficult and least resource-intensive mechanism
by which to close the loophole and to cover standardized prod-
ucts sold only within a province. The major food and trade
associations, as well as the Consumers’ Association of Canada,
have continued to support the revalidation of food standards
by legislative amendment to the Food and Drugs Act. Since
the Labatts decision, recipe type food standards under the
Food and Drugs Act have been difficult to enforce. However,
it should be noted that the Department of Consumer and Cor-
porate Affairs has been carrying out monitoring surveys to
determine the level of compliance while taking no actual
enforcement action because of the legal jeopardy of the stand-
ards. As noted earlier, sections of standards relating to
health—that is, food additives, nutrition, microbiology—and
economic fraud are still considered to be enforceable as the
authority for these provisions is soundly based in criminal law.
It is the recipe-type parameters, such as the strawberry content
of strawberry jam, which have been called into jeopardy by the
Supreme Court decision.

[Traduction]

tion visant 4 garantir I'innocuité des aliments constituait une
application légitime du pouvoir conféré par le droit criminel et
qu’elle pouvait donc s’exercer a I’échelle nationale. Ainsi, les
normes alimentaires visant a4 protéger la santé, notamment cel-
les concernant les additifs alimentaires et les micro-organismes
nocifs, n’étaient pas touchées par la décision de la Cour
supréme. Le probléme mis en lumiére par la décision de la
Cour supréme a été examiné en profondeur par un comité
interministériel, qui a étudié diverses solutions possibles en vue
de rétablir un systéme national cohérent de normes alimentai-
res. En mars 1986, les ministres se sont prononcés en faveur du
maintien d’un systéme national cohérent de normes alimentai-
res au Canada, sous réserve des restrictions imposées a 1'auto-
rité fédérale par suite de la décision de la Cour supréme relati-
vement 4 la biére légere. Le Cabinet a chargé le ministére de la
Justice de rédiger un projet de modification de I’article 6 de la
Loi des aliments et drogues en vue d’incorporer a cet article
une restriction commerciale appropriée. Cette modification
devait permettre de rétablir la légitimité des normes dont
'application avait été mise en doute dans le cas des produits
relevant du commerce interprovincial.

Le Cabinet a également enjoint au ministre de la Santé
nationale et du Bien-étre social et au ministre de la Consom-
mation et des Corporations, en consultation avec les ministres
de I’Agriculture et des Péches et Océans, d’entreprendre de
nouvelles discussions avec les provinces en vue de favoriser
’élaboration d’un systéme national cohérent de normes ali-
mentaires. A la suite des récentes consultations qui ont eu lieu
a ce sujet, les provinces se sont, encore une fois, prononcées a
'unanimité en faveur du maintien d’un systéme national cohé-
rent. La plupart d’entre elles ont indiqué que leur premiére
option serait de se reporter aux normes fédérales, puisque ce
serait sans doute 14 le moyen le plus facile et le moins onéreux
de remédier a cette faiblesse de la réglementation et de faire en
sorte qu’elle s’applique aux produits vendus uniquement a
I'intérieur d’une province. Les grandes associations alimentai-
res et commerciales, de méme que I’Association des consom-
mateurs du Canada, continuent a appuyer ’adoption de mesu-
res législatives visant & modifier la Loi des aliments et drogues
de maniére 4 rétablir la légitimité des normes alimentaires.
Depuis la décision rendue dans ’affaire Labatt, il a été difficile
d’appliquer les normes alimentaires établies en vertu de la Loi
des aliments et drogues et qui concernent uniquement la com-
position des aliments. A ce propos, il convient de souligner que
le ministére de la Consommation et des Corporations continue
a effectuer des enquétes afin de déterminer dans quelle mesure
les normes sont respectées, sans toutefois chercher a les appli-
quer en raison de la controverse juridique dont elles font
'objet. Comme je 1’ai déja mentionné, le pouvoir d’appliquer
les normes relatives 4 la santé, c’est-a-dire celles qui concer-
nent les additifs alimentaires, la valeur nutritive et les micro-
organismes, de méme que celles relatives a la fraude économi-
que, n’est aucunement mis en doute puisqu’il est bien établi
dans le droit criminel. Ce sont les normes strictement d’ordre
culinaire, comme celle concernant le pourcentage de fraises qui
entrent dans la composition de la confiture aux fraises, dont
I'application a été compromise par la décision de la Cour
supréme. )
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In the seven and a half years since the decision of the
Supreme Court, the marketplace has changed to some degree
with respect to standardized food products. The brewing indus-
try has introduced other new products onto the market and has
set 4 per cent alcohol as the industry norm for the product now
sold as light beer. The baking industry, the meat industry, the
dairy industry, the food and vegetable industry, the confection-
ary industry and the distilled alcohol beverage industry have
also introduced new products and have requested amendment
of federal standards during the seven and a half year period of
uncertainty.

It has not been possible to accede to those requests while the
compositional standards were in jeopardy, and thus we have
these requests awaiting the attention of the regulatory bodies
in order that we might have standards which would accommo-
date the reality of the marketplace. There are, as well, some
international implications as a result of the Labatt decision.
Mr. Chairman, with your concurrence, I would like to ask Mr.
Smith if he would review this section.

The Chairman: Yes, very well, Mr. Smith.

Mr. Barry L. Smith, Chief, Food Regulatory Affairs, Food
Directorate, Health Protection Branch, Department of
National Health and Welfare: Thank you. Canada is a partici-
pant in the Codex Alimentarius Commission, which is com-
posed of 130 countries. The work of this commission is to
elaborate and then to have the participating governments
adopt, to the degree possible, the international standards. Dur-
ing the seven and a half year period that we have had the
standards in jeopardy, it has not really been possible to adopt
any of the international standards, although we have had some
work in the area of some fruit and vegetables and chocolate
products proceeding. However, we have not been able to issue
formal acceptances because of the status of the standards.

The amendment to section 6 would remove this impediment
and would allow this particular work to proceed again.

Mr. Liston: Mr. Chairman, that would constitute our brief
remarks and we would be very pleased to answer any questions
that senators might have.

The Chairman: Thank you. Senator Doyle, do you have any
questions?

Senator Doyle: Yes, Mr. Chairman. It is my understanding
that, at an earlier point this spring, the government had
reached an understanding with all but two of the provinces
that there would be full support for this change in the legisla-
tion or re-introduction of the legislation. I believe those two
provinces were British Columbia and Quebec. Rightly or
wrongly, we were told that at least an informal agreement with
those two provinces will probably be achieved within a matter
of days or, at the most, weeks. I would like to know if there has
been any progress in that area. I do not want to seem to be
dazzled by Meech Lake and what can be done in a day, but
seven years seems like rather a lengthy time.

[Traduction)

Dans les sept ans et demi qui se sont écoulés depuis cette
décision, le marché des produits alimentaires réglementés a
évolué. Les brasseurs ont lancé de nouveaux produits sur le
marché et ont eux-mémes fixé a 4 p. 100 la teneur en alcool du
produit vendu sous le nom de biére légére. Les fabricants de
produits de boulangerie, I'industrie de le viande, I'industrie lai-
tiére, I'industrie des aliments et des légumes, de méme que les
fabricants de produits de confiserie et de boissons alcooliques,
ont eux aussi mis en marché de nouveaux produits et demandé
la modification des normes fédérales au cours de cette période
d’incertitude qui dure depuis sept ans et demi.

Il était impossible de donner suite aux demandes en ce sens
tant que la légitimité des normes relatives a la composition
était mise en doute, de sorte qu’on attend toujours que les
organismes de réglementation se prononcent a cet égard et éta-
blissent des normes qui tiennent compte des réalités du mar-
ché. La décision rendue dans I'affaire Labatt comporte égale-
ment des répercussions 4 I’échelle internationale. Si vous le
voulez bien, monsieur le président, je demanderai & M. Smith
de discuter de cet aspect de la question.

Le président: Trés bien, la parole est & vous monsieur Smith.

M. Barry L. Smith, chef, Politique de réglementation,
Direction des aliments, Direction générale de la protection de
la santé, ministére de la Santé nationale et du Bien-étre social:
Merci. Le Canada fait partie de la Commission du Codex Ali-
mentarius, qui compte 130 pays membres. Cette commission a
pour mandat d’élaborer des normes internationales qu’elle
cherche ensuite, autant que possible, 4 faire adopter par les
gouvernements participants. Depuis les sept ans et demi que
dure I'incertitude en ce qui concerne la légitimité des normes,
nous n’avons guére été en mesure d’adhérer officiellement aux
normes internationales qui ont été élaborées, malgré les pro-
grés réalisés en ce qui concerne certains fruits et légumes de
méme que certains produits a base de chocolat.

La modification que ’on se propose d’apporter a I’article 6
supprimerait cet obstacle et permettrait de faire avancer ces
dossiers.

M. Liston: Voild qui conclut, monsieur le président, nos
remarques préliminaires. Nous serons trés heureux de répon-
dre aux questions que pourraient vouloir nous poser les séna-
teurs.

Le président: Merci. Sénateur Doyle, avez-vous des ques-
tions?

Le sénateur Doyle: Oui, monsieur le président. Si je com-
prends bien, au début du printemps, le gouvernement a obtenu
’assentiment de toutes les provinces, sauf deux, a la proposi-
tion visant 4 modifier la Loi ou & déposer un nouveau projet de
loi. Je crois que les deux provinces dont il n’avait pu obtenir
'appui étaient la Colombie-Britannique et le Québec. Qu’on
ait été fondé ou non a le faire, on nous a dit que le gouverne-
ment prévoyait d’en arriver a tout le moins a une entente offi-
cieuse avec ces deux provinces d’ici quelques jours, ou tout au
plus quelques semaines. Je voudrais savoir quels ont été les
progrés réalisés a cet égard. Sans vouloir paraitre trop attendre
de la conférence du Lac Meech et de ce qui peut étre accompli
en une journée, il me semble que sept ans, c’est long.
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Mr. Smith: Yes indeed, senator, there has been progress in
that area. Just this week, we received a letter from the Prov-
ince of British Columbia that they are in agreement with the
principle of referencing so that the loop can be closed.

Quebec already has legislation in place which requires food
products to either meet a Quebec standard or, in the absence
of a specific Quebec standard, to meet the federal food and
drug standards. Therefore there is not really the same problem
with the Province of Quebec.

Senator Gigantés: Are the standards of Quebec and the
standards set by the federal government substantially similar?

Mr. Smith: Yes they are.

The Chairman: In the same line of questioning, you are say-
ing that you did not reach any formal agreement with the Que-
bec government?

Mr. Smith: At this point, we have made contact with the
Quebec government and we have no indication that they
oppose this solution at all.

The Chairman: Is it necessary for us to have the Quebec
government telling us clearly that they do agree, or is there
any problem due to the fact that they have their own system of
standards? As long as we have the feeling that both sets of
standards do correspond, surely there is no need to express
anything beyond that, except to see that there is a coincidence,
so to speak.

Dr. Liston: If I may, Mr. Chairman, the situation with
respect to Quebec is a very satisfactory one, in which their
legislation states that foods sold intra-provincially—which
remains within the power of a province to so regulate—must
either meet a Quebec standard, if it exists or/and if it is stipu-
lated in the regulation or, in the absence of such, must meet
the federal compositional standard under the Food and Drugs
Act and regulations.

The Chairman: You are saying that it is so spelled out in
that legislation?

Dr. Liston: That is their legislation, and has been for some
time. I am sorry, I do not have at my fingertips when this legis-
lation was passed but it reflects an on-going working relation-
ship between Quebec and the federal government to have com-
positional standards that apply, not only for international or
interprovincial trade but also to seek harmony for intraprovin-
cial trade.

The nature of our discussions with Quebec officials do not
lead us to believe that there are problems, and we have not had
contact with companies manufacturing in Quebec and selling
within Quebec that have raised problems which would lead us
to believe that they require particular attention.

The Chairman: Senator Doyle, you wanted to ask further
questions?

[Traduction)

M. Smith: Oui, sénateur, il y a effectivement eu des progrés.
Nous avons justement regu cette semaine une lettre du gouver-
nement de la Colombie-Britannique, qui accepte en principe de
se reporter aux normes fédérales afin de remédier 4 la faiblesse
de la réglementation.

Quant au Québec, il existe déja dans cette province des
mesures législatives disposant que les produits alimentaires
doivent répondre a la norme provinciale qui s’y applique, ou,
en I’absence d’une telle norme, aux normes fédérales relatives

aux aliments et aux drogues. En ce sens, donc, le cas du Qué-

bec ne fait pas probléme.

Le sénateur Gigantés: Les normes du Québec sont-elles
essentiellement semblables a celles du gouvernement fédéral?

M. Smith: Oui, elles le sont.

Le président: Vous dites donc que vous n’avez pas conclu
d’entente officielle avec le gouvernement du Québec?

M. Smith: Nous avons communiqué avec le gouvernement
du Québec, et rien n’indique qu’il s’oppose a la solution propo-
sée.

N

Le président: Est-il nécessaire d’en arriver 4 une entente
officielle avec le gouvernement du Québec, ou pouvons-nous
nous contenter du fait que cette province ait ses propres nor-
mes? Du moment que nous sommes persuadés que ces normes
correspondent aux normes fédérales, nous ne pouvons tout de
méme pas en demander plus.

M. Liston: Si vous me permettez, monsieur le président, la
situation en ce qui concerne le Québec est des plus satisfaisan-
tes, puisque la législation provinciale dispose que les aliments
vendus a I'intérieur de la province, et qui sont par conséquent
assujettis 4 la réglementation provinciale, doivent satisfaire
aux normes et aux réglements provinciaux qui s’y appliquent,
ou qu’en I’absence de dispositions provinciales a cet égard, ils
doivent satisfaire aux normes fédérales relatives a la composi-
tion conformément 4 la Loi des aliments et drogues et aux
réglements qui en découlent.

Le président: Vous dites que tout cela est précisé dans la
législation provinciale?

M. Liston: En effet, et cette législation provinciale existe
depuis déja un certain temps. Je regrette de ne pas pouvoir
vous dire de mémoire quand la loi provinciale a été adoptée,
mais je puis vous dire qu’elle atteste la collaboration qui carac-
térise les efforts du Québec et du gouvernement fédéral pour
assurer la cohérence des normes relatives a la composition qui
s’appliquent, non seulement aux produits du commerce inter-
national ou interprovincial, mais aussi 4 ceux qui relévent du
commerce intra-provincial.

D’apreés les discussions que nous avons eues avec les fonc-
tionnaires du Québec, il ne semble pas y avoir de probléme a
cet égard, et nous n’avons pas non plus entendu parler de pro-
blémes du c6té des fabricants québécois qui vendent leurs pro-
duits au Québec.

Le président: Sénateur Doyle, vous aviez d’autres questions
a poser? ‘

L —
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Senator Doyle: Yes. I am sorry, but this is a supplementary.
Dr. Liston, what if I were in the raspberry jam business and I
wanted to establish my production facilities in the Province of
Quebec; 1 wanted to produce a raspberry jam with fewer

Jraspberries in it than would be required under the federal act.
I Further, what if I persuaded the Government of Quebec to

change its standards of what it requires in the way of raspber-
ries in the jam, in which case I would clearly be in violation of
at least the intent of the federal legislation. Would this be a
situation that could cause a great deal of difficulty, in the

‘Jabsence of any kind of formal agreement with the Province of

Quebec? I do not mean in the sense of: “We will use your
regulations in the absence of any of our own or when our own
do not apply,” but rather, an agreement that the federal stand-
ards will be an acceptable level.

Dr. Liston: I believe that in such a circumstance, senator, on
the assumption that you had persuaded the Quebec govern-
ment to amend the standard, then you could sell the product in
Quebec but, with respect to interprovincial or international
trade, if the same product had a differing compositional stand-
ard, you would then be required to meet that standard.

Senator Doyle: Thank you very much.

The Chairman: Just to make sure that I do understand cor-
rectly, in fact it is a case of simultaneous competence, so to

speak?
Dr. Liston: Yes.

The Chairman: In which case both levels of government can
exercise a respective competence?

Dr. Liston: Yes.

The Chairman: There is no need or even possibility of any
agreement going against that division of competence?

Dr. Liston: The whole thesis of this amendment that we are
discussing this morning is to try and provide a framework—
and here one must talk about a framework for compositional
standards; I am not talking about the health and safety stand-
ards. However, where there is a uniformity, where there is a
consistency of requirement so that the marketplace is not such
that, as was previously mentioned, someone might wish to
amend a standard to make it less expensive to market a stand-
ard product and sell it in order to “cheapen” it, but yet have
the consumer purchase it, believing that it to be of superior
quality. The framework we are hoping to establish through
these amendments is that whether the product is imported
from outside Canada, or whether it involves interprovincial
trade through agreement with the provinces—if it is only
within provincial trade and commerce—these standards would
be compatible or identical so that the product would be of the
same quality regardless of where it comes from and how it
moves in commerce.

The Chairman: Are there any further questions?

The members of the committee are satisfied with the expla-
nations you have given us and I would, therefore, thank you
Dr. Liston and Mr. Smith for appearing before us.

[Traduction)

Le sénateur Doyle: Oui. Excusez-moi, mais j’ai une question
supplémentaire a poser. Supposons, monsieur Liston, que je
sois un fabricant de confiture aux framboises et que je veuille
m’établir au Québec pour y produire de la confiture contenant
un pourcentage de framboises inférieur au niveau fixé par la
loi fédérale. Supposons, par ailleurs, que je persuade le gouver-
nenment du Québec de modifier sa norme relative au pourcen-
tage de framboises que doit contenir un pot de confiture aux
framboises, auquel cas j’irais manifestement a ’encontre, 2
tout le moins, de I'esprit de la loi fédérale. Est-ce 1a le genre de
situation qui pourrait causer de sérieux problémes en I’absence
d’une entente officielle avec la province de Québec? Une telle
entente signifierait que la province ne se contenterait pas de
dire: «Nous appliquerons vos normes aux produits pour les-
quels nous n’avons pas de norme ou auxquels nos normes ne
s’appliquent pas,» mais qu’elle s’engagerait a respecter a tout le
moins le niveau fixé dans les normes fédérales.

M. Liston: En pareille circonstance, sénateur, en supposant
que vous ayez réussi 4 persuader le gouvernement du Québec
de modifier sa norme, je crois que vous pourriez vendre le pro-
duit au Québec, mais que vous seriez tenu de respecter la
norme fédérale relative a la composition de ce produit si vous
vouliez le vendre a 1’échelle interprovinciale ou internationale.

Le sénateur Doyle: Merci beaucoup.

Le président: Si je comprends bien, il s’agit en quelque sorte
de compétence simultanée?

M. Liston: En effet.

Le président: Ainsi, les deux paliers de gouvernement peu-
vent exercer leur compétence respective?

M. Liston: Oui.

Le président: Il n’est donc pas nécessaire, ni méme possible,
qu’une entente éventuelle aille 4 ’encontre de ce partage de
compétence?

M. Liston: La modification dont nous discutons ici ce matin
a essentiellement pour but d’établir un cadre, lequel cadre
serait constitué de normes relatives a4 la composition, et non
pas 4 la santé et 4 la protection du public. Ce que nous vou-
lons, c’est d’établir des normes uniformes qui permettent de
réglementer le marché de fagon que I’on ne puisse pas, comme
dans I’exemple mentionné précédemment, demander la modifi-
cation d’une norme pour réduire ses coilits de production et
vendre ainsi son produit & meilleur prix, tout en laissant le con-
sommateur croire qu’il s’agit d’un produit de qualité supé-
rieure. Le cadre réglementaire que nous espérons établir grace
a cette modification ferait en sorte que tant les produits impor-
tés de ’étranger que ceux qui relévent du commerce interpro-
vincial et, moyennant le consentement des provinces, ceux dont
la vente ne dépasse pas les frontiéres d’une province, seraient
assujettis 4 des normes compatibles, sinon identiques, de fagon
que la qualité soit la méme peu importe I’origine du produit ou
le marché visé.

Le président: Y a-t-il d’autres questions?
Les membres du Comité semblent satisfaits des explications
que vous nous avez données, et je tiens d vous remercier, mes-



2:18

Social Affairs, Science and Technology

5-5-1987

[Text]

Dr. Liston: Thank you.

The Chairman: I would remind members of the committee
that this bill has passed second reading in the House of Com-
mons and has been referred to our committee. That being the
case, are we ready to report on our study?

Senator Gigantés: What do you wish us to report?

The Chairman: We have studied the bill which was referred
to us and, since we do not find problems with it and we do not
wish to propose any amendments, perhaps we should report the
bill. I do not want to rush the committee but, since we have
found no problems, we may as well report in the usual fashion,
that is, that the committee has studied the bill and reports the
bill without amendment.

Senator Giganteés: I so move.

The Chairman: Is it agreed, honourable senators?
Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The committee continued in camera.

[Traduction)

sieurs Liston et Smith, d’avoir bien voulu comparaitre devant
nous.

M. Liston: Merci.

Le président: Je rappelle aux membres du Comité que le
projet de loi dont nous sommes saisis a été adopté en deuxiéme
lecture a4 la Chambre des communes et qu’il nous a été ren-
voyé. Cela dit, sommes-nous préts a faire rapport de notre exa-
men du projet de loi?

Le sénateur Gigantés: Dans quel sens voulez-vous que nous
en fassions rapport?

Le président: Etant donné que, aprés étude du projet de loi
qui nous a été renvoyé, nous ne croyons pas qu’il pose de pro-
bléme et nous ne souhaitons y proposer aucun amendement,
nous pourrions en faire rapport tel quel. Je ne veux pas bouscu-
ler les membres du Comité, mais comme le projet de loi ne
semble pas poser de difficulté, nous pourrions en faire rapport
de la fagon habituelle, en disant que nous 1’avons examiné et
que nous en faisons rapport sans amendement.

Le sénateur Giganteés: Je le propose.

Le président: Etes-vous d’accord, honorables sénateurs?
Des voix: D’accord.

Le comité poursuit ses délibérations a huis clos.
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ORDER OF REFERENCE ORDRE DE RENVOI

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate, Extrait des Procés-verbaux du Sénat du jeudi 6 novembre
Thursday, November 6, 1986: 1986:

“The Honourable Senator Tremblay moved, seconded
by the Honourable Senator Simard:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology be authorized to continue the
study undertaken in 1985-1986 on the Consultation Paper
on Child and Elderly Benefits, issued by the Department
of National Health and Welfare, tabled in the Senate on
5th February, 1985, and to report thereon;

That the papers and evidence taken on the subject and
the work accomplished during the First Session of the
Thirty-Third Parliament be referred to the Committee;
and

That the Committee present its report no later than
Tuesday, 22nd December, 1987.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

«L’honorable sénateur Tremblay propose, appuyé par
I’honorable sénateur Simard,

Que le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires socia-
les, des sciences et de la technologie soit autorisé & pour-
suivre les travaux qu’il a engagés en 1985-1986 sur le
Document d’étude sur les prestations aux enfants et aux
personnes dgées, émis par le ministére de la Santé natio-
nale et du Bien-étre social, déposé au Sénat le 5 février
1985, et a faire rapport des dits travaux;

Que les documents et témoignages recueillis 4 ce sujet
et les travaux accomplis au cours de la premiére session
du trente-troisiéme Parlement soient déférés au Comité;
et

Que le Comité présente son rapport au plus tard le
mardi 22 décembre 1987.

La motion, mise aux voix, est adoptée.»

Le greffier du Sénat
Charles A. Lussier

Clerk of the Senate
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[Text]

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science
and Technology met this day at 9:10 a.m. in camera, the
Chairman, the Honourable Senator Arthur Tremblay, presid-
ing.

Members of the Committee present: The Honourable Sena-
tors Bonnell, Cottreau, Fairbairn, Flynn, Hébert, Lefebvre, Le
Moyne, Robertson, Rousseau, Spivak and Tremblay. (11)

In attendance: Dr. Maureen Baker and Mr. Marion Wrobel,
Research Officers, Research Branch, Library of Parliament.

The Committee resumed its examination of the draft report
on Child Benefits.

Members of the Committee suggested various changes in the
text and pointed out some discrepancies with respect to compa-
rable english and french text.

The Honourable Senator Robertson moved,

—THAT a new sentence be added at the end of the first
paragraph of section C (Financing the System) of Chapter 5,
as follows:

“However the majority of the Committee support the first
method of financing”.

After debate,
The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved, in amendment:

—THAT the word “first” in the Honourable Senator
Robertson’s motion be replaced by the word “second”.

After further debate, the Honourable Senator Bonnell with-
drew his proposed amendment and the Honourable Senator
Robertson withdrew her proposed motion.

The Committee made additional changes to the report.

The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved,—
THAT, the report on Child Benefits, as amended, be
adopted.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Hébert moved,—

THAT the Committee print up to 2000 copies of the said
report, as required and 800 copies of the proceedings of the
Committee.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

The Honourable Senator Flynn moved,—

THAT in the event the final version of the report is not
available for tabling in the Senate prior to the summer
adjournment, the Chairman be authorized to request permis-
sion from the Senate for the Committee to distribute the
report when it is available, even though the Senate may not
then be sitting.

The question being put on the said motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.

PROCES-VERBAL

LE MARDI 23 JUIN 1987
(21)

[Traduction]

Le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des
sciences et de la technologie se réunit aujourd’hui 4 9h 10, 4
huis clos, sous la présidence de I'honorable sénateur Arthur
Tremblay, président.

Membres du comité présents: Les honorables sénateurs Bon-
nell, Cottreau, Fairbairn, Flynn, Hébert, Lefebvre, Le Moyne,
Robertson, Rousseau, Spivak et Tremblay. (11)

Sont également présents: M™ Maureen Baker et M. Marion
Wrobel, attachés de recherche au Service de recherche de la
Bibliothéque du Parlement.

Le comité reprend son étude de I’ébauche du rapport sur les
prestations aux enfants.

Les membres du comité suggérent que I’on apporte certaines
modifications au texte et constatent qu’il y a discordance a cer-
tains endroits entre les textes anglais et francais.

L’honorable sénatrice Robertson propose,—

QU’une nouvelle phrase soit ajoutée a la fin du premier
paragraphe de l'article C «Financement du supplément de
revenu familial garanti» du Chapitre 5, comme il suit:

«Cependant, la majorité des membres du comité appuient
la premiére méthode de financement».

Aprés débat,

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose,

—QUE le mot «premiére» dans la motion de I’honorable
sénatrice Robertson soit remplacé par le mot «seconden».

Le débat se poursuit, puis I’honorable sénateur Bonnell
retire 'amendement qu’il a proposé et I’honorable sénatrice
Robertson retire la motion qu’elle a proposée.

Le comité apporte d’autres modifications au texte du rap-
port.

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose,—

QUE le rapport sur les prestations aux enfants tel
qu’amendgé, soit adopté.

La question, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Hébert propose,—

QUE le comité fasse imprimer jusqu'd 2000 copies dudit
rapport au besoin; et qu’il fasse imprimer 800 copies des déli-
bérations du comité.

La question, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

L’honorable sénateur Flynn propose,—

QU’advenant le cas ou la version finale du rapport ne serait
pas disponible pour le dépdt au Sénat avant I’ajournement de
I’été, le président soit autorisé & demander la permission du
Sénat de distribuer ledit rapport lorsqu’il sera disponible méme
si le Sénat ne siége pas 4 ce moment-la.

La question, mise aux voix, est adoptée.
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The Honourable Senator Bonnell moved,—

THAT the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Science and Technology, retain the services of Christiane E.
Kaisin Translating and Editing Inc., to edit the french version
of the Committee’s report on Child Benefits, at a cost of
approximately $2,000.00 (two thousand dollars).

The question being put on the said motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.

At 10:35 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the
Chair.

ATTEST:

L’honorable sénateur Bonnell propose,—

QUE le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales,
des sciences et de la technologie embauche la maison Chris-
tiane E. Kaisin Translating and Editing Inc., pour réviser le
texte francais du rapport sur les prestations aux enfants, & un
coit d’environ 2 000 $ (deux mille dollars).

La question, mise aux voix, est adoptée.

A 10 h 35, le comité suspend ses travaux jusqu’a nouvelle
convocation du p:Zsident.

ATTESTE:

Le greffier du comité
Denis Bouffard
Clerk of the Committee
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PREFACE

On the 5th of February 1985, the Consultation Paper on Child and Elderly Benefits,
issued by the Department of National Health and Welfare, was tabled in the Senate. The next week,
the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology was authorized to examine
and report on this Consultation Paper. In subsequent committee meetings, it was agreed that
discussion would focus on the interaction between federal and provincial child benefits as well as the
implications of restructuring existing federal child benefits for the various types of families living in
different provinces. A report was produced in December 1985 called "Analysis of Child and Family
Benefits in Canada: a Working Document". In part 1 of this report, a methodology for analysing the
relationship between federal and provincial child benefits was developed, while part 2 contained an
analysis of federal and provincial benefits to families with children.

During Committee hearings on amendments to the Family Allowances Act (Bill C-70),
many witnesses expressed opinions about restructuring federal child benefits. As a continuation of
our earlier study and in an attempt to incorporate these ideas about improving child benefits, the
Committee initiated a more in depth analysis of federal child benefits in Canada. The following
report is the culmination of this study and presents the Committee’s ideas about how federal child

benefits could be restructured to target more money to children living in poverty.
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CHAPTER 1: THE ANALYSIS OF FAMILY BENEFITS

INTRODUCTION: THE FAMILY IN TRANSITION

Over the past 40 years, the social and economic basis of Canadian family life has
changed sufficiently to justify rethinking policies relating to families with children. We will examine
some of these changes affecting family life, discuss existing child benefits and propose a new federal
benefit to replace some of the five existing programs.

Benefits such as Family Allowances were designed in an era of larger families with one
earner and low divorce rates. Over the past few decades, average family size has declined, mothers
have entered the labour force, divorce rates have soared; young people now remain dependent longer.
But family life remains popular. Over 85% of Canadians marry at least once and most of these
couples produce children. Nearly three-quarters of those whose marriages dissolve move into new
relationships and second marriages are becoming more common. This means that many children are
living in " blended families" with step-siblings from previous marriages. The "traditional" family,
with a breadwinner father and homemaker mother, is no longer the most typical, and social policies
need to reflect this reality.

As fertility rates have declined, the typical family has become smaller and now contains
only one or two children.(1) Increasingly, mothers with young children are working outside the home
to counteract the rising costs of living and childraising, to support their children, to stabilize the
family income, to increase their autonomy, or simply to use their education and skills. Consequently,
more than half of Canadian pre-school children are now being cared for by someone other than their
parents for at least a portion of the work week. While for many families finding reliable and high
quality child care is a continual problem, others wrestle with the issue of how to care for their own
children at home when prices are rising and one income is insufficient.

Although 63% of mothers with children under 16 years old work outside the home, there
is no uniform system of child care in this country. Instead, the availability and quality of non-profit

and commercial child care vary considerably by province and region and by the financial resources of

(1) Birthrates, however, vary considerably by province and region. Quebec, which traditionally
had an extremely high birthrate, now has the lowest (13.4 births per 1,000 population). The
Northwest Territories has the highest birthrate (29.2, reflecting high fertility among
Native people). Statistics Canada, Births and Deaths, Cat. 84-204, Ottawa, March 1986, p.
2;38

5
3
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the family. While income tax deductions are available for parents able to obtain receipts, many
families use informal care which they pay for in cash, without receiving receipts, or which they
exchange for other services. Consequently, parents cannot always take advantage of the deduction for
child care in their income tax calculations.

High rates of separation and divorce have augmented the number of households headed
by only one parent. Although children living in so-called "one-parent families" may have two parents
interacting with them and contributing to their socialization, many separated and divorced mothers
are left with the primary economic and emotional burden of custody. Furthermore, most mothers
must enter the labour force after marriage breakdown, in order to support themselves and their
children, since alimony is now seldom awarded and many non-custodial fathers stop paying the court-
awarded child support payments. Moreover, enforcement procedures have proven inadequate to
ensure that child support is paid.

The social and economic climate has also changed for older children. Adolescents are
staying at home longer than a generation ago, because higher education is increasingly necessary in
order to find permanent work. Many adolescents who would prefer to work part-time while attending
school cannot live independently from their family because low- level jobs for inexperienced workers
are difficult to find in these times of high unemployment. Since more "children" over 18 are living
with their parents than several decades ago, the relevance of present government programs should be
reviewed. Should these continue to offer child tax exemptions for parents with dependent children
over 18 or should assistance be granted directly to the young people, from a different budget?

Although the state has taken over some of the former functions of the family, such as
educating and protecting the young, caring for the sick and assisting the unemployed, family
members still provide valuable services for each other. Housework and pre-school child care remain
largely unpaid jobs performed by wives and mothers. But other relatives also provide free
accommodation, interest-free loans, unpaid child care, nursing care for the sick and elderly and
additional services which are invaluable and would cost millions of dollars if provided by private
industry or governments.(2)

Although there were many reasons for initiating the Family Allowance Program in
1945, the principal objective was to provide financial assistance to parents with the costs of raising
their children./3 Although the Family Allowance and later child benefits were never intended to be

related to childrearing costs, it is important to recognize that these costs have increased. Even if

(2) Maureen Baker, "Families" in L. Tepperman and J. Richardson (ed.), The Social World: An
Introduction to Sociology, McGraw-Hill Ryerson, Toronto, 1986, p. 264-265.

(3) Government of Canada, Inventory of Income Security Programs in Canada. Ottawa, July
1985, Ottawa, p. 49.
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families were eligible for all the available federal benefits for families with children -- Family
Allowance, the Child Tax Credit, the Child Tax Exemption, the Child Care Expense Deduction, and
the Equivalent to Married Exemption -- as well as provincial benefits, many community groups have
informed us that the money would not be sufficient to provide needy children with an adequate
standard of living.

The cost of raising children has been calculated by researchers in several countries; it
varies by the number of children and the standard of living expected by the family. Despite these
variations, a reliable rule of thumb seems to be that families with one child typically spend about 30%
of total family expenditures on that child, families with two children spend 40-50% of family income
on the children, and families with three children spend nearly 50%.(4) Over the first 18 years of a
child’s life, a Canadian family can expect to pay an average of $3,694 per year in today’s dollars
without daycare costs or as much as $5,888 with daycare costs, according to the Social Planning
Council of Metropolitan Toronto.

Changes have also taken place in the value of employment income relative to
investment income and government transfer payments in determining total family income.
Increasing unemployment rates, tight money, insofar as it has caused high interest rates, and
stagnant economic growth have not had a serious adverse impact on economic equality because
government transfer payments have risen considerably since the late 1960s, the elderly have
increased their investment income and families are now more likely to have two earners.(5) Without
indexed transfer payments, however, the discrepancy between the rich and the poor would have been
much larger.

Although the incidence of poverty was cut by one-third between 1969 and 1983, the
recession of the early 1980s reversed the long-term reduction in poverty. Real family income,
adjusted to inflation, declined from 1980 to 1984.(6) Young families headed by women now comprise a
large segment of poor families, and four in ten families headed by women are poor compared to only
one in ten led by men.” The dramatic rise in the rates of separation and divorce and in the rates of
unmarried mothers keeping their children have led to more female-led families over the last 15 years,

and many of these families are poor. This has prompted some social analysts to talk of the

(4) T.J.Espenshade, "Value and Cost of Children", Population Bulletin 32: 2-47, April 1977.

(5) Michael C. Wolfson, "Stasis Amid Change - Income Inequality in Canada 1965-1983",
Canadian Statistical Review, February 1986.

(6) National Council of Welfare, Poverty on the Increase, Ottawa, March 1985, p. 2; Colin
Lindsay, "The Decline of Real Family Income, 1980 to 1984", Canadian Social Trends,
Winter 1986, p. 15-17.

(1)  Ibid.,p. 1.
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"feminization of poverty”, meaning that more of the poor are now women and, in particular,
unattached older women and mothers with young children heading a one-parent family. The more
children in any family, the higher the chance of those children living in poverty.(8)

The Committee is particularly concerned about such children, as we are aware of the
potential social and psychological consequences of being raised with insufficient income. Much has
been written about the cycle of poverty, about generations of welfare recipients and about the long-
term costs of unemployment and low family income. The Committee believes that the present family
benefits are not adequately dealing with these issues, and that restructuring of federal benefits is
therefore necessary.

Problems arise from the inconsistencies among the goals of various federal benefits to
families with children and between social programs and the taxation system. If we want to target
money to poorer families through the Child Tax Credit, why do we also provide child tax deductions
and exemptions, which assist mainly those families with higher taxable incomes? Why is it possible
for self-employed taxpayers to deduct all their work-related expenses from their income tax but not
for parents to deduct all their child care expenses? Why can a family deduct only $710 for a
dependent child under 18 but $3,666 for a dependent spouse, who in fact provides many useful unpaid
services? Why do we give such low priority to our children, who are, after all, our greatest future

resource?

GOALS OF THE FAMILY BENEFIT SYSTEM

Three goals have been expressed or implied by Canadian governments in creating and

modifying benefits for children and families:

1) Although parents generally have children for their own personal reasons, by doing so they
also contribute to the economy by producing and socializing the next generation, which will
provide the future labour force. Governments have used family benefits as a symbolic
recognition of the important social task of reproduction and childrearing. The Canadian

. government has, for example, provided tax exemptions for dependent children, tax deductions
for the child care expenses of working parents and a universal payment to families with

dependent children.

2) Family benefits have also been used to create horizontal equity between families with

dependent children and those without. The Child Tax Exemption and the Child Care

(8) Ibid., p. 15, Table 11.
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Expenses Deduction, for example, recognize the additional expenses of childrearing by

reducing the taxable incomes of families with children.

3) Some families need financial assistance more than others. Since money is always limited, it
has often been targeted to those in greatest financial need. Since 1978, a federal Child Tax
Credit has been used to supplement the Family Allowance for poorer families. Family

benefits, therefore, have been used to help relieve poverty.

The present federal child benefits were designed at different times by governments with
varying agendas. If we analyze the goals and delivery mechanisms of these benefits, we can see that
some are directed to poorer families, others to wealthier families, and still others to families with
special needs. The goals of any new system of child benefits would need to be consistent and explicit.
For example, a benefit system could be designed to focus on administrative efficiency and cost-
effectiveness, if it were approached from the government’s point of view. On the other hand, benefits
could be designed to suit mainly the needs of families of different sizes and income levels, with less
concern about efficiency of administration. A benefit system could also be designed primarily to
consider the needs of children regardless of family situation. Any perspective adopted may lead to a
different conclusion about which type of benefit and administration is best. In reality, a family
benefit system will have to consider all of these issues to be effective. Yet for analytical purposes, we
can see that any benefit system could theoretically be slanted more in one direction than another.

In this report, we will discuss existing child benefits and their impact on children,
families and governments and then propose alternatives to the present system. Financial,
demographic and political constraints on governments considering changes to social benefits will be
outlined. Finally, a new child benefit will be proposed - The Guaranteed Family Supplement (GFS) -
which is designed to replace some of the existing benefits. The GFS would be aimed at families with
dependent children living in poverty or with below-average incomes.

The fact that 20% of Canadian children live in poverty distressed Committee members.
Being raised in poverty is an indignity in itself, but it also breeds a complex of educational
difficulties, chronic unemployment and future psychological problems. By restructuring family
benefits, the federal government could help poor families extend more opportunities to their children
and at the same time could provide parents with real choices. Although we accept the fact that all
children are a precious resource to any nation, we are realistic enough to acknowledge that some
children and families need more assistance than others. Because several issues relating to children
fall under provincial jurisdiction, while others (such as child benefits) are under federal jurisdiction,
the task of improving social policy in this area is complicated. These jurisdictional problems should

not, however, deter the federal government from taking a leadership role.
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CHAPTER 2: EXISTING BENEFITS AND THEIR IMPACT ON CHILDREN

INTRODUCTION

In order to evaluate the impact on families of any changes to federal child benefits, it is
essential to look at all government resources available to Canadian families at different income
levels. The frequent interdependence of federal and provincial benefits must also be investigated.

The federal child benefits discussed in the 1985 Consultation Paper entitled "Child and
Elderly Benefits" were the Family Allowance Program, the Child Tax Credit and the Child Tax
Exemption. Families with children may also deduct child care expenses from their income tax,
however, and federal money is transferred to the provinces for child care facilities. One-parent
families may claim the Equivalent to Married Exemption for one of their children. Families may also
receive Unemployment Insurance, Worker’s Compensation and child and orphan’s benefit under the
Canada and Quebec Pension Plans. For the purposes of this report, the three child benefits
mentioned in the Consultation Paper, as well as the Child Care Expense Deduction and the
Equivalent to Married Exemption are considered the most important federal child benefits and will
therefore be the focus of our discussions.

There is also a variety of provincial programs to assist families raising children, the vast
majority of which are geared to low-income families. These programs include social assistance,
supplements to the Family Allowance, subsidized housing and other programs. Families in different
provinces may have similar incomes but experience a wide discrepancy in standard of living because
of provincial variations in social assistance and the cost of living. Because of varying regulations for
social assistance, provincial comparisons are difficult to make; some provinces, for example, offer only
housing allowances while others provide subsidized housing as well. Provincial benefit levels may

also vary by the number of children or their ages.
FEDERAL PROGRAMS

A. Family Allowance Program

Initiated in 1945, the Family Allowance (FA) Program was designed to help parents to
meet the cost of raising dependent children (initially those under 16 years). Monthly payments are
mailed to the mother or the custodial parent or guardian.

From 1974 to 1982, FA rates generally increased with the Consumer Price Index. It

must be noted, however, that in January 1976, Family Allowance payments were frozen at 1975
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levels for one year, under legislation passed in December 1975. In 1977, Family Allowance payments
were again indexed to CPI changes. In 1979, however, there was a reduction of the monthly Family
Allowance when the Child Tax Credit was introduced. The indexation rate of the Family Allowance
in 1983 and 1984 was limited to 6% and 5% in accordance with the federal policy on fiscal restraint,
and as of 1 January 1986 the Family Allowance was partially deindexed.

The 1987 value of the FA is $31.93 a month per child under 18, but provinces may vary
the amount that the federal government pays to their residents according to the age and/or number of
children in a family. For example, Alberta varies the rate according to the age of the child and
Quebec varies the rate according to both the age of the child and the number of children in the family.
Federal family allowances must be reported as income for federal income tax purposes by the person
who claims tax exemption for the child (usually the father). The Family Allowance program is
administered by the Department of National Health and Welfare.

In 1982 FA cost the federal government $1,700 million; it is expected to cost $1,800
million in 1988, an increase of only 1% per year on average. Although the nominal level of benefits
has increased at a faster rate than 1% since 1982, the number of children receiving the benefit is
expected to fall from 6.7 million in 1982 to 6.4 million in 1988 because of declining birth rates.t9) In
addition, real income growth and higher taxes are also reducing the net cost to the federal
government.

Since the Family Allowance is treated as taxable income, this program is redistributive
in nature, delivering greater net benefits per child to poorer families. This effect is relatively mild,
however, and the program continues to be broadly based. Its main feature is to grant a financial
benefit only to those families with children. It thus imparts a measure of horizontal equity into the
fiscal system. The Family Allowance has also come to be regarded as a symbolic gesture towards
assisting all families, regardless of their financial situation, with childraising expenses.

The ratio of children per family varies widely by income group (see Table 2:1). It is true,
however, that those in the lowest income class receive more of the net benefits because less is taxed
back from them and because the poor tend to have more children.

To put the estimates presented here in perspective, the National Council of Welfare
projected that the net cost of the FA to the federal government in 1985 was $1,990 million,10) 8.9%

higher than our own estimate of $1,822.3 million.

(9) This projection is based on unpublished data from Health and Welfare Canada.

(10) National Council of Welfare, Opportunity for Reform, Ottawa, 1985, p. 58.

"
'}
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Table 2:1

BENEFIT: FAMILY ALLOWANCE, 1988

Income % Total Total Cost to
Group(1) Claimants Claimants Federal Government

$ 5,000 or less 7.44 270,623 $ 142.1 million
$5,000-$ 10,000 6.40 232,794 11600 *
$10,000-$ 15,000 6.91 251,345 128 Deral o)
$15,000-$ 20,000 8.04 292,447 146.1 w
$20,000-$ 25,000 8.87 322,638 16129 2
$25,000-$ 30,000 10.18 370,288 182 Qv ni!
$30,000-$ 40,000 K22 626,361 542

$ 40,000-$ 50,000 13.74 499,779 2426 "

$ 50,000+ 21.21 771,494 385.9 &
TOTAL 100.00 3,637,405 $1.8223" ™

(1) Since these figures were calculated from tax statistics, "income group" refers to the income of

the parent paying tax on family allowance income - usually the father. It does not refer to
total family income.

Source: Prepared by M. Wrobel, Research Branch, Library of Parliament for this report.
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B. Child Tax Credit

The federal Child Tax Credit (CTC) program, first implemented in 1979, is designed to
provide additional assistance to low to middle-income families in meeting the costs of raising
children. The program is administered through the income tax system by Revenue Canada.

Any parent or guardian who receives Family Allowance (usually the mother) is eligible
to apply for the Child Tax Credit when filing an income tax return. Eligibility is based on annual net
family income and CTC benefits vary according to family income and the number of eligible children.
The maximum benefit payable per child for the 1986 taxation year was $454, payable if the net
annual family income for 1986 was less than $23,500. For each $1 of net family income above that
figure, the maximum credit per child is reduced by five cents. In other words, the CTC ceases to be
available to families with one eligible child and net income of $32,580 or over and to families with two
eligible children and net income of $41,660 or more.

For families with taxable incomes, the refundable credit reduces the tax which must be
paid. Families whose taxes are less than the credit, or who owe no tax at all, receive a non-taxable
lump sum payment from the federal government’s Consolidated Revenue Fund. The Child Tax Credit
is the only component of the federal child benefits package which is uniform across Canada because it
is invariant with respect to taxable income and therefore is not affected by variations in provincial
tax rates.

Legislation effective 1 January 1986 increased the maximum CTC payment by $140 per
child over a three year period and reduced the income threshold to $23,500. After these discrete
changes have been made, both elements are to be partially indexed to Consumer Price Index changes.
Two installments will now be paid to families with an income of $15,000 or less. This may remove the
necessity for poor families to seek a cash rebate for their CTC payment from companies which prepare
income tax returns. Incidentally, the government recently lowered the interest rate these finance
companies can charge for this advance payment.

The Child Tax Credit is aimed at the same age group of children as the Family
Allowance but it is designed to be delivered only to poorer families. Historically, the ratio of CTC
children to FA children has been about 0.75:1.(11) The forecast values used here have maintained this
ratio to 1988. The Child Tax Credit is taxed back at the rate of 5% of family net income in excess of
$23,500 and is now only partially indexed.

The CTC is claimed by the parent who receives the Family Allowance, not by the parent

who reports the FA as taxable income. Thus it is typically received by the mother, who has generally

(11)  Health and Welfare Canada, unpublished data.
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a lower income than the father. That is why this benefit is so skewed in reverse proportion to the

income of the recipients (see Table 2:2).

Table 2:2

BENEFIT: CHILD TAX CREDIT, 1988

Income % Total Cost to
Group(1) Claimants Claimants Federal Government

$ 5,000 or less 41.39 1,045,007 $ 920.8 million
$ 5,000-$ 10,000 21.60 546,012 435.1 "
$10,000-$ 15,000 12.14 306,879 201.5 'y
$15,000-$ 20,000 8.48 214,360 118.1 "

$ 20,000-$ 25,000 6.25 157,990 848 "
$25,000-$ 30,000 4.39 110,972 57.4 ¢
$30,000-$ 40,000 3.56 89,991 1 4 A

$ 40,000-$ 50,000 1.49 37,665 9.0 "

$ 50,000+ 0.77 19,464 3.9 "
TOTAL 100.00 2,527,834 $1,867.6 i

(1)  Based on the income of the parent claiming the CTC, usually the mother.

Source: Prepared by M. Wrobel, Research Branch, Library of Parliament for this report.
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The effect of the threshold level reduction has been estimated and included in the
forecast costs for the years 1986 to 1988. This reduction in 1986 can lower CTC payments by as much
as $142 for each family with a net income of $26,330 or more. In the case of small families, it more
than fully offsets the gain due to the increased maximum payment whereas large families are still
better off by the combination of changes in that year.

By 1988 this program is expected to cost the federal government $1,867 million, up from
$1,514 million in 1982. This 3.5% average annual increase takes place despite the fact that the
program will be delivered to almost 9% fewer children (4,820,579 in 1988 rather than 5, 271,567 in
1982).

The base calculations for 1982 and 1983 program cost are almost identical to
Department of Finance estimates. However, the 1988 estimates here are less reliable because of the

lack of family income data and the complexities produced by the change in the income threshold.

C. Child Tax Exemption

Child tax exemptions for children under 16 were introduced as early as 1918 and, except
for a few years when they were abandoned (1942-46), they have increased sporadically with the cost of
living. From 1974 to 1983, the child tax exemption was indexed to the cost of living; it is currently
$710 for a child under 18. The exemption not only reduces federal taxes payable but also reduces
provincial taxes in all provinces except Quebec. It is the intention of the Government to reduce the
CTE for younger children, starting in 1987, until it reaches the annual value of Family Allowance
payments in 1989.

The Child Tax Exemption consists of two distinct parts: that available to families with
children under 18 years of age and that available for older children. In 1989, the nominal value of the

latter will be set at twice the amount of the former.

1. CTE for Children Under 18

The nominal value of this exemption has been frozen at $710 per child since 1983.
Starting in 1987, it will fall in stages, until it equals the annual value of Family Allowance payments
in 1989. In 1982 this program was estimated to have cost the federal government $903 million and
was claimed for 5,891,554 children. By 1988, the cost of this program is expected to have fallen to
$674 million and the benefit is expected to have been claimed for 5,432,140 children. This exemption
is claimed by the higher income parent, typically the father. The distribution of claimants is very
similar to that of the Family Allowance, but unlike the FA, the CTE clearly provides higher benefits
to those with higher incomes and thus higher marginal tax rates. It is for this reason that this

program and all tax exemptions are considered by many to be unfair.
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2. CTE for Children 18 and Over

The nominal value of this exemption continued to be indexed while the CTE for younger
children was frozen. The 1986 nominal value was frozen at the 1985 level of $1,420, and it will fall in
subsequent years. The number of children for which this program is made available continues to
increase, unlike the CTE for younger children. This simply reflects the aging of the child population
because the birth rate has fallen. For a wholly dependent child who is disabled or attending school,
this exemption continues to be available beyond the age of twenty-one years.

The exemption for older children was estimated to have cost the federal government
$176 million in 1982 and we calculate that it will cost $251 million in 1988, a compound annual
increase of 6.1%. Like the CTE for younger children, this measure provides the greatest benefits to
claimants who are in the highest tax brackets. The income distribution of claimants is quite different
for these two versions of the CTE. The proportion of CTE claimants in the lowest four income classes
will be 36% higher for the younger children CTE than for the program designed for older children (see
Tébles 2:3 and 2:4). A similar pattern exists when we look at the highest income categories; 64% of
those claiming the exemption for older children will be in the three highest income classes in 1988, as
against 56% of those claiming the exemption for younger children. This is not surprising, because
older children are likely to have older parents who are probably at or near their peak in iifecycle
earnings. Thus, their income distribution should differ from that of younger parents.

The 1982 and 1983 estimates of CTE cost (for older and younger children) were $890
million and $940 million respectively,(12) whereas we calculated the costs to be $1,079 million and
$1,124 million - about 20% higher. The National Council of Welfare’s estimates were also higher
than the Department’s. They provided two estimates for the cost of the CTE, $1016,5 million(13) and
$980 million,(14) which are closer to our own estimates.

It is not clear just how valid these comparisons are. It appears that the National Council
of Welfare estimates relate only to the CTE for younger children whereas the Department of Finance
numbers are for both groups. In that case, our own estimates actually fall between the two. It should
also be pointed out that the calculation of the cost of the CTE for older children does not take into
account the decrease in the rate at which the exemption is reduced on the basis of the child’s income.

This change was announced in the 1985 federal budget.

(12) Department of Finance, Account of the Cost of Selective Tax Measures, August 1985, p. 44.
(13)  National Council of Welfare, Opportunity for Reform, Ottawa, 1985, p. 62.
(14)  Ibid., footnote 16, p. 95.
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Table 2:3

BENEFIT: CHILD TAX EXEMPTION, UNDER I8 YRS, 1988

Income % Total Cost to Federal

Group(1) Claimants Claimants Government
$ 5,000 or less 4.72 139,325 $ 19.1 million
$ 5,000-$ 10,000 5.50 162,349 23.1 "
$10,000-$ 15,000 6.62 195,410 32.5 "
$ 15,000-$ 20,000 7.82 230,831 37.8 &
$20,000-$ 25,000 8.74 257,988 45.4 z
$ 25,000-$ 30,000 10.31 304,331 62.4 R
$ 30,000-$ 40,000 18.21 537,524 123.0 5
$ 40,000-$ 50,000 14.87 438,934 124.2 %
$ 50,000+ 23.29 687,476 2069 "
TOTAL 100.00 2,951,809 $ 6744 %

(1) Based on the income of the parent claiming the CTE, usually the father.

Source: Prepared by M. Wrobel, Research Branch, Library of Parliament for this report.
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Table 2:4
BENEFIT: CHILD TAX EXEMPTION, I8 YRS AND OVER,1988
Income % Total Cost to Federal

Group(1) Claimants Claimants Government
$ 5,000 or less 1.86 16,202 $ 2.7 million
$5,000-$ 10,000 3.69 32,193 i e
$10,000-$ 15,000 5.48 47,735 98 "
$ 15,000-$ 20,000 7.07 61,586 1285008
$20,000-$ 25,000 8.25 71,865 3
$ 25,000-$ 30,000 9.81 85,453 i BT
$ 30,000-% 40,000 17.44 151,917 41.4 "
$40,000-$ 50,000 15.07 131,273 4O "
$ 50,000+ 31.34 272,998 g8g.c "
TOTAL 100.00 871,085 $ 2509 "

(1) Based on income of the parent claiming the CTE, usually the father.

Source: Prepared by M. Wrobel, Research Branch, Library of Parliament for this report.
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D. Equivalent to Married Exemption

The Equivalent to Married Exemption (EME) was introduced in 1918 along with the
Married Exemption and the Child Tax Exemption. It was designed for tax-paying heads of one-
parent families, to increase horizontal equity between one- and two-parent families. In a two-parent
family where one spouse is earning an income of not more than $490, the higher income earning
spouse can at present deduct $3,666 from his or her income.

In one-parent families,(15) a tax-paying parent may deduct $3, 666 in 1986 for one child
as a spouse-equivalent. All other children under 18 must be deducted as children, at a deduction rate
of $710 per child. The Equivalent to Married Exemption is a substitute for the Child Tax Exemption
in the event that the taxfiler has no spouse, and is clearly a child benefit.

In this report, we treat the Equivalent to Married Exemption (EME) as similar to the
Child Tax Exemption and thus include it as part of the child benefits package. The Married
Exemption, however, is not considered to be part of this package because it can be used by families
without dependent children.

The nominal value of EME in 1988 is expected to be $3,740, which will be $3,270 greater
than the CTE for young children and $2,740 greater than the CTE for older children. This benefit has
been indexed in the same manner as the basic personal exemption: fully indexed most of the time,
subject to the 6 and 5 restraints and now partially indexed. The EME has substantially improved the
position of the one parent-one child family relative to other family configurations.

The bonus conferred on families making use of the EME (i.e. the difference between the
nominal and after-tax values of this program and the CTE which would otherwise be available) is,
unlike the CTE, larger for families with young children than for famili‘es with older children. In
addition, younger children, unlike older children, are eligible for the Family Allowance and the Child
Tax Credit.

The future cost of this program depends upon the growth of one-parent families and the
rate of entrance of separated and divorced women into the labour force. In 1982, this exemption was
estimated to have cost the federal government $303 million and to have been claimed by 500,588
taxfilers. From 1980 to 1983 the use of this exemption grew by 9.35% per year. Such a growth rate
would result in a federal cost of $667 million in 1988, with 847,000 taxfilers claiming the exemption.
But considering that the divorce rate has declined since 1983, according to Statistics Canada, we used
a growth rate of 4.68% per year, which is only half the rate cited above. The 1988 cost is now

estimated will be $542 million with 681,000 families claiming this exemption.

(15)  The relevant definition of the family here comes from the Income Tax Act and thus does not
recognize common law arrangements.
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The EME is primarily used by single mothers since most one-parent families are
mother-led. The income distribution of these claimants reflects the fact that these families tend to
have relatively low incomes. In 1988, we estimate that 44% of claimants will have incomes below
$20,000, whereas only 29% of those with Family Allowance payments will have such income in that
year (see Tables 2:5 and 2:1).

As the EME usually is not thought of as a tax expenditure separate from the Married

Exemption, we have no estimates to compare with our own.

Table 2:5

BENEFIT: EQUIVALENT TO MARRIED EXEMPTION, 1988

Income % Total Cost to Federal

Group(1) Claimants Claimants Government
$ 5,000 or less 9.95 67,766 $ 40.9 million
$5,000-$ 10,000 10.64 72,465 456" "
$10,000-$ 15,000 11.35 77,301 D3B8
$15,000-$ 20,000 11.94 81,319 56.4 "
$20,000-$ 25,000 12.08 82,272 9985 4
$25,000-$ 30,000 11.95 81,387 67.8 - "
$ 30,000-$ 40,000 14.25 97,052 T "
$ 40,000-$ 50,000 8.35 56,869 59:6:«1u"
$ 50,900 o2 9.50 64,701 /400 Ry
TOTAL 100.00 681,066 $5416 "

(1) Based on the income of the parent claiming the EME, usually the mother.

Source: Prepared by M. Wrobel, Research Branch, Library of Parliament for this report.
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E. Child Care Expense Deduction

The Child Care Expense Deduction (CCED) was introduced in December 1971.
Originally it was designed only for one-parent families, but, as more mothers entered the labour
force, it came to be considered an employment expense deduction to enable both parents to be part of
the labour force or training programs. CCED has always been an employment-related tax item
designed to offset the extra costs of childcare when no parent is available to stay home with the
children. Up to $2,000 per child or $8,000 per family for children under 14 years of age can be claimed
by the lower income spouse, but the total claims must not exceed two-thirds of that spouse’s income.

The value received by the taxpayer claiming this deduction varies by family income and
with the marginal tax rates in the province of residence. Table 2:6 shows the value by family income

using 1984 Ontario tax rates.

Table 2:6

VALUE OF CHILD CARE EXPENSE DEDUCTION
FOR ONE CHILD, 1984

Family Income Two-Earner Couple Single Parent

(3 ($

10,000 0 14
15,000 0 540
20,000 0 571
30,000 514 695
45,000 572 885
60,000 601 902
90,000 752 1,022
150,000 903 1,022

Notes: Families with one child, using 1984 Ontario tax rates.

Calculations for two-earner couples assume one spouse earns 1/3 of family income and the
other earns 2/3.

Source: Task Force on Child Care, Report of the Task Force on Child Care, Status of Women
Canada, Ottawa, 1986, p. 170.




23-6-1987 Affaires sociales, sciences et technologie 3

s

A survey for the Cooke Task Force on Child Care (1986) found that only 61% of
respondents who paid more than $20 for child care in the work week before the survey had claimed
the deduction on previous income tax returns. Most of the rest said they could not obtain receipts
from their babysitters, but there was also an indication that the Child Care Expense Deduction is not
well understood by potential claimants.(16)

Since subsidies for child care are available only for poor families, the actual cost far
exceeds the income tax deduction in all provinces. Furthermore, daycare spaces are not always
available in provincially regulated centres or homes, despite the fact that guidelines for daycare
subsidies have been established by the federal government. Consequently, most parents who need
child care use informal care, as provided by babysitters or relatives. Parents are often not able to
obtain income tax receipts, as this type of work often forms part of the " underground economy", and
without receipts parents cannot claim child care expenses on their income tax. Table 2:7 shows the
1984 market value of child care by province.

In 1982, the deduction limits were half the size of those available today. The
$2,000/$8,000 limits have not changed since 1983 and there is no indication that they will be altered
before 1988. The cost to the federal government, then, is largely determined by the growth rate in
numbers of families who make use of this provision. In our calculations we have used a growth rate of
4.63% per year.

In 1982, the Child Care Expense Deduction was claimed by 448, 000 families for 705,000
children; this is estimated to have cost the federal government $95 million.(17) In 1988 we estimate
the program will cost $214 million, if delivered to 566,000 families for the care of 887,000 children.
This tax deduction remains a relatively modest component of the child benefits package because it is
used by fewer families.

Like personal exemptions, the Child Care Expense Deduction is of greatest value to
those who are subject to the highest marginal tax rates, namely those with the highest levels of
income. However, the proportion of upper income claimants making use of this deduction is low

compared to the proportion claiming other child benefits. (See Table 2:8)

(16) Task Force on Child Care, Report, (1986).

(17)  The Department of Finance estimate for 1982 program cost is $75 million, 21% lower. The
National Council of Welfare estimate is $89 million, 6% lower than our own estimate.
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Table 2:7

FEES CHARGED FOR CARE OF INFANTS AND PRESCHOOLERS IN LICENSED
AND UNLICENSED FACILITIES, BY PROVINCE, 1984

Infants Preschoolers
Licensed Unlicensed Licensed Unlicensed

Licensed Family Family Licensed  Family Family
Province/ Centre Home Home Centre Home Home
Territory $ $ $ $ $ $
Newfoundland - - 2,930 3,450 - 2,980
Prince Edward
Island 2,870 2,130 2,620 2,930 2,400 2,600
Nova Scotia 3,110 3,080 2,930 3,140 2,930 2,670
New Brunswick 2,580 - 3,270 2,500 - 3,080
Quebec 3,450 2,930 2,890 3,300 2,980 2,840
Ontario 5,010 3,530 3,050 3,820 3,480 3,050
Manitoba 31510 3,010 3,030 3,060 2,950 3,080
Saskatchewan 4,060 3,740 3,340 3,660 3,660 3,080
Alberta 3,220 3,590 3,030 3,240 3,350 3,200
British
Columbia 5,220 3,740 3,820 3,450 3,610 3,540
Weighted
Average 4,049a 3,531b 3,100¢ 3,443a 3,448b 3,055d

Notes: Fees are the amount that would be charged by a facility for a space occupied on a full-day
basis, five days each week, for 52 weeks of the year. Fees are rounded to the nearest $10.

a  Weighted average reflecting the distribution of licensed centre spaces across the
country.

b Weighted average reflecting the distribution of licensed family home spaces across the
country.

¢ Average weighted by the distribution of children under two years of age.
Average weighted by the distribution of children aged two to five inclusive across the
country.

Source: Task Force on Child Care, Report, (1986), p. 195.
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Table 2:8

BENEFIT: CHILD CARE EXPENSE DEDUCTION, 1988

Income % Total Total cost to
Group(1) Claimants Claimants Federal Government

$ 5,000 or less 3.66 20,698 $ 2.0 million
$5,000-$ 10,000 8.60 48,634 84 "
$10,000-$ 15,000 12.70 71,820 18.7 t
$15,000-$ 20,000 15.38 86,775 200" T
$20,000-$ 25,000 15.98 90,368 310 "
$ 25,000-$ 30,000 14.57 82,395 36.2 b
$30,000-$ 40,000 15.06 85,166 405 "
$ 40,000-$ 50,000 7.51 42,470 23.6 "
$ 50,000+ 6.56 37,097 280 ,.."
TOTAL 100.00 565,508 $ 2140 "

(@) Based on the income of the parent claiming the CCED, usually the mother.

Source: Prepared by M. Wrobel, Research Branch, Library of Parliament for this report.
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GOVERNMENT FUNDING OF CHILD CARE

Under the Canada Assistance Plan, the federal government shares with provincial
governments the cost of subsidized daycare to families which are "in need" or "likely to become in
need". The contribution of the federal government to this program is estimated to have been $90
million in the 1984 fiscal year.(18) Under the social assistance provisions, the federal government will
cost share programs of assistance established by the province to persons who are "in need" regardless
of the source of the service. In the case of child care, the federal government will cost share any type
of care the province is willing to subsidize: licensed, unlicensed, profit or non-profit. But provincial
subsidies vary considerably and usually do not cover commercial daycare. The federal government
has established guidelines for subsidizing families who require child care and maximum monthly

incomes have been established for full and partial subsidies. These are shown in Table 2:9.

Table 2:9

NET INCOMES* OF FAMILIES ELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL
COST-SHARED SUBSIDIES,
DECEMBER 1985

Monthly Income Monthly Income
Allowed for Terminating
Family Composition Full Subsidy Partial Subsidy
Single Parent
1 child $1,910 $2,865
2 children 2,228 3,342
Two Adults
1 child $2,228 $ 3,342
2 children 2,546 3,819

*  After deductions for income taxes, Ul and CPP/QPP premiums.

Source: Task Force on Child Care, Report of the Task Force on Child Care, Report, Status of
Women Canada, Ottawa, 1986, p. 185.

(18)  Task Force on Child Care, Report, (1986), p. 175.
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Estimates of child care need are usually based on the number mothers with young
children in the labour force, since women have been the principal caregivers to children. In 1986,
56.1% of mothers with children under the age of six were in the labour force and 61.2% of mothers
with children under 16.(19) The need for affordable high quality care far outstrips the availability,
especially for infants, and most parents must turn to ad hoc arrangements. Since informal care is
unlicensed and not subject to quality control, parents must rely on their own assessments. The

quality of these informal arrangements varies considerably and is a major stress for working parents._
PROVINCIAL SOCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The provinces have the responsibility of providing social assistance to families or
individuals in need and income support is given to those with little or no ability to pay for the
necessities of life. In all cases, long-term support is provided by provincial agencies or departments.
In Nova Scotia, Ontario and Manitoba, short-term assistance is administered by the municipalities;
elsewhere it is administered by the provinces.

The basic mechanics of social assistance do not differ by province. Essentially a needs
test is employed which determines: 1) the financial requirements of the client family with respect to
eligible expenses; 2) the financial resources of the family available to meet these expenses; and 3) the
amount of assistance to be granted according to the calculated budget deficit and the allowable
maximum level of benefits to be granted. While the determination of eligible expenses, financial
resources and maximum social assistance levels vary by province, the basic criterion for assistance
(i.e. the budget deficit test) remains the same. In some provinces this test is applied to the individual
components of expenditures (e.g. food, clothing, shelter, utilities, personal needs, transportation, etc.)
while in other provinces the test is applied to aggregate expenditures. The latter approach allows
families greater flexibility than does the former.

The level of social assistance is determined by actual expenditures and is limited by

maximum rates set by the provincial governments. However, maximum levels are seldom awarded.

Social assistance caseworkers can wield significant amounts of discretionary power in
many aspects of the client family-social agency relationship. For example, we have learned that at
least one province has its caseworkers actively seeking and approving shelter for clients such that the
maximum level of shelter benefits is rarely paid to clients. This discretionary power exists elsewhere

and in many cases makes the numerical data, based on maximum benefits, less meaningful. Despite

(19)  Statistics Canada, The Labour Force, May 1986, Cat. 71-001, Ottawa, June 1986, p. 98.
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the fact that maximum benefits rarely are given, clients have an incentive to spend in order to receive
the maximum.

In some provinces, benefits are granted on the basis of total family size; the number of
adults and the age of children are irrelevant. In other provinces, the formulae for delivering social
assistance benefits are far more complicated. For example, in British Columbia benefits are based on
the age of the parents as well as the age of the children and vary according to the duration of
assistance to client families. Several provinces also distinguish between "employable" and
"unemployable" clients.

A wide variety of "special” benefits are also available to clients. These include: special
household allowances for the purchase or repair of appliances; financing for deposits on rental
accommodation; the provision of funds for babysitting, day care, homemaker, or housekeeper
services; free legal aid; special personal comfort allowances; and special recreation allowances for
children, among others. In some instances these benefits are loans which are repaid through
deductions from monthly benefits received while in other instances they constitute net additional

funds to families. In some cases the provision of these services is at the discretion of the caseworker.

CONCLUSION

The present benefits to families with dependent children are inconsistent because they
attempt to equalize the financial situation of families with dependent children and those without, to
help alleviate poverty, and to recognize the expenses of childrearing - all at the same time. While
these benefits may have been designed to reach as many families as possible, they have not made the
most effective use of public resources. Nor have children been relieved from poverty. The Committee
therefore feels that there are three major reasons for redesigning federal child benefits:

1) The structure of families has changed considerably since these programs were designed;

2) Government money is not being redistributed effectively to those who need it most; and

3) The programs have failed to protect children from poverty.

In the next chapter, we will examine some alternatives to the present child benefits

package.
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CHAPTER 3: POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE BENEFITS

CHARACTERISTICS OF ANEW SYSTEM

The current child benefits package is a collection of diverse programs which were
designed to satisfy different client groups. Thus the package is not very coherent. A common
criticism of the present system is that it does not redistribute enough funds to children in poorer
families. Of all the child benefits, the Child Tax Credit is clearly the most redistributive, while tax
exemptions and deductions are the least redistributive. The 1985 CTC and CTE budgetary changes
were designed to target more benefit dollars to lower income groups.(20)

Redistribution, however, is not the only goal of federal child benefits and there has been
continuing debate on the concept of universality. To some, universality is simply a delivery
mechanism, while to others universality means that all families with children should receive some
benefit, regardless of income. A closely related concept is that of horizontal equity, by which those in
similar economic circumstances should be treated equally. The Child Tax Exemption is a part of the

‘personal income tax system precisely to meet this criterion; a family with children is treated
differently (i.e. pays less tax) than a family without children, even though the income of each may be
the same. '

The Family Allowance ensures that families with children will always receive some
benefit which is not available to childless families. Even though this net benefit declines with income,
it never disappears. The Child Tax Exemption, on the other hand, provides a measure of horizontal
equity only for families in a taxable position.

Other characteristics of the present package may or may not be desired in a new system.
These concern the provisions for the specific circumstances of parents with children. A prime
example is the special treatment accorded to single parent families through the Equivalent to
Married Exemption. There is also the Child Care Expense Deduction, aimed at younger children, but
designed primarily to encourage parents to enter the labour force. Finally there is the matter of

when child benefits should end. Should provisions exist for those over the age of 18, when the costs to

(20)  Strictly speaking, the Family Allowance changes make that part of the package a less
effective redistributive tool. This effect is, however, minor compared to the CTE and CTC
changes announced by Mr. Wilson in his 1985 budget.

29317-2
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parents may be quite high, or should these families and their children be expected to be more self-
reliant?2l)

In fact, an argument can be made that children of certain ages impose exceptional costs
on parents. Very young children need close parental care, requiring that one parent stay at home or
substitute care be provided. New and additional costs are encountered when children reach school
age. At puberty, clothing, food and entertainment costs rise. Older children attending post-
secondary school are even more expensive. If we follow the logic of these arguments, a child benefits
system would contain many different programs and would likely be subject to the same criticisms

that plague the current system.

REFORMS SUGGESTED BY WITNESSES

Groups which appeared before the Committee on Bill C-70 to amend the Family
Allowances Act provided a number of valuable suggestions for modifying and improving federal
family benefits. These included minor changes to the timing of payments as well as major reforms to
the taxation system and to social benefits. Generally speaking, most groups argued for the continued
indexation of Family Allowances because the payment is monthly, goes to the mother, and is
universal. Many groups such as the Native Women’s Association and the National Action Committee
on the Status of Women argued that this is sometimes the only money which the mother can call her
own. Just because a family income is above the poverty line, it does not necessarily mean that the
wife has access to it if the money is earned by the husband in the family.

Some groups, such as the National Council of Welfare and Family Service Canada,
argued that the Child Tax Exemption should be abolished or at least reduced because it benefits
families with higher taxable incomes more than those with lower incomes. The money saved from the
CTE could be used to raise the amount of the Child Tax Credit, which witnesses saw as an important
benefit. More groups, such as the Canadian Home and School and Parent-Teacher Federation, the
Canadian Labour Congress and the Vanier Institute of the Family, argued that CTE should not be
reduced unless other tax exemptions are also eliminated or reduced. Otherwise, the impression
might be created that the government does not view childrearing as a legitimate tax deduction or an
important societal activity. A reform of the entire taxation and social benefit systems was viewed as

essential by many witnesses.

(21)  The Child Tax Exemption for older children is also used to deliver benefits to the parents of
mentally or physically infirm children. We do not know what proportion of program costs
are attributable to this goal. It seems preferable that a separate mechanism should be put
in place with the worthwhile aim of assisting such families rather than that such benefits be
delivered through a program which is otherwise undesirable.
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While all groups reiterated the importance of the Child Tax Credit, not all agreed on
how often it should be paid. Many felt that it should be paid twice a year, but others argued that the
annual lump sum was invaluable because it was the only large amount of money to which eligible
families had access. The present timing of this payment [in the spring] apparently is less convenient
and useful than it could be, as many large expenses come in early fall and winter when children need
school supplies and winter clothing. Many witnesses argued that CTC is crucial for poorer families,
but that the amount is too low to cover essential expenses. Especially in those provinces with below
average social assistance payments, CTC and FA play a critical role in the survival of low-income
families.

Representatives from organizations appearing before the Committee further mentioned
that the turning point of the CTC (which was recently lowered to $23,500) is too low and should be
raised. It could, as a representative from Confédération des syndicats nationaux suggested, be made
equivalent to the median family income. Witnesses also questioned why the two installments are
proposed only for those with a net family income of $15,000 or less.

Other modifications to family benefits could include changes to the Married Exemption
from income tax. Some have suggested that the Married Exemption should be allowed only for those

spouses caring for young children rather than all "dependent"” spouses. Others have argued that it

should not be paid at all, since it benefits mainly higher income families which can afford to have only"

one earner. Although the Married Exemption has not been perceived as a "child benefit", it is often
used by families with a stay-at-home mother caring for young children and for this reason could be
included in this discussion.

The discrepancy between the amount deducted from taxable income for children under
18 and that deducted for dependent children 18 to 21 also has been discussed by advocacy groups.
Although students often require tuition fees and books, pre-schoolers require constant care, which is
expensive by many families’ standards. Either one parent must remain out of the paid labour force or
an individual or organization has to be paid to take care of the child. The CTE could be raised for pre-
schoolers to make it equivalent to the exemption for dependent children over 18.

The Child Care Expense Deduction from income tax has been criticized because it rarely
covers the actual cost of purchasing child care. If it were raised to cover costs and extended to parents
caring for their own children, many more families would benefit. Yet as long as the tax system is
used to help pay for child care, those with lower incomes will benefit less than those with higher
taxable incomes. A child care tax credit could be devised, which could be used both for stay-at-home
parents and non-family caretakers.

Many witnesses have argued that higher child benefits should be paid to allow low-
income families to live above the poverty line. The present level of assistance, they claim, is far too

low.
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RESTRUCTURING SOCIAL BENEFITS

Recent published articles and reports, as well as some of the witnesses who appeared
before our Committee have provided additional ideas for restructuring family benefits. This section
discusses five ways of reorganizing social benefits which are related specifically to children and

families.

A. Guaranteed Annual Income

The idea of introducing a guaranteed income has been debated for decades in this
country. Although different proposals have been put forward, all involve a fundamental reform of the
social security and taxation system. Through restructuring the many social programs and tax
benefits, one new program would target money to those in financial need. In this way, income could
be redistributed without using stigmatizing means tests such as those used in some provincial
welfare programs.

Proposals for a guaranteed annual income (GAI) vary. Some involve restructuring all
federal and provincial programs and the income tax system, while others focus on certain federal
programs and specific tax exemptions and deductions. Some proposals would leave provincial social
assistance benefits intact, while others would attempt to negotiate a new federal-provincial
agreement.

Some authors have argued that a guaranteed annual income already exists in Canada,
in a piecemeal form, through existing federal and provincial benefits to the elderly, families with
children, unemployed workers, single mothers and disabled persons.22) The present system,
however, is not only administratively complex, but certain aspects actually contradict each other.
While some family benefits are targeted to the poor, for example, other tax deductions assist
wealthier people. The idea of developing a guaranteed annual income is to create a more consistent
and fairer system which would be simple to administer and would direct money to those who need it
most. Behind these GAI proposals are not only humanitarian goals but also the recognition that
poverty and all its consequences now cost governments more than if social security programs and tax
benefits were reformed and streamlined.

Previous attempts to restructure federal programs in order to redirect money to those in
need have met with numerous objections from private citizens, political parties and provincial

governments. Some critics have argued that a guaranteed income would discourage the working poor

(22)  Michael C. Wolfson, "A Guaranteed Income", Policy Options, January 1986, p. 35-45.
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from staying at their jobs.(23) A contradiction exists, they argue, between providing a benefit which is
high enough to keep people out of poverty but 1ow enough to provide work incentives.

In order to develop a GAI program, changes would be necessary to existing federal-
provincial agreements, especially the Canada Assistance Plan, which governs money for welfare
programs. Provincial governments have rejected past proposals(24) because they were considered
inferior to or jeopardized existing provincial programs.

Although numerous GAI proposals have been developed over the years, programs which
are both affordable and politically acceptable to all negotiators have been difficult to create. The
Committee therefore remains pessimistic about implementing a new GAI scheme, and has suggested

an interim program instead.

B. Tax Credits

Basic tax credits similar to the Child Tax Credit could be used to support individual
incomes, supplemented by tax credits for dependents, for certain kinds of home care and home
support, for costs of disabilities and for costs of enhancing employability. Tax credits would be
particularly useful for child care, and could be used for a parent who stays at home to care for
children, for a babysitter or for a daycare centre. While additional social programs would still be
necessary, a tax credit system could provide an alternative for certain family and child benefits,
resulting in a more rational, efficient and equitable system.(25) The elimination of tax exemptions in

favour of tax credits would redistribute income downward.

C. Expanded Parental and Child Care Leave

Another way of improving family benefits would be to reform employment legislation so
that parents would have more opportunities to combine work and family responsibilities. This could
include birth and adoption leave, extended child care leave, leave to care for sick family members or
other family responsibilities. The only leave which is now guaranteed with pay is maternity leave.
Maternity leave and benefits have only recently been adopted in Canada, and are not as well

developed here as in other industrialized countries.(26)

(23)  Derek P.J. Hum, "The Working Poor, the Canada Assistance Plan and Provincial Responses
to Income Supplementation”, in Canadian Social Welfare Policy, ed. Jacqueline S. Ismael,
McGill-Queen’s University Press, Kingston and Montreal, 1985, p. 123.

(24)  For example, the federal Government’s White Paper on Social Security in 1973.
(25)  Terry Hunsley, "A Warming Climate for Reform", Policy Options, Vol. 7, June 19886, p. I1.
(26) Task Force on Child Care, Report, (1986), p. 19.
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Unpaid leave from work is regulated by provincial law, and benefits during maternity

leave are provided under the Unemployment Insurance program, administered by the federal

government. But many employees are ineligible for leave or benefits under exclusionary rules. In

most jurisdictions, maternity leave is available only to women who have been employed by the same

employer for a specified period of time, ranging from 20 weeks in Quebec to one year plus 11 weeks in

Ontario (see Table 3:1).

TABLE 3.1:

Qualifying Period for Maternity Leave, 1985

Jurisdiction Qualifying Period

Federal 6 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

British Columbia None

Alberta 12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Saskatchewan 12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Manitoba 12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Ontario 12 months and eleven weeks of employment
before the expected date of birth, with the
same employer

Quebec 20 weeks of employment with the same

employer in the 12 months before leave

New Brunswick

None

Prince Edward Island

12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Nova Scotia 12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Newfoundland 12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Yukon 12 months of continuous employment with
the same employer

Northwest Territories No maternity leave legislation

Source: Task Force on Child Care, Report, (1986), pp. 20-21.
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Some provinces have no qualifying period but exempt specific workers such as seasonal workers,
many part-timers, women who have recently changed jobs, those who have been on strike or lockout
(except in Quebec), those who have been ill for an extended period of time, and farm labourers.
Extended child care leave without pay is available to very few workers and very few have the right to
paid or unpaid leave for the purpose of caring for sick family members or dealing with other family
emergencies.

Expanding the eligibility requirements for maternity leave, to make it available to
employees working for shorter periods, part-timers, and seasonal workers would be one way to
improve family benefits. In addition, parental leave or leave for family responsibilities should be
available for both sexes. Several major government reports, such as those of the Macdonald
Commission and the Forget Commission have recently recommended changes to maternity benefits

under Unemployment Insurance.

D. Increased Public Support for Child Care

At present, the federal government indirectly funds child care through transfer
payments to the provinces under the Canada Assistance Plan. This money, however, is for
subsidizing daycare for families which are "in need" or "likely to be in need". Provincial subsidies
vary considerably, but are generally available only for low income or one-parent families using non-
profit daycare centres or licensed family homes. This means that commercial centres and unlicensed
home care (either by a parent, relative, neighbour or babysitter) are unsubsidized. Publicly-provided
daycare tends to exist in a social welfare context in Canada.

Rather than funding some child care in this indirect way, the federal government or the
provinces could theoretically play a more direct and extensive role. A number of possible systems are
outlined in the Report of the Task Force on Child Care (1986). Some countries have decided that it is
desirable for all adults to participate in the labour force and governments have subsidized extensive
daycare centre systems.(27) Alternatively, a government may subsidize a parent to stay at home to
care for very young children, and so reduce the need for infant daycare centres. A third option might
be to provide parents with quality daycare if they choose to use it, while at the same time offering
sufficient income support to give a parent the option of remaining at home to care for the child.
Another approach is to enable both parents (or a lone parent) to manage work and family life
simultaneously. Generous paid parental leave and benefits, as well as extensive child care services,
are viewed as necessary to ensure women’s economic independence, labour force participation and

equality with this approach.(28)

(27)  Task Force on Child Care, Report, (1986), p. 253.
(28)  Ibid., p. 257.
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Since the Task Force on Child Care under Dr. Katie Cooke has already studied child care
in great detail, and since the House of Commons Special Committee on Child Care just reported in

March 1987, we will not elaborate further on these alternatives to the welfare approach to child care.

E. Taxation Reforms

Several witnesses appearing before our Committee (such as the Vanier Institute of the
Family, National Action Committee on the Status of Women, la Centrale de ’enseignement du
Québec and the Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops) argued the necessity for a comprehensive
review of the relationship between income support and social security programs, and the operation of
Canada’s systems of taxation, as part of a thorough study family and child benefits. They argued that
more money would be available for family benefits if taxation were more progressive.(29) Several
witnesses also advised that a number of tax shelters (such as the increases in the RRSP limits and
capital gains tax exemptions) could be removed or reduced to free more money for family benefits. On
the other hand, others have suggested that a flat tax rate could be lieved.

The National Council of Welfare has analyzed the impact of the 1985 and 1986 budgets
on disposable income (April 1986) and concluded that the only family type which will have a higher
real disposable income in 1990 than in 1986 is the one with no earnings. This family type will benefit
from the sales tax credit and increases in the Child Tax Credit (assuming that provincial social
assistance benefits keep up with the cost of living and that provincial governments do not deduct this
additional income from social assistance payments). According to this analysis, other families will
experience a modest but steady decline in their disposable income over the next five years.(30)

The government Consultation Paper on Child and Elderly Benefits of January 1985,
stated that the "various tax exemptions and deductions are the most regressive components of the
existing system and are therefore, those deserving most careful scrutiny ..."(31) Reforms to the
taxation system were announced in June 1987. Without taxation changes, minor modifications to
child benefits would not create an equitable system.

In the next chapter we discuss constraints on the delivery of federal child benefits. The
section on federal provincial agreements analyzes in more detail how taxation rates and definitions of

taxable income can affect the interaction between provincial programs and federal child benefits.

(29) Louise Dulude, National Action Committee on the Status of Women, 25 February 1986,
Proceedings of the Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology, Issue
No. 11, p.11:40.

(30)  National Council of Welfare, The Impact of the 1985 and 1986 Budgets on Disposable
Income, Ottawa, April 1986, p. 26, 27.

(31) Government of Canada, Child and Elderly Benefits, Consultation Paper, January, 1985, p. 9.
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CHAPTER 4: CONSTRAINTS ON THE DELIVERY OF FEDERAL FAMILY BENEFITS

INTRODUCTION

The federal government is the major supplier of benefit programs directed specifically to
children. In revising its package of benefits, the government faces several constraints, the most
obvious of which is the financial or budgetary constraint. The recent recession, past government
policies and high real interest rates have all combined to leave a legacy of high deficits which this
government has committed itself to reducing. This situation seriously limits the options open to
policy makers.

A major goal of any administration is to promote the efficient functioning of the
economy. Social transfer programs and government activity in general affect this performance and
these must also be considered when developing new policy. Economic effects thus present a set of
constraints. Although this constraint is linked to the budgetary constraint, it has a different set of
implications for policy.

Also influencing policy design are demographic changes which affect the need for
benefits and the government’s ability to provide them. In this regard, an important statistic is the
dependency ratio, that is, the ratio of the dependent population to the population who generate the
wealth to support these dependents.

Finally, federal programs are not provided in a vacuum, for the provinces also provide a
series of social benefits which may be affected by the provision of federal benefits. In order to change
federal benefits, federal-provincial agreement may be necessary. These constraints affect not only

the size of social benefits but their structure and delivery mechanisms.

BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS

By historical standards, the federal government budgetary deficit remains extremely
high. 1t is only now coming in at less than $30,000 million and will continue to be in excess of 5% of
GNP for several years. This deficit appears to be structural in nature and thus requires expenditure
cuts and tax increases to reduce its size. Control of this high structural deficit is further hindered by
the very large interest payments which the government faces.

In its budgets and economic statements, the government has cut projected expenditures
and raised taxes. Some of the future deficit reduction is to be achieved by changes to the child

benefits package. Nevertheless, by 1988 the cost to the federal government of this package is
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calculated to reach $5,400 million, up from $4,700 million in 1982, even though the number of
children for whom these benefits are provided is falling.

If the federal government persists in its deficit reduction policy, any changes to the
package of child benefits will be seriously constrained. The net costs of any restructured package
cannot grow much beyond current projections and might even have to be curtailed further.

When the concern is the size of the federal deficit, the constraints on child benefits affect
only the total size of net benefits. New or expanded programs which deliver large amounts of gross
benefits but contain tax back provisions can accommodate the budgetary goals of the government -- a
large sum of money may pass through the hands of government although the impact on the bottom
line (i.e. the deficit) may be negligible.

This is desirable because many prefer a universal delivery mechanism to a selective one,
even when the desired effect of the program is to benefit only a specific group of families. In other
words, child benefits may be very specifically directed even though initial benefits are widely
distributed. Such a distribution method eliminates the stigma associated with social benefits,
reduces administration costs and is thought to generate public support for such programs.

A universal delivery mechanism does increase program costs, however. Monitoring
activity must be increased and therefore administrative costs will rise somewhat. More importantly,
the government will incur interest costs whenever gross benefits are paid throughout the year yet the
desired recovery of funds through taxback provisions will not take place until later in the year. An
example of this cost is an installment Child Tax Credit. If initial payments are made on the basis of
demogrants, with reconciliation at the time of tax filing on the basis of family net income, the
universal delivery of benefits could result in interest costs of over $200 million per year.

By many observers, the federal government’s preoccupation with reducing the size of the
budget deficit is viewed as a meaningless obsession with balancing accounts. But the real concern is
that large deficits represent a drag on the performance of the economy, limiting its ability to generate
employment and income. This leads to an additional constraint for the government, namely the
negative consequences imposed by the poor performance of the economy.

Why not increase child benefits sufficiently and simply raise taxes to pay for them? This
would simply constitute a transfer of resources from families without children to families with
children. If the direction is controlled, then benefits are transferred to only some families with
children.

In addition to administrative and interest costs, government programs generate
inefficiency costs whenever individual behaviour is altered as a result of government programs,
either in an attempt to receive more benefits or pay less taxes. Such inefficiency costs (also known as

deadweight losses) are produced by both aspects of government activity, spending and taxation. As
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these costs are potentially the most onerous, it is important to design programs in such a way as to

minimize them.

THE CHANGING AGE STRUCTURE OF THE CANADIAN POPULATION

Also affecting the design of a family benefit system is the changing age structure of the
population. Canada’s population is gradually aging, which suggests that money may have to be
shifted from child benefits to elderly benefits as the "baby boom" generation reaches old age.

Declining fertility rates and increased life expectancy are the major reasons for the
increasing proportion of elderly people in the population. Compared to some European countries,
such as Denmark and Sweden with over 16% of the population 65 and over, Canada’s population is
relatively young, with about 10% aged 65 and over in 1981.¢32) Even so, Canada’s population is aging
and changes in the age distribution affect dependency ratios and consequently government social
programs. By dependency ratios we mean the percentage of the population assumed to be financially
dependent (usually 0 to 19 years and 65 and over) compared to the percentage assumed to be working
for pay (20 to 64 years old). In some more sophisticated analyses, the exact dependent population is
compared with the exact population in the labour force. Dependency ratios can include both children
and the elderly, but it is more useful if they are calculated separately because the social implications
of changes to each are quite different.

While the dependency ratio for children has declined sharply since the 1960s, the ratio
for the elderly has been gradually increasing since the 1920s. But contrary to popular opinion, the
working population has actually increased as the baby boom generation entered the labour force.
Total dependency ratios will continue to fall until about 2011, when the baby boomers reach their
senior years. But even after that point, the dependency ratio is not expected to rise above its 1971
level which is considerably lower than that ratio at the turn of the last century.

Provincial and regional differences in dependency ratios have varying implications
across the country. These differences are caused by disparate levels of economic development,
immigration and internal migration and varying birth rates. Generally, adolescent and young
families have been leaving farm areas and small villages for larger towns and cities, in search of
educational and employment opportunities. Young adults have moved to frontier areas with
expanding economic opportunities in order to find work. Consequently, Prince Edward Island,
Manitoba and Saskatchewan have higher proportions of older people than other provinces, and

Alberta, Newfoundland and the Northwest Territories have higher percentages of children.

(32)  National Council of Welfare, Sixty-five and Older, Ottawa, February 1984, p. 19.
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The importance of these trends to family benefits stems from the fact that the per capita
cost of supporting "dependents"” is not the same for all age groups. While many of the costs of
childrearing and childcare are paid for by the family, the state is heavily involved in the support of
the elderly. A decline in the birthrate could reduce the total cost of family benefits for children,
except that some benefits are partially indexed to the rising cost of living. A rise in the elderly
population will undoubtedly mean that more resources will have to be allocated to pensions, health
care, social services and housing for seniors, but not all of this money needs to come from government.
The impact of the increasing elderly population on government resources should not be
overestimated. Tomorrow’s elderly will likely be more active and healthier than the elderly of today,
and a variety of services are being developed to support them in their homes when they become more
dependent. With new housing and care options, the pressure for high-cost institutional care should
decrease, at least in relative terms.(33)

Dependency ratios can be used as one indicator of projected needs. We must keep in
mind, however, that ways of delivering services could change as the population ages; for example,
employers may play a more active role in pension contributions; co-operative housing and apartment
living for seniors may largely replace institutions. Health professionals may be more likely to visit
the elderly in their own homes, reducing rates and costs of hospitalization. While demographic
changes operate as a constraint on the design and delivery of family benefits, decisions of how to

allocate resources are essentially political rather than set by population characteristics.

FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL AGREEMENTS

In an earlier report on child benefits,(34) the Committee noted the relationship between
federal and provincial programs and pointed out that this may result in increases in child benefits
having a much smaller effect on some families. The report focused only on those programs that are
linked in a systematic fashion.

The link, however, may in fact be stronger than the report suggests. Provincial
governments normally set the size and scope of their programs to coincide with federal programs and
may well view the two sets of programs as substitutes for one another. Changes to provincial

programs in response to federal changes are difficult to prove, yet vitally important to beneficiaries.

(33) Hunsley (1986), p. 12.

(34) Canada, Senate, Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology,
Analysis of Child and Family Benefits in Canada: A Working Document, A Report
Submitted by the Subcommittee on Child Benefits, Ottawa, December 1985.
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Nevertheless, we can make some observations on this linkage. Though governments
have many different goals when they set policy, it is safe to say that they all prefer a tax/transfer
system that delivers the greatest net benefits to the poorest of families and charges the highest net
taxes to the richest. The pattern of net benefits/taxes should be consistent and relatively smooth over
different income levels.

It is clear that Canada’s tax/transfer system does not meet this test. For the most part,
the problem does not lie within the federal child benefits package but rather with the other set of
programs which are affected by federal benefits through taxback rules. As it turns out, the effective
tax rates for families with children are very erratic. For those with very low levels of income, and
especially for those on welfare, marginal tax rates can be much greater than they are at higher
income levels - indeed they can even exceed 100%. They can decline precipitously only to jump back
up again.Not only could such patterns create work and savings disincentives, but they do not come
close to representing patterns that we generally consider to be fair.

Figures 4:1 and 4:2 present examples of these perverse patterns. The horizontal axis in
both figures represents employment income; however, in many instances child benefits have the same
impact on effective taxes as employment income. For example an increase in Family Allowance
payments or a decrease in child-related tax exemptions or deductions all have the effect of raising
taxable income. If other social programs are delivered on the basis of taxable income, child benefit
changes have the same effect as employment income changes. From the two figures it is then clear
that we cannot always predict the quantitative or even qualitative effects of changing child benefits
for some groups of families.

Extensive restructuring of child benefits cannot be done efficiently without regard to
other programs. Since the source of the problems often lies outside the federal child benefits system,
that is where the corrections will have to be made. Clearly, it is not a job for the federal government

alone.
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Figure 4:1

Marginal Rate of Selected Intervals of Increases in Employment Income, Toronto, 1983
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under six years of age, one child in daycare, rent $3,600 per year.

Figure 4:2

Marginal Rate for $1,000 Increases in Employment Income for Couples,
Province of Québec, 1983
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a. These marginal rates include income tax, transfers and employment expenses.
They do not include taxes on consumption and property taxes, since these do not i.;fluence
employment income directly. It is assumed that households eligible for subsidies iar
child-care expenses do obtain them.

b. It is assumed that both spouses work and the income of one spouse is $8,000.

Source: B. Fortin, "Income Security in Canada" in: F. Vaillancourt, Research Coordinator,
Income Distribution and Economic Security in Canada, University of Toronto Press,
Toronto, 1985.
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CHAPTER 5: OUTLINE OF A GUARANTEED FAMILY SUPPLEMENT SCHEME

RATIONALE FOR A NEW PROGRAM

Raising children is rewarding but it is also expensive. Historically, governments have
been aware of the costs of childraising to families and yet also of the important national and social
contribution parents make in producing and raising the next generation. In Chapter Two, we
outlined five federal benefits for families with children and mentioned various provincial programs to
supplement family income and to assist families with dependent children. These programs, however,
have not relieved poverty or redistributed income in any significant way. According to Statistics
Canada, the poverty rates for families with children under 16 have increased from 16.5% in 1981 to
19.2% in 1985. At the same time, the rate for families without dependent children increased only
slightly, from 9% to 10%./35 It has always been evident that children are essential to the future of our
country. Yet the Committee believes there is an injustice in the taxation and social security systems
because the benefits we provide for our children and the benefits available to other sectors of our
society are not comparable.

We begin by assuming that Canadians must continue to acknowledge the contribution
made by parents in raising their children and that governments must try to offer as much assistance
as possible. Noting that one child in five now lives in a family below the poverty line, the Committee
feels that child benefits should nevertheless be directed to those living in poverty and families with
below-average incomes. '

Earlier in this report, we showed that the goals of the present family benefits package
are not entirely consistent. Family benefits were initiated by a series of governments to meet
national needs in eras with different family structures. Consequently, child benefits are not
congruent with the present realities of family life. That so many Canadian children are living in
poverty indicates that present federal and provincial child and family benefits are inadequate.

The idea of a guaranteed annual income was initially considered by the Committee with
some interest. We are pessimistic, however, about the possibility of implementing such a proposal. It
seems more realistic to devise an interim plan to supplement provincial and federal benefits or low
wages for families with dependent children. We have called this plan the Guaranteed Family
Supplement or GFS.

Since 1974, Saskatchewan has operated a similar program on a provincial level. The

Family Income Plan (FIP) is a benefit for families with gross assets not exceeding a 1985 market

(35) Brigitta Arnoti, "Children in Low-Income Families", Canadian Social Trends, Winter 1986,
pp. 18-20. .
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value of $150,000 and in receipt of Family Allowance on behalf of any dependent children under 18. It
is an income-tested benefit, based on the estimated household income less deductions and exemptions.
As of January 1987, maximum benefits of $100 per month for each of the first three children and $90
for each additional child are payable to families whose income is at or below $8,200 per year plus
Family Allowances. For each $2 of income over that amount, FIP benefits are reduced by $1. FIP
benefits are not taxable and are considered part of the social assistance entitlement of eligible fami-
lies. (36) Although this program has been criticized for disqualifying farm families, through its
regulation about gross assets, and for dealing with only the lowest income families, it nevertheless
provides a Canadian example of an income supplementation plan currently in place for low income

families with children.

CONSIDERATIONS
Given that:

1) one child in five lives in poverty and that we believe this is a national disgrace;

2) the existing federal programs were introduced at different times and for different purposes, and
have not sufficiently relieved poverty among children;

3) fiscal reform by the federal government is now underway;
and given also that:

4) other studies of child care have already been completed and a child care policy is being debated,

we recommend:

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) that most federal child benefits should be targeted to families with poorer children;

2) that federal funds for parents (either alone or in a couple) with children under 18 be made more
progressive to help relieve poverty;

3) that this redistribution should be done in a fashion which does not encourage parents to live
separately in order to receive maximum benefits;

4) that incentive should be built into the child benefit system to encourage beneficiaries to enter
the labour force, to remain working, or to retrain;

5) that programs for children with special needs (i.e. children with disabilities) be retained,

6) that a program be designed to supplement family income, which would replace or restructure

some of the existing child benefits.

(36)  Government of Canada, Inventory of Income Security Programs in Canada,July 1985,
Ottawa, September 1986, p. 64, 65.
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DESIGNING A GUARANTEED FAMILY SUPPLEMENT

A. Defining Family

Because the structure of families has changed substantially in recent decades, it is
important to ensure that social policies and benefits encompass the full range of family structures. In
two-parent families, there are at least three possible structures: both parents may be employed
outside the home (over 60%); only one might be working; both could be living on social assistance. In
a one-parent family, the custodial parent is likely to be the mother (83% of one-parent families), but it
could be the father. This parent may be employed or living on social assistance. Although the
Canadian census definition of "family" includes childless couples, children are central to the
definition used by this Committee. For the purpose of this report, we have defined "family" to include

either one or two parents living together with at least one dependent child (under 18 years old).

B. Critical Income Levels for the Proposed GFS

Statistics Canada uses "low income cut-offs" to produce data on the low-income
population. These cut-offs are defined as the point below which, on average, a family must spend
58.5% of its gross income (or 20% above the average) on the basic necessities of food, clothing and
shelter. This income is often referred to as the poverty line but in reality, there is no single poverty
line for all of Canada because these cut-offs vary by family size and place of residence. In total, there
are 35 poverty lines.(37) While it would not be practical to use 35 different poverty lines as the basis
for a federal family benefit, we can use the Statistics Canada figures as guidelines in designing the
GFS.

In 1987, Statistics Canada estimated that a family of four needs $22,532 per year if it
lives in a city of 500,000 or more and $16,575 if it lives in a rural area. Since these income levels are
projected to increase by about 4% a year, this would mean that by 1988 a family of four would need
$23,433 in a large city and $17,238 in a rural area. We also know that in 1985 the average family
income was $38,059,(38) (although Statistics Canada includes childless couples in these calculations).
These figures should be kept in mind when designing a new family benefit but the basic idea remains
that benefits should vary by family size and family income.

As we indicated in our December 1985 report,39) the value of family benefits varies by:

(1) family income,

(37)  National Council of Welfare, 1987 Poverty Lines, Ottawa, March 1987,p. 9.

(38)  Statistics Canada, Income Distributions by Size in Canada, 1985, Cat. No. 13-207, Ottawa,
December 1986, p. 47.
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(2)  family structure (1 or 2 parents),

(3)  number of children,

(4) the age of the children,

(5)  the need for child care and the subsequent use of the Child Care Expense Deduction, and

(6)  provincial social assistance levels and other provincial benefits.

Despite these variations, it is possible to point to two critical income levels or turning points in
the present delivery of family benefits:
(1) the level below which families pay no income tax (about $12,000 per year depending on
province of residence and family size) and
(2)  the point at which the Child Tax Credit begins to be reduced ($23, 500).

According to our calculations in the December 1985 document, most families with
incomes below $1,000 per month cannot make use of the Child Tax Exemption, the Child Care
Expense Deduction or the Equivalent to Married Exemption. This means that families with monthly
incomes of $2,000 to $3,000 generally benefit more than poorer families from federal child benefits,
especially if the parents can use the Child Care Expense Deduction. In other words, our present
federal child benefits package is certainly not directed to the poorest families. This responsibility to
look after the poor rests with the provinces and provincial social assistance levels vary considerably.

Families with incomes above $23,500 begin to lose the Child Tax Credit, and this
turning point also needs to be kept in mind when designing a new child benefit program. Considering
both of these critical income levels, we know that families gain most from federal child benefits if
their incomes are just below $2,000 per month, or if they can use the Child Care Expense Deduction
when their income is around $3,000 per month. (Larger families, of course, also benefit more because
money is paid for each child.)

Because three of the five child benefits are tax-related exemptions and deductions,
federal benefits are structured in such a way that richer families benefit more. We feel that more of
federal child benefit money should go to poor families than under the present system and that a new

program has to be devised.

C. Financing the System
For this new program, two alternative methods of financing can be considered:
(39) Canada, Senate, Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology,

Analysis of Child and Family Benefits in Canada: a Working Document, Ottawa, December
1985, p. 31-97.
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1) If we replace four out of five federal child benefits (i.e. FA, CTC, CTE, and EME), the
money saved from these benefits would be used to finance the proposed Guaranteed
Family Supplement.

2) If we replace three of the five federal child benefits (i.e. CTC, CTE, and EME), the money
saved from these existing programs would be used to finance the proposed program and
the amount necessary to compensate for the absence of FA (approximately $1,000
million to $1,300 million) should be added from the federal treasury.

Within the Committee, there were adherents of both methods of financing the proposed new program.
Earlier in this report, we calculated the 1988 cost to the federal government o. each
benefit to families with different income levels. The total amount channelled to the new program for

option 1 is listed below:

1988 Net Cost to the Federal Government of Four Child Benefits

Family Allowance $ 1,822.3 million
Child Tax Credit 1,867.6 million
Child Tax Exemption

-under 18 ‘ 674.4 million
Equivalent to Married Exemption 541.6 million
TOTAL NET COST - $ 4,905.9 million

Since our primary concern in this Committee is to assist children living in poverty, we
recommend reallocating resources to remove tax exemptions and deductions because these do not
benefit the poorest families. Within the first funding option, it is the income of the family and not its
structure which should establish the criteria for benefits. With the Equivalent to Married Exemption,

one-parent families are being offered tax assistance equivalent to the one-earner two-parent family.

But rather than supporting families because they have one parent on the assumption that they are in
need, vl*e would support families which are actually in need, regardless of structure. If our goal is to
target existing resources to poor families, money from the Equivalent to Married Exemption and
relevant child benefits should be reallocated to one new benefit.(40)

In the light of the previous discussion, money from the Child Care Expense Deduction
could also be used for the new program. Although only a small proportion of families can use it, the
Child Care Expense Deduction is potentially the most valuable to the individual family of the five

child benefits. Families with four or more children can deduct up to $8,000, or $2,000 per child from
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their taxable income if they have receipts. Since we want to target money to poor families, we believe
that tax deductions could be eliminated. Yet the problem of affordable and accessible child care goes
beyond the issue of tax deductions. The federal government, for example, may want to expand
parental leave, introduce child care tax credits to be used by parents at home or to purchase child
care, or to subsidize day care spaces more fully. Since the government announced tax reform last
June and since the Special Parliamentary Committee on Child Care has just reported on 30 March
1987, we anticipate some response to the serious problems of affordable and quality child care raised
by that Committee. Attempting to solve these childcare problems exceeds the mandate of this report,
but we will have an opportunity to study this issue at a later date.

If money was reallocated away from four child benefits and towards lower income
families, more money would be available than if we reallocated money only from three benefits,
leaving FA intact ($4,905.9 million compared to $3,083.6 million in 1988). If the universal benefit of
FA were left unchanged as some members wished, new money would have to be found to provide
sufficient funds for a GFS. Otherwise, poorer families could receive less money after restructuring
than they do at present. Any new scheme, however, must operate on a sliding scale so that families
with below average incomes as well as average incomes receive partial benefits. The present federal
benefits mainly help families who live above the poverty level but have below average or average
incomes. Even though more money would go to poor families under the new proposal, this middle
income group must be protected because their childraising costs are considerable. A middle income
family with two children could easily pay $8,000 a year for the care of two children, and also take the

brunt of the taxation load.

(40)  We have not included the tax exemption for older dependent children in our calculations of
available money because we feel that this should be an educational benefit rather than a
family benefit, since it is essentially for students. Similarly, we have omitted the Child
Care Expense Deduction because we anticipate changes in this benefit resulting from the
recent Report of the Special Parliamentary Committee on Child Care.
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D. Eligibility and Method of Distribution

Entitlement for GFS would be based on net family income (before taxes)4l) in the previous
calendar year as well as on the number of children in the family. Should the actual income in fact
exceed the estimated amount, the excess would be deducted from any subsequent payments of the
supplement. GFS benefits would be paid monthly to the mother or to the custodial parent or
guardian, as is the present Family Allowance benefit.

Eligible families could apply for this benefit if they had dependent children under 18
living at home and if their before-tax family income was below the Canadian average.(42) The
amount parents would receive would depend on the number of children and family income but would
not be granted at all to families with above-average family incomes. The amount would be adjusted
to family size and special circumstances of the family (i.e., having a child with disabilities), but those
with the lowest incomes would receive the highest supplement. The new program would have to be
designed to begin in the same month as Family Allowances were withdrawn, to prevent a waiting

period without benefits.

E. Built-In Incentives

The proposed GFS would be neutral in that families would neither be encouraged to stay
together nor to separate to raise their benefit level. This could be done by providing the supplement
to one parent in a family with children -- including parents living together outside legal marriage as
well as those legally married.

The amount of money granted, combined with provincial social assistance payments,
would have to be high enough that families could live above the poverty level, but not so high as to
provide work disincentives. GF'S should not discourage parents from seeking part-time or full-time
work or from pursuing education or training, as some welfare systems do. There should be an
incentive to seek permanent work and become independent of the Guaranteed Family Supplement.

GF'S would supplement either welfare or low wages or both.

(41)  Prior to the implementation of the tax reform proposals of June 1987, net income refers to
gross income minus allowable employment expenses and capital losses, deductions for CPP,
UIC and RRSP contributions, union dues and for childcare, but before income taxes are
paid. It is this existing concept of net income which the Committee has in mind for
entitlement for GFS.

(42)  The average family income in Canada was about $38,000 in 1985. The exact cut-off point
would have to be established annually by the government.
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F. Federal-Provincial Negotiations

Members of the Committee were concerned that raising federal family benefits for the welfare
poor could cause provincial governments to cut back on welfare payments, to minimize or eliminate
the annual cost of living increases to social assistance payments, or to reduce or freeze minimum
wages. We suggest that this possibility would require a federal-provincial agreement that any
increase in federal benefits would not alter provincial benefits, future increases, or the formula for
such increases. The Canada Assistance Plan, which governs financial arrangements for social
assistance, could be altered to incorporate increases in federal benefits. Federal-provincial
negotiations necessary for the implementation of this proposal should guarantee a commitment by
the federal government and the provinces to alleviate poverty in families with children and that the
GFS will in no way reduce, now or in the future, any provincial support. Otherwise, this exercise will
be self-defeating. The Guaranteed Family Supplement should be non-taxable and could give choices

to parents for the care of their children.

G. Conclusion

Many tax exemptions and deductions in the Canadian tax system are expected to change
in the near future. Furthermore, on 30 March 1987, the Special Parliamentary Child Care
Committee recommended changes to child care funding. We, also, argue for the elimination of child
tax exemptions and deductions. Committee members are also fully aware that there are other tax
exemptions which need to be reconsidered. But it is important for us to begin to restructure child
benefits in order to create a more equitable system. We do not wish to imply that the expenses of
childrearing are any less important than other tax exemptions or deductions recognized by Revenue
Canada. On the contrary, children are our nation’s most important resource and governments should
assist all families to raise their children. But tax-related exemptions and deductions are not the best
way of doing so, because they are of more value to those who are already financially better-off. We
feel that family benefits would be most useful if directed to those families with lower incomes. This is
why we are proposing a new way of delivering family benefits. We want to acknowledge the financial
difficulties experienced by lower income families in raising children, and contribute to the alleviation
of poverty in which so many Canadian children live. We are confident that a Guaranteed Family

Supplement would accomplish these goals.
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PREFACE

Le 5 février 1895, le document d’étude sur les prestations aux enfants et aux personnes
agées, publié par le Ministére de la Santé nationale et du Bien-étre social, a été déposé devant le
Sénat. La semaine suivante, le Comité sénatorial permanent des affaires sociales, des sciences et de
la technologie a été autorisé a examiner ce document et 4 le commenter. Au cours des réunions du
Comité qui se sont tenues par la suite, il a été décidé de concentrer 'essentiel des discussions sur les
interactions entre les prestations fédérales et provinciales pour enfants, ainsi que sur les
conséquences d’'une éventuelle restructuration du systéme actuel de prestations fédérales pour
enfants, et ce pour tous les types de familles vivant dans les différentes provinces. Un rapport a été
publié en décembre 1985, intitulé "Analyse des prestations pour enfants et des prestations aux familles
au Canada : Document de travail". Dans la premiére partie de ce rapport, les auteurs ont développé
une méthodologie d’analyse de la relation existant entre les prestations pour enfants fédérales et
provinciales, tandis que dans la deuxiéme partie, ils ont procédé a une analyse des prestations aux
familles avec enfants versées par les gouvernements fédéral et provinciaux.

Au cours des audiences du Comité sur les amendements a la Loi sur les allocations
familiales (Projet de loi C-70), de nombreux témoins ont fait part au Comité de leur opinion au sujet
de la restructuration du régime fédéral de prestations pour enfants. Dans le droit fil de notre
précédente étude et en vue d’'intégrer a notre projet les propositions visant a améliorer les prestations
pour enfants, le Comité s’est livré a une analyse plus approfondie du régime fédéral des prestations
familiales. Le présent rapport représente I'aboutissement des travaux entrepris dans le cadre de
notre étude et le résumé des opinions du Comité sur la fagon dont il conviendrait de restructurer le
régime actuel des prestations fédérales pour enfants en vue de mieux venir en aide aux enfants vivant

dans la pauvreté.
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CHAPITRE 1: ANALYSE DES PRESTATIONS FAMILIALES

INTRODUCTION: LA FAMILLE EN MUTATION

Au cours des quarante derniéres années, le fondement socio-économique de la vie
familiale des Canadiens a suffisamment changé pour justifier une remise en question des
programmes d’aide destinés aux familles avec enfants. Nous examinerons ceux parmi ces
changements qui ont eu une influence sur la vie familiale, nous passerons en revue les prestations
pour enfants qui existent actuellement et nous proposerons enfin l'introduction d’une nouvelle
prestation fédérale visant a remplacer quelques uns des cinq programmes actuels.

Des prestations telles que les allocations familiales ont été mises en place a une époque
ot les familles étaient plus nombreuses, ou il n’y avait qu'un seul soutien par famille et ou le taux de
divorce était faible. Depuis quelques décennies, la taille moyenne de la famille a diminué, les meéres
ont envahi le marché du travail, le taux de divorce a grimpé en fléche et les adolescents restent plus
longtemps a la charge de leurs parents. La vie familiale n’en demeure pas moins populaire. Plus de
85 p. 100 des Canadiens se marient au moins une fois dans leur vie, et la plupart des couples ainsi
formés ont des enfants. Prés des trois quarts de ceux dont le mariage est dissous établissent de
nouvelles relations, et un deuxiéme mariage est une pratique de plus en plus courante. En
conséquence, de nombreux enfants vivent dans une famille "composite" ot ils cétoient des enfants nés
d’un précédent mariage. La famille " traditionnelle" ot le pére est le pourvoyeur et ot la mére reste a
la maison, n’est plus la norme désormais, et il convient que les politiques sociales reflétent cette
réalité.

Avec la chute du taux de fécondité, la famille type est moins nombreuse et ne compte
plus qu’un ou deux enfants‘l). De plus en plus souvent, les femmes qui ont de jeunes enfants
travaillent a I'extérieur du foyer pour subvenir a leurs besoins, pour faire face & 'augmentation du
coit de la vie et de I'éducation, pour accroitre le revenu familial, pour étre plus autonomes, ou
simplément pour tirer profit de leur formation et de leurs compétences professionnelles. Ainsi, plus

de la moitié des enfants d’age préscolaire au Canada sont maintenant gardés par des personnes autres

(1) Cependant, les taux de natalité varient considérablement selon la province et la région. Le
Québec, qui avait traditionnellement un taux de natalité extrémement élevé, affiche
maintenant le taux plus bas au Canada (13,4 naissances par 1 000 habitants). C’est dans les
Territoires du Nord-Ouest que le taux de natalité est aujourd’hui le plus élevé au pays
(29,2), ce qui refléte le taux de fécondité élevé des autochtones. Statistiques Canada,
Naissances et Décés, cat. 84-204, Ottawa, mars 1986, pp. 2 et 3.
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que leurs parents pendant une partie au moins de la semaine de travail. Pour de nombreuses familles,
la recherche d’un milieu de garde qui soit fiable et de qualité pose un perpétuel probléme. D’autres
s'efforcent de garder leurs enfants a la maison, & une époque ou le coit de la vie augmente
constamment et ou un seul revenu ne suffit plus.

Bien que 63 p. 100 des méres ayant des enfants de moins de 16 ans travaillent a
I'extérieur, il n’existe pas au Canada de systéme uniformisé de garde d’enfants. La disponibilité et la
qualité des services de garde privés ou a but non lucratif varient considérablement en fonction des
provinces, des régions et des moyens financiers de la famille. Les parents qui peuvent produire des
recus de frais de garde ont droit & des déductions fiscales, mais souvent, les familles ont recours a des
personnes non accréditées a qui elles rendent d’autres services en échange, ou qu’elles paient en
espéces sans obtenir de regus. Elles ne peuvent donc pas toujours se prévaloir dans le calcul de leur
impot sur le revenu des déductions existantes pour frais de garde d’enfants.

Avec I'augmentation du nombre de séparations et de divorces, les foyers monoparentaux
se sont multipliés. Si les enfants de familles dites "monoparentales" ont en réalité deux parents qui
s’occupent d’eux et qui contribuent a leur éducation, ce sont souvent les méres séparées ou divorcées
qui doivent assumer I'essentiel de la charge économique et affective de la garde des enfants. En outre,
la dissolution du mariage oblige la plupart des méres & se chercher un travail pour assurer leur
subsistance et celle de leurs enfants, étant donné que les juges ont tendance a ne plus accorder de
pension alimentaire et que souvent, le pére, s’il n’a pas la garde des enfants, cesse de verser
réguliérement les montants prescrits par les tribunaux. Qui plus est, les mécanismes de contréle
instaurés pour assurer la régularité de ces versements se sont révélés inefficaces.

Les circonstances économiques et sociales ont également changé pour les enfants plus
agés. Les adolescents d’aujourd’hui restent plus longtemps chez eux que ceux de la génération
précédente, car de nos jours il faut faire des études de plus en plus longues si I'on veut décrocher un
emploi permanent. Si de nombreux adolescents souhaiteraient travailler a temps partiel pendant
leurs études pour ne pas dépendre de leurs parents, il leur est en fait extrémement difficile de se
passer du soutien familial, compte tenu du peu de chances d’emploi qui s’offrent a un travailleur sans
expérience, en cette période de chomage élevé. Comme il y a aujourd’hui plus "d’enfants"” de 18 ans
qui vivent chez leurs parents qu’autrefois, il convient de réexaminer le bien-fondé des programmes
gouvernementaux actuels. Le gouvernement devrait-il continuer d’accorder des exonérations fiscales
aux parents qui ont des enfants a charge de plus de 18 ans, ou 'aide devrait-elle étre versée
directement aux jeunes, a partir d'un budget différent?

Si ’Etat a pris en charge certaines fonctions assumées antérieurement par la famille,
comme ’éducation et la protection des jeunes, les soins médicaux et 'aide aux chomeurs, les menibres
de la famille continuent néanmoins de s’entraider énormement. Le ménage et la garde des enfants

d’age préscolaire restent en grande partie des travaux non rémunérés assurés par les épouses et les
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méres. Souvent, la parenté offre a titre gracieux ’hébergement, des préts sans intérét, la garde des
enfants, des malades et des personnes agées; elle rend en outre d’autres services inappréciables qui
cotteraient des millions de dollars s’ils devaient étre assurés par le secteur privé ou par I'Etat(2),

En 1945, de nombreuses raisons justifiaient I'instauration du programme des allocations
familiales, mais son principal objectif était de venir financiérement en aide aux parents de fagon
qu’ils puissent faire face aux cotits de I'éducation de leurs enfants'3. Méme s’il n’a jamais été question
de lier les allocations familiales et autres prestations pour enfants créées ultérieurement aux cofits de
I'éducation des enfants, il importe de reconnaitre que ces derniers ont augmenté. D’aprés différents
groupes de pression, méme si les familles pouvaient toucher toutes les prestations fédérales accordées
aux familles avec enfants, a savoir les allocations familiales, le crédit d'impét pour enfants,
I'exemption d'impét au titre des enfants, la déduction pour frais de garde d’enfants et '’équivalent de
I'exemption de personne mariée, ainsi que les prestations provinciales, les sommes pergues ne
suffiraient pas a assurer aux enfants nécessiteux un niveau de vie décent.

Dans plusieurs pays, les chercheurs ont évalué les cotts liés a I'éducation d’un enfant;
les montants varient selon le nombre d’enfants et selon le niveau de vie auquel aspire la famille.
Malgré ces variantes, il semble qu’en moyenne, les familles qui ont un enfant lui consacrent environ
30 p. 100 du total de leurs revenus; lorsqu’il y a deux enfants, cette proportion passe de 40 a 50 p. 100,
tandis qu’elle est de prés de 50 p. 100'4) pour trois enfants. D’aprés le Conseil de planification de la
communauté urbaine de Toronto, une famille canadienne doit s’attendre a ce que chaque enfant lui
coite en moyenne 3 694 dollars courants par an au cours des dix-huit premiéres années de la vie de
I'enfant si elle n’a pas de frais de garde, ou jusqu'a 5 888 dollars si elle en a.

Dans la détermination du revenu familial global, I'importance relative du revenu
d’emploi par rapport au revenu d’investissement et aux paiements de transfert des pouvoirs publics a
aussi changé. L’augmentation du taux de chémage, la rareté de I'argent, qui a provoqué une flambée
des taux d'intérét, et la stagnation de la croissance économique n’ont pas eu de répercussions
réellement défavorables graves sur I'égalité économique, car les paiements de transfert ont beaucoup
augmenté depuis la fin des années 1960, les revenus d’investissement des personnes agés se sont

accrus et de plus en plus de familles disposent maintenant de deux sources de revenu'5). Mais n’efit

(2) Maureen Baker, "Families", dans L. Tepperman et J. Richardson (éd.), The Social World:
An Introduction to Sociology, Toronto, McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1986, p. 264-265.

(3) Gouvernement du Canada, Répertoire de programmes de sécurité du revenu au Canada,
Jjanvier 1984, Ottawa, p. 39.

(4) Espenshade, T.J. "Value and Cost of Children", Population Bulletin 32: 2-47, avril 1977.

(5) Michael C. Wolfson, "L’équilibre dans le changement - Inégalité du revenu au Canada,
1965-1983", Revue statistique du Canada, février 1986.
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été I'indexation des paiements de transfert, le fossé entre les riches et les pauvres aurait été beaucoup
plus considérable.

L’incidence de la pauvreté a diminué d’un tiers entre 1969 et 1983, mais la récession du
début des années 1980 a inversé la tendance d’'un déclin & long terme de la pauvreté. Le revenu
familial réel, ajusté en fonction de I'inflation, a baissé entre 1980 et 1984(6). Les familles jeunes
dirigées par une femme forment désormais une partie importante des familles pauvres, et sur dix
familles dirigées par une femme, quatre sont pauvres, contre une sur dix pour les familles ayant un
homme a leur téte(”. Compte tenu de I'importante augmentation du taux de séparation et de divorce
et du nombre de jeunes femmes non mariées qui gardent leurs enfants, le nombre des familles
dirigées par une femme a fortement augmenté au cours des quinze derniéres années. Beaucoup de ces
familles sont pauvres. Cette tendance a incité certains sociologues a parler de "féminisation de la
pauvreté”. Les femmes agées et les méres de jeunes enfants qui dirigent une famille monoparentale
sont les plus exposées a la pauvreté. Plus une famille est nombreuse, plus les enfants risquent de
vivre dans la pauvreté(d),

Le Comité s'inquiéte particuliérement du sort de ces enfants vivant dans la pauvreté, car
il est conscient des conséquences sociales et psychologiques inhérentes a une éducation en milieu
défavorisé. On a beaucoup écrit sur le cycle de la pauvreté, sur les générations successives d’assistés
sociaux et sur les cotts a long terme du chomage et de I'insuffisance de revenu familial. Le Comité est
d’avis que les prestations familiales actuelles ne constituent pas une solution adéquate a ces
problémes et que par conséquent, une restructuration du régime fédéral s’impose.

Le probléme des prestations fédérales versées aux familles avec enfants tient en partie
aux contradictions qui existent entre les objectifs des diverses prestations et entre les programmes
sociaux et le régime fiscal. Si nous voulons faire bénéficier principalement les familles les plus
défavorisées par I'entremise du crédit d'impét pour enfants, pourquoi accorder parallélement aux
familles avec enfants des déductions d’'impét et des exonérations qui aident principalement celles qui
ont des revenus imposables plus élevés? Pourquoi autoriser les travailleurs indépendants a déduire
de leur revenu imposable toutes les dépenses encourues dans I'exercice de leur profession, alors que
les parents ne peuvent, quant a eux, déduire tous leurs frais de garde d’enfants? Pourquoi une famille

ne peut-elle déduire que 710 dollars pour un enfant a charge de moins de 18 ans, alors qu’elle peut

(6) Conseil national du bien-étre social, La pauvreté a la hausse, Ottawa, mars 1985, p. 2; Colin
Lindsay, "The Decline of the Real Family Income, 1980 to 1984", Canadian Social Trends,
hiver 1986, p. 15-17.

(7 Ibid., p. 7.
(8) Ibid., p. 15, tableau 11.
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déduire 3 666 dollars pour un conjoint a charge qui, en fait, rend gratuitement de nombreux services?

Pourquoi négliger nos enfants qui sont, aprés tout, notre plus grande richesse pour I'avenir?

LES OBJECTIFS DU REGIME DE PRESTATIONS FAMILIALES

En créant ou en modifiant les prestations destinées aux enfants et aux familles, les

gouvernements canadiens successifs avaient trois grands objectifs, plus ou moins explicites :

1)

2)

3)

Méme si la décision d’avoir des enfants reléve d’'un choix personnel des parents, ces derniers
contribuent ce faisant au dévelopement économique du pays, en formant la prochaine
génération et en assurant la main-d’oeuvre future. Les pouvoirs publics ont utilisé les
prestations familiales comme un témoignage symbolique de reconnaissance aux familles pour
I'important réle social qu'elles jouent en ayant des enfants et en les élevant. Ainsi, pour
reconnaitre la valeur de la famille sur le plan social, le gouvernement canadien accorde des
exemptions fiscales pour les enfants a charge, des déductions fiscales pour la garde des
enfants dont les parents travaillent, ainsi que des allocations a toutes les familles qui ont des
enfants a charge.

Les prestations familiales ont aussi servi a créer une équité horizontale entre les familles qui
ont des enfants a charge et celles qui n’en ont pas. Ainsi, on reconnait les colts
supplémentaires liés a I’éducation des enfants en réduisant le revenu imposable des familles
avec enfants grace a 'exemption d'imp6t pour enfants et a la déduction pour frais de garde
d’enfants.

Certaines familles ont plus besoin que d’autres de l'aide financiére de I’Etat. Comme les
ressources sont toujours limitées, cette aide a souvent été réservée aux familles les plus
nécessiteuses. Depuis 1978, le programme fédéral du crédit d'impdt pour enfants a servi a
compléter les allocations familiales versées aux familles les plus démunies. Les prestations
familiales ont donc servi a atténuer la pauvreté.

Le régime fédéral actuel des prestations pour enfants a été congu au fil des

gouvernements successifs ayant des programmes politiques différents. Sil'on analyse les objectifs et

les mécanismes d’octroi de ces prestations, on constate que certaines d’entre elles visent les familles

démunies, tandis que d’autres privilégient les familles nanties et que d’autres, enfin, s’adressent aux

familles ayant des besoins particuliers. Dans le processus d’élaboration d’'un nouveau régime de
\ P

prestations pour enfants, il faut veiller a ce que les objectifs du programme soient a la fois explicites et

cohérents. Ainsi, un régime de prestations congu dans 'optique du gouvernement pourrait étre axé

sur l'efficacité administrative et la rentabilité. Par contre, si I'on accordait moins d'importance a

I'efficacité administrative, on pourrait viser essentiellement a répondre aux besoins des familles plus

ou moins nombreuses et de niveaux de revenu différents. Le régime pourrait également étre axé plus
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particuliérement sur les besoins de 'enfant, indépendamment de la situation familiale. Selon I'angle
considéré, on arrivera a des conclusions différentes quant au type de prestation et au cadre
administratif le plus indiqué. Dans la réalité, un régime de prestations familiales doit tenir compte
de tous ces aspects pour étre efficace. Toutefois, pour les besoins de I'analyse, on constate que tout
régime pourrait théoriquement étre orienté davantage dans une direction que dans I'autre.

Dans le présent rapport, aprés un examen des prestations actuelles et de leur incidence
sur les enfants, les familles et les gouvernements, nous proposerons des solutions de rechange au
régime en vigueur. Nous décrirons aussi les contraintes financiéres, démographiques et politiques qui
pesent sur les gouvernements qui envisagent de modifier le régime des prestations sociales. Enfin,
nous proposerons une nouvelle prestation pour enfant, le Supplément de revenu familial garanti
(SRFQG), qui est destiné a remplacer certaines des prestations actuelles. Le SRFG serait axé sur les
familles avec enfants a charge qui vivent dans la pauvreté ou qui ont un revenu inférieur a la
moyenne.

Les membres du Comité ont été émus d’apprendre que 20 p. 100 des enfants canadiens
vivaient dans la pauvreté. Etre élevé dans la pauvreté est un malheur en soi, qui entraine avec lui un
cortége de difficultés scolaires graves, de chémage chronique et de problémes psychologiques futurs.
Grace a la restructuration des prestations familiales, le gouvernement fédéral pourrait aider les
parents démunis a offrir a leurs enfants de meilleures perspectives d’avenir, tout en leur fournissant
la possibilité de faire des choix concrets. Nous ne voulons pas nier le fait que les enfants sont tous une
richesse précieuse pour un pays, mais nous sommes suffisamment réalistes pour reconnaitre que
certains 